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our years ago, one of the
San Francisco VAMC
interns came to me with a
wrenching dilemma about
choosing a postdoctoral clinical psychology fellowship. She
had been made an offer from her
(distant) second choice and given
one day to accept or decline.
She wouldn’t hear for two more
weeks from her first choice.
Should she turn it down and risk
not getting a postdoc? Should
she accept and give up the chance
she would be made the more preferred offer? Should she accept
and then renege if she received
the offer? It was painfully clear
to me that we (the postdoctoral
fellowship programs) had put
her in this dilemma unnecessarily. I wondered once again: Why
couldn’t we all agree to use a
mutually convenient date and
process to solve this problem?
Of course, applicants were not
the only ones who suffered in the
existing uncoordinated system.
Programs were hurt as well. Shortly
thereafter, our own postdoctoral
fellowship program received an
application from an outstanding
individual. He had desired our
PTSD fellowship for some time, and
hoped to move to San Francisco for
postdoctoral training (and subsequent professional life). We were his
first choice. Though he evolved to
be our #1 ranking as well, we had
committed to waiting until mid-

March to notify candidates. When
he received an offer from his second
choice in late February, he reluctantly accepted the one-in-the-hand.
Here was proof of how programs
too were losing out because of the
disjointed notification system. And
other postdoctoral programs fared
even worse – those that made offers
in April or May were often not
able to reach any of their top dozen
applicants; they had already committed elsewhere.
That wasn’t the extent of problems with the system. A runaway competition was occurring.
Program A tried to get a jump on
Program B (and the rest of the
alphabet) and moved its notification ahead of B. The next year
Program B did the same in return.
There was no way to end the
rivalry since opponents were free
to leap frog in front of each other.
One year you “win,” the next you
“lose.”
Historical Efforts to Establish
a Uniform Notification Date
In the 1990’s, the nine VA geropsychology postdoctoral programs
had briefly adopted a Uniform
Notification Date (UND), promoted by Bob Goldberg, Ph.D.,
DOT of the Louis Stokes Cleveland
DVAMC. The arrangement was
abandoned due to the negatives of
(1) making offers later than nonparticipating programs, and (2) the
CONTINUED ON PAGE 3
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By Steve McCutcheon, Ph.D.
Stephen.McCutcheon@va.gov

’m sitting in the terminal at
National Airport in DC as I start
this column. I have a few hours
to fill before my flight takes me
home to Seattle, and I’m spending the
time reflecting on things I’ve learned
from my time in APPIC.
Adult Education
Let me start by explaining that I’ve
spent these past four days attending
meetings on behalf of APPIC. These
included a vigorous working meeting
with other Chairs of Training Councils
and a few days as an interested visitor to the APA’s Board of Educational
Affairs (BEA is one of the boards within APA that coincides with the four
major Directorates that form the structure of APA governance: practice, science, public interest, and education).
During the course of these past few
days, I found myself early one evening walking to a reception with Gil
Newman, the current Chair of BEA.
As we dodged traffic in front of Union
Station, Gil and I chatted about the
state of the (psychology) world, and
what can be done to make it a little bit
better. In the middle of the cross-walk
– with the light changing – Gil turned
to me to say, “If there’s one thing I’d
like to do, it’s to help young psychologists see why it’s important to get
more involved in the profession”.
We jumped the curb and went on to
talk about all sorts of other things, but
his comment came back to me later
CONTINUED ON PAGE 6
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desire to lock in the current year’s interns at the earliest possible time.
In 2004, I decided to tackle the postdoctoral
notification problem, starting locally. I approached
three Training Directors in the San Francisco
Bay Area -- Toni Zeiss, Ph.D., who was then the
Psychology Training Director at the VA Palo
Alto Health Care System, John Arden, Ph.D. the
Director of Mental Health Training of the Northern
California Kaiser Permanente Hospitals and Bruce
Arnow, Ph.D., Chief, Psychology Service & Director
of Psychology Training, Stanford University
Medical Center. They were extremely enthusiastic
about the idea, and we invited the other Bay Area
postdoctoral clinical programs to voluntarily use
a UND. Collectively, we assembled about 15 programs with 80 positions.
Applicants were asked to develop their own personal rankings by the day before UND. Although
they might receive multiple offers on notification
day, they should hold only one at a time (or accept
their #1 choice, if offered). Whenever a site higher
on their list made an offer, they should release the
less preferred offer. That would minimize the logjams. It worked remarkably seamlessly.
Local success was a big step, but that didn’t solve
the problem when applicants were considering programs outside the Bay Area. Nor did it help the rest
of the country. Accordingly, I contacted the APPIC
Board of Directors in 2005 about their coordinating
nation-wide, but was informed that APPIC would
not be interested in helping organize either a uniform
notification date or a postdoctoral match until the
vast majority of its member postdoctoral programs
expressed a desire to do so. Historically, most programs had shown little enthusiasm.
In May 2006, Brad Roper, Ph.D., Associate Editor
for Neuropsychology for the APPIC Newsletter,
wrote an article for the Newsletter advocating that
APPIC implement a Match (and not a UND) for
postdoctoral programs. Since 2001, the Association of
Postdoctoral Programs in Clinical Neuropsychology
(APPCN) had used a match system for neuropsychology postdocs, and Brad proposed an expansion of the
APPCN Match process to include other constituencybased clinical fellowships.
Why Programs Resist the UND
Roper’s article spurred APPIC to distribute a
new survey to its postdoctoral program members
to ascertain whether there was interest in either
a Match or UND. The survey responses revealed
continued ambivalence.
The major reasons programs cited for opposing a
UND were as follows:
1. Some of the applicants who applied to cliniCONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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cal postdocs were also applying to
research postdocs.
Since research postdoctoral programs can announce throughout the
year when they confirm their funding, the clinical postdocs with strong
research components needed flexibility to compete for applicants.
2. A February UND was too soon
after internship match. Overlapping
the applications, interviews and ranking for both interns and postdocs was
a strain.
3. If only some programs were to commit initially to a common notification
date, they ran the risk of having other
programs jump ahead and make earlier
offers, especially in their geographic
region. They believed that would put
them at a distinct disadvantage to land
the most desired candidates. They at
least wanted the flexibility to make
instant offers in order not to lose applicants that received earlier offers.
4. Programs who wanted to keep
their existing interns wished to lock
in offers early in the year. They saw
no benefit in waiting.
While there is obvious truth to all
of these concerns, they do not seem
insurmountable.
The first objection seems to be small
in scope. Most (though not all) applicants with intentions of a research
career prefer research postdocs;
clinically oriented applicants almost
always choose clinical postdocs. For
our purposes, we would do exceedingly well to establish a UND just
for the clinical programs (though I
can imagine eventually convincing
research postdocs with summer start
dates to adopt a UND too).
I am well aware of how much
the second issue is true. At the San
Francisco VAMC, we barely finish
reviewing the 200 predoctoral applications before the 50 postdoctoral
ones arrive. The compressed timing
does intensify our work, but the temporary pressure seems well worth it
for the greater good.
The third quandary is the classical
“Prisoner’s Dilemma” in which there
is a fundamental conflict between
what is a choice for an individual
member of a group and for the group
as a whole. And yet, just like that
conundrum where it seems that it
each player’s best strategy is to act

only out of self-interest, the rewards
are greatest when players collaborate.
The fourth reason is a variation of
the third. Using a UND would still
eventuate the desired outcome.
The Beginnings of a Nationally
Coordinated System in 2008
At the 2007 APA Convention in San
Francisco, a group of Postdoctoral
Psychology Training Directors of VA
Medical Centers revisited the problem. Eight programs volunteered to
move their notification to a commonly decided date. Steve McCutcheon,
Ph.D., in his role as Training Director
at the Seattle VAMC, suggested that
the date be set for February 28th, so
that programs that felt compelled
to make offers sooner could at least
allow applicants the option to hold
offers until that date.
Then we hit some terrific good luck
and timing. In September, 2007, the
DVA Office of Academic Affiliations,
Associated Health Education, under
the direction of Robert Zeiss, Ph.D.,
vastly expanded their funding for VA
postdoctoral fellowships. They awarded 98 new fellowships positions,
bringing the new total of VA clinical
postdoctoral positions to 176 in 52 programs. This new breadth of programs
increased the probability that applicants interested in VA fellowships
might apply across the country. Most
programs expressed readiness and
good will to help establish uniformity
within the greater VA system. Below
are the dates that VA sites pledged to
use for their notification of 2008-09 fellows, listed in ascending chronological
order. Also included in the table is the
amount of time granted to candidates
to hold offers. (See table on page 5)
So how did this first attempt at a
country wide UND work out? My
checking back with the VA sites after
February 28, 2008 revealed two issues.
Two programs reported that they felt
compelled to break set and make an
offer earlier because their top candidate had already received another
offer. The other glitch had to do with
confusion arising from having varying amounts of time -- anywhere from
one to five days -- that different sites
allowed applicants to hold offers.
However, virtually all programs indicated that using the coordinated date
was extremely beneficial.

I should point out that adopting
the February 28 date this year caused
an unanticipated complication with
APPCN. The APPCN deadline for
Rank Order List submission for
their Postdoctoral Neuropsychology
Residency Computer Match was a
day later on February 29. This made
it feasible for neuropsychology
postdoctoral programs to forego the
APPCN Match and make offers and
require acceptances that would preempt the APPCN Match. A number
of us worked hard to head off that
potential impediment, and fortunately, only two of the VA sites with neuropsychology postdocs chose not to
participate in the APPCN Match and
make offers on or before the 28th.
It turned out to be a great start,
just from a series of handshake agreements.
All of these efforts are a familiar
parallel to what had happened with
pre-doctoral training. Internship
notification was a chaotic situation
until 1968 when APPIC was organized and a UND was adopted (see
article by I. B. Weiner, Ph.D. this
issue). The UND was never a popular
option because of bottlenecks created by applicants holding offers and
an inability to keep programs from
prematurely revealing preferences to
their applicants. By 1997, technology
had improved and APPIC, with Greg
Keilin, Ph.D spearheading, launched
the highly orderly and smooth
Computer Match (see article by Dr.
Keilin, this issue).
Your Program Should
Join the UND Next Year
Like with internships, I believe that
the most effective system for postdoctoral notification ultimately would be a
Match. But while this may eventually
transpire, the next step is to get the vast
majority of our postdoctoral clinical
programs to join a UND.* Presently, 40
clinical programs (both VA and nonVA) representing over 125 fellowship
positions are volunteering to use a common date. Now we need to increase
those numbers. (If you want to enlist,
email me at Russell.lemle@va.gov.)
When a critical mass is reached, APPIC
members and Board will be more able
to drop their objections and create an
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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APPIC directed system.
Why enroll if you “won” this year
in the present system by making offers
before others? ** Because it is simply
the right thing to do for postdoctoral
fellows, the other programs and our profession. Applicants are taking their first
career action as psychologists, and we
can either help them to make the best
choice or undermine them. We became
clinical directors because we believe in
training the next generation, and we
should do that through unambiguous
support, collaboration and integrity. ***
I ask all programs to join in the

UND next year. While you may risk
losing a postdoc you want, you will
gain the knowledge that you are part
of the collective solution.
FOOTNOTES:

* This is not meant for neuropsychology
postdocs, which are encouraged to take part in
the existing APPCN Match.
** If your only objection to joining the
UND is that you want it to be earlier, please
let us know. No specific date is already fixed.
*** Although I hesitate to write the following footnote, I have a suggestion for programs
who are adamant that they make offers prior

to February 28th next year: allow applicants
to hold your offers until March 1 (as per Dr.
McCutcheon’s suggestion above). If your site
is their first choice, you won’t lose them. If
your site were not their first choice, the applicants would have until the end of February
to know what their options are. Doing so
would relieve the pressure on other collaborating sites to break set and make earlier offers.
What it doesn’t assure is that you would get
your second choice if your first choice holds
and then eventually rejects the offer. That’s a
small sacrifice to make for the greater good,
and you still would get your top applicants if
they preferred you.

VA PSYCHOLOGY POSTDOCTORAL CLINICAL FELLOWSHIPS
2008 NOTIFICATION OF APPLICANTS (NOT IN APPCN NEUROPSYCH MATCH)
Station

West Haven/ Connecticut
Providence
Boston
Minneapolis
Dallas/North Texas
Richmond
Seattle/ Puget Sound
Baltimore/Maryland
Bedford
Tampa Neuropsych
Rehabil Psychology
Honolulu Integrat MH-Primary Care
Psychosocial Rehab
PTSD
Togus
Albany
Ann Arbor
Bay Pines
Cleveland
Columbia
Denver
Detroit
Durham
Gainesville/ North Florida
Hines
Houston
Jackson
Kansas City
Little Rock
Loma Linda
Long Beach
Miami
Milwaukee
New York Harbor
Palo Alto
Salt Lake City
San Antonio/ South Texas
San Diego
San Francisco
Texas, Central
Washington, D.C.
West Los Angeles
White River Junction
Albuquerque PTSD
Neuropsych
Oklahoma City
Pittsburgh
Memphis
Portland

(Earliest) Date in 2008
to notify applicant
Mid- to late-January
January 15
After January 15
February 1
After Feb 1
February 2
Around February 15
Varies
Near end Feb, varies
Last week of Feb
Mid March
February 26
February 26
February 26
February 27
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
February 28
March 10
March 1
Approx March 7
By March 15
March 15

How long an applicant could hold offer

1-2 days
1 week
48 hours
Varies
3-4 days

Until March 1
To be determined
Varies
2-3 days
2-3 days
10am (HST) Feb 29
10am (HST) Feb 29
4pm HST Feb 28
1-2 days
24 hours
48 hours
48 hours
24 hours
48 hours
48 hours
24 hours
48 hours
5 days
48 hours
48 hours
To be determined
24 hours
48 hours
To be determined
48 hours
24 hours
24 hours
48 hours
48 hours
48 hours
24 hours
48 hours
24 hours
48 hours
48 hours
48 hours

24 hours
24 hours
24 hours
48 hours
24 hours, varies
48 hours
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Chair’s Column, Continued from Page 1
that night and made me think about
my own “adult education” since
joining the APPIC Board. Now that
I approach the end of my fifth year
on the Board and can see the end of
my term drawing near, I think more
often of all the things I’ve learned as
a consequence of getting involved.
Sitting here in the airport, that’s the
topic that seems fitting to explore in
this column.
Unlike the young psychologists
that Gil had in mind to recruit, I got
actively involved in the profession
at a relatively late stage in my career.
I’ve always had a strong sense of
identity as a psychologist, and always
enjoyed the company of my psychologist colleagues, but I focused my
time in building my home and family
and my small piece of my personal
career. Early on, I dabbled for a brief
time in the governance of my state
association, but was dissatisfied with
what I saw and moved on pretty
quickly. As an institutional provider,
the priorities of the state association just weren’t my own. There was
nothing wrong with those priorities
– they just didn’t speak to me. It
wasn’t until many years later that I
volunteered for an APPIC committee and found myself following Gil’s
exhortation to “get involved”.
A Room with a View
As I’ve said before in this column,
getting involved in APPIC turned out
to be one of the best decisions I ever
made. As a member of the Board, I’ve
worked hard to conduct the internal
business of APPIC. As Chair, I’ve also
worked hard to represent APPIC’s
interests to the larger profession.
Fulfilling this latter task has opened
my eyes to the complex and interdependent communities that compose
professional psychology, all of which
represent important constituencies
and differing perspectives on what
is best for the profession. These
constituencies include, but are not
limited to, the five graduate councils
representing doctoral programs that
send us interns to train (the scientistpractitioner programs, the school
psychology programs, the professional schools, the combined programs,

the counseling programs); the groups
representing specialty training; the
groups representing licensure, regulation, accreditation and advanced
certification; the groups representing
students, international interests, and
other institutions (e.g., the VA, APA);
and, the groups representing various
“building blocks” in the sequence of
training (e.g., practicum, internship,
fellowship).
On any issue of importance to professional psychology, these constituencies are bound to have well considered
and well articulated perspectives. As
APPIC Chair, my job is to advocate
for the interests of our members (and
by extension, the presumed interests
of the internship community and the
publics that are served by this community – including students, educators,
providers, and the health care recipients our programs serve). However,
in order to advocate effectively for
APPIC, I’ve had to take a crash course
in the range of issues that concern the
profession – running the gamut from
specialty designation to quality assurance to emerging practice areas to
political advocacy to student rights to....
I sure learned more easily when I was
younger, and I certainly would have
been a quicker ‘study’ if I’d started out
at an earlier age. Nonetheless, serving
on the Board has forced me to do my
homework and I’m here to say that
old dogs CAN learn new tricks. Not
only have I learned new “tricks”, but
my time on the Board has given me a
broader and deeper understanding of
how this profession works. For that,
I’m truly grateful.
Gil Newman is right that young
psychologists should “get involved”.
But he stopped short. He would also
be right if he had added that any of us
can benefit by getting involved. In fact,
maybe “involvement” is a greater boost
to those of us in mid and late career.
Aside from the fact that our profession’s
health depends on our involvement,
it’s also been my experience that getting involved, even in some small way,
promotes a sense of generativity and
combats discouragement.
Pulling on the Oars
As APPIC Chair, I’ve had the
opportunity to get professionally

involved in ways that might not be
easy or available to everyone. Believe
me, I’m very grateful for the opportunities given me. At the same time,
I believe that every APPIC member
has the means to get involved in the
larger profession in important ways.
Here are both simple and more complex suggestions:
Join a community.
In my first run for the Board, my
election statement focused on my
sense of belonging to the APPIC community. As a new training director, I
clearly remember feeling that I didn’t
know what the &#@* I was doing.
Thank goodness for APPIC: the
listserv, the resources, the mentors.
Unlike my first foray into a professional association, I knew right away
that APPIC felt like home. These folks
spoke my language and shared the
same passions. Lucky for us that psychology is filled with such groups,
many of them like overlapping circles
that share many of the same interests and concerns but maybe with
a different emphasis. For me, some
aspects of APA (particular Divisions
and the Education community within
APA) have fulfilled this same need
for professional community. For you,
it might be some other organization
or group. Whatever it might be, the
first step is: Join.
Now, I have to admit that joining APPIC is something that sort
of comes along with the territory
of being a training director. It’s not
something that you have to personally pursue. So the next step in getting
involved requires that you..
Show up
This step requires a little more commitment. It means that when you get
the invitation to the party, you go even
if you’re not sure you’ll know anyone
there (can you tell this is being written by someone with more than a little
experience of social anxiety? <smile>).
Showing up means that you aren’t just
a card-carrying member of the club,
but you actually reap the benefits of
hanging out with like-minded people.
With that in mind, let me encourage
you all to show up at:
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE

A P P I C E - N E W S L E T T E R | M AY 2 0 0 8 | P A G E 6

APPIC’s 40th Anniversary
Reception at APA.
This year, the annual APPIC business meeting at APA will be devoted
to a celebration of our 40th anniversary as an association. We’re planning a reception that will include
many long-time friends and former
APPIC luminaries. We very much
would like you to join us to celebrate,
re-acquaint yourself with old friends,
make new acquaintances, reminisce
and hear about APPIC’s future.
More details about the meeting date
and location will be announced on
the listserv and website when they
become available.
APPIC’s 2009 Membership
Meeting and Conference
The bi-annual Membership
Meeting and Conference will be
held from April 17-19, 2009, at
the Hilton Portland, in Portland,
Oregon. The theme of the conference
is “Best Practices in Internship and
Postdoctoral Training”. We are very
pleased that Dr. Marsha Linehan
will be our keynote speaker and Dr.
Nadya Fouad will give the plenary
talk. We’re planning many other
presentations, including an update
on legal and ethical issues with
regard to difficult trainees, facilitated
by APA Director of Ethics Stephen
Behnke, JD, PhD. Conference details
and updates are posted on the APPIC
website.
Contribute your voice to the
debate.
We’re all enrolled on too many
listservs. Still, one of the best services
APPIC provides is the various listserv forums to exchange advice and
debate. The APPIC Board closely
reads the postings and we do our
best to answer questions or provide
perspective if our input is needed.
Even better, however, are the postings made by members. Thanks to all
of you who’ve contributed to the listserv this past year with your advice,
support and debate. The APPIC community is made stronger when you
offer what you have to share. Please
don’t be shy about kicking in your
two cents.
Teach your colleagues.
As Training Directors, we take for

granted that our job is to teach
our students. But as one means to
“get involved”, please consider
how you might teach your colleagues. APPIC provides a couple
of avenues by which you might
share your knowledge and skills
with folks just like you. Please
keep in mind that the very newsletter you’re reading is eternally
hungry for material. APPIC is very
lucky to have such a talented and
hard-working Editor, Dr. Robert
Goldberg. His newsletter column
always provides guidance about
the sorts of articles we need for
future editions. I know that our
members often wrestle with very
similar problems in isolation, but
that our membership contains a
reservoir of knowledge and wisdom that can be shared for everyone’s benefit. Please be sure to read
the Editor’s column and consider
responding to his calls for submissions.
In a similar vein, let me take a
moment to thank Dr. Emil Rodolfa
for his excellence as a steward and
Editor of Training and Education in
Professional Psychology (TEPP), the
journal published jointly by APPIC
and APA. I trust you’ll all agree with
me that TEPP has already made a
great contribution and we’re thrilled
to see that it’s one of the real success
stories in the APA publication lineup. We hope that the journal is helpful in your work as an educator, and
conversely, we hope that many of
you also find it to be a helpful outlet
for your work.
Step up to the plate.
Maybe the most significant way to
“get involved” is to actually commit
time as a volunteer. I know better
than most how much this can take
out of your hide. I also know better than most how much reward it
brings. I’m confident that many of
you already devote volunteer time
to a cause that’s important to you.
Great. Keep it up. But if this is not
true, please consider stepping up
to the plate the next time you see
APPIC put out a call for volunteers.
There are many opportunities each
year, ranging from the limited to the
intensive. APPIC periodically has a

need for members to serve on various
committees, to participate in special
projects, to undertake specific tasks,
or to run for office. We announce
these opportunities on the listserv
– please consider them when they
appear.
A Final Confession
Little did Gil Newman know that
he would precipitate a lot of selfreflection about what I’ve learned
through my association with APPIC.
In this column, I tried to spell out
what I discovered about some of the
why’s and how’s of getting professionally involved. Sorry if it comes
out sounding pedantic. If it does,
it’s because I learned these things
second-hand and they don’t come
naturally to me. As they say, “those
who can’t, teach”.
I should admit, for example, that
I didn’t follow the advice that I’ve
spelled out here. Despite the sense of
belonging that I felt with APPIC as
a new training director, I reluctantly
got involved.....I got a call one day
from a fellow training director who
was chairing an APPIC committee.
She called to hope that I would join?
I tried to brush her off – what did I
know about any of this? But I wanted
to make nice as a colleague, and I
owed her a favor anyway.....And
then somehow, a year later, she took
a new position in another state and
the committee needed a new chair.
What did I know about chairing a
committee? And then, a year or two
later, self-nominations for the Board
were solicited. No way would I even
think about doing that. What did I
know? But I got a very kind message one day from someone asking
me to think about it, so on a whim, I
went ahead and tossed in my hat.......
So I speak as someone who came
reluctantly, and late, to the game of
professional involvement. As I slide
toward the end of my tenure with
APPIC, I hope that some of you
will be inspired to consider getting
in line. It’s a great profession that’s
made wonderful by the efforts of
very many people who pull on the
oars. Rowing the boat is indeed hard
work, but it pays back many times
over.
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2008 APPIC MATCH REPORTS
2008 GENERAL REPORT
FEBRUARY 25, 2008

We are pleased to report that 2,749
applicants were successfully matched
to internship positions. A total of 48%
of all applicants who obtained a position matched to their first choice internship program, more than two-thirds
(69%) received one of their top two
choices, and four-in-five (81%) received
one of their top three choices.
Compared to the 2007 APPIC Match,
the number of registered applicants increased by 61 to a
record 3,759 applicants, while the number of internship
positions increased by 174 to a record 3,058 positions.
A total of 743 applicants were not matched to an internship position, while 309 positions remained unfilled. This
is the second highest number of unmatched applicants to
date, and represents a decrease of 12% as compared to the
842 unmatched applicants from the 2007 APPIC Match.
Here are the changes in numbers of applicants and
positions as compared to the 2007 APPIC Match:
APPLICANT
Registered for the Match
+61
Withdrew or did not submit
ranks -1
Matched
+161
Unmatched

POSITIONS
Offered in the Match
+174
Filled
+161
Unfilled

+13

-99

INTERNSHIP PROGRAMS
PARTICIPATION

Training Sites Participating in the Match
Programs Participating in the Match
Positions Offered in the Match

663
1,126
3,058

NOTE: Remember that a “training site” can offer more than
one “program” in the Match. Each “program” was identified in
the Match by a separate 6-digit code number.

MATCH RESULTS
Positions: Filled in the Match
Remaining Unfilled
Programs: Filled in the Match
With Unfilled Positions

2,749 (90%)
309 (10%)
958 (85%)
168 (15%)

NOTE: 42 programs at 36 sites submitted fewer ranks than the
number of positions available. As a result, no ranks were submitted for 74 positions, which remained unfilled.

By Greg Keilin, Ph.D.

RANKINGS

Average Number of Applicants Ranked Per Position
Offered for Each Program:
Programs Filling All Positions
8.1
Programs With Unfilled Positions
2.5
All Programs
7.2
Each Registered Applicant was Ranked by an Average of
5.2 Different Programs

APPLICANTS PARTICIPATION
Applicants Registered in the Match
Applicants Who Withdrew
or Did Not Submit Ranks
Applicants Participating in the Match

3,759
267
3,492

(includes 40 individuals who participated in the Match as
20 “couples”)

MATCH RESULTS
Applicants Matched
Participating Applicants Not Matched

2,749 (79%)
743 (21%)

Match Results by Rank Number on Applicant’s List:
(percentages may not total to 100 due to rounding errors)
Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10 or higher
Total

Number of Applicants
1, 306 (48%)
583 (21%)
333 (12%)
200 (7%)
125 (5% )
85 (3% )
46 (25%)
24 (1% )
18 (1%)
29 (1%)
2, 749 (100%)

RANKINGS
Average Number of Rankings Submitted Per Applicant:
Matched Applicants
7.7
Unmatched Applicants
4.1
Overall
6.9
Each Position was Ranked by an Average of 7.9 Applicants

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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2008 APPIC MATCH REPORT: SUMMARY OF PROGRAM RANKINGS
The following report contains additional statistics on
how successful programs were, on average, in matching
with applicants.
There are several important issues that must be considered in attempting to analyze program success based on
the rank numbers of matched applicants.
DEFINITIONAL PROBLEMS: Because each applicant
submitted a single Rank Order List in order to match
to a single position, it is easy to identify his or her “first
choice,” “second choice,” etc. However, for an internship
program, determining first or second choice applicants
is a far more difficult and complex task. First, many programs attempt to fill several positions; if a program has
three positions to fill, an applicant ranked third by that
program can in effect be considered a “first choice” for
purposes of the Match. Furthermore, a significant number
of sites submitted multiple Rank Order Lists for a single
program, sometimes ranking the same
applicant on different Lists with different rank numbers.
Also, the reversion of unfilled positions between lists
adds a further complication to this analysis. We worked
closely with National Matching Services in an attempt
to resolve these difficulties and to develop a reasonable
method of presenting this data.
STANDARDIZED RANKINGS: For the purposes of
this analysis, we converted each site’s rankings to a “standardized rank.” This is best explained by example: if the

number of positions to be filled from a Rank Order List
was three, then the first three applicants on this List were
considered to be “first choice” applicants and given a
standardized rank of 1. The next three applicants on that
List were defined as “second choice” applicants and given
a standardized rank of 2. And so on.
MATCH RESULTS BY STANDARDIZED RANK
NUMBER ON INTERNSHIP PROGRAM LIST
(percentages may not total to 100 due to rounding errors)
Standardized Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10 or higher
Total

Number of Applicants Matched
965 (35%)
759 (28%)
502 (18%)
253 (9%)
139 (5% )
67 (2% )
23 (1%)
17 (1% )
8 (0%)
16 (1%)
2, 749 (100%)

To interpret this chart: of all positions that were filled in
the Match, 35% were filled with “first choice” applicants
(as defined above), 28% with “second choice” applicants,
and so on.
Furthermore, 63% were filled with “first” or “second”
choice applicants, while 81% were filled with “third
choice” applicants or better.
Of course, comparing these numbers to applicants’
Match statistics should be done with extreme caution,

2008 APPIC MATCH STATISTICS FOR COUPLES
This year, a total of 40 applicants participated as 20
“couples.” Fourteen of these couples had both partners
successfully matched to an internship program, while six
couples had at least one partner who was not matched.
For eight couples, both partners matched to programs
at the same internship site.
Following is a specific breakdown of the Match results
for the 20 couples based on distance between matched
programs:
Number of Couples
Distance Apart
8
Same City
2
Less than 50 miles apart
0
50-100 miles apart
3
100-150 miles apart
0
150-500 miles apart
0
500-1000 miles apart
1
Over 1000 miles apart
6
At least one partner unmatched
INTERPRETATION NOTE: Most couples used the
couples match in an attempt to be together during their
internship year, and most tended to rank highly those
program pairings that are located in the same geographic

area. However, it should be noted that some couples had
very highly-ranked program pairings that were hundreds
or even thousands of miles apart, and some couples had
highly-ranked pairings where one partner chose to be
unmatched. Thus, if a couple was matched to programs
in distant cities or had one partner unmatched, we should
NOT assume that this result was a lower-ranked pairing
on their list.
Following are the Match results based on where a program pairing was ranked on couples’ Rank Order Lists:
Rank

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11 to 15
16 to 20
21 and over

Number of Couples
3
2
0
2
0
2
1
1
0
2
1
1
4

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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INTERPRETATION NOTES: A paired Rank Order List
submitted by a couple could have been very lengthy, particularly when a couple chose to submit most or all possible combinations of programs. Some couples had Rank
Order Lists that exceeded 150 pairs of programs. One
should not directly compare the results above with the

results achieved by individual applicants (e.g., because
48% of individual applicants received their first choice,
and 15% of couples received their first choice pairing,
one should NOT conclude from this data that individual
applicants “do better” than couples).

2008 APPIC MATCH STATISTICS FOR APPLICANTS FROM
CANADIAN SCHOOLS AND PROGRAMS IN CANADA
APPLICANTS FROM CANADIAN SCHOOL
PARTICIPATION
Applicants Registered in the Match
120
Applicants Who Withdrew or Did Not Submit Ranks 9
Applicants Participating in the Match
111
(includes 0 individuals who participated in the Match as a
“couple”)
MATCH RESULTS
Applicants Matched
To Canadian Programs
To U.S. Programs
Participating Applicants Not Matched

93 (84%)
85 (91%)
8 ( 9%)
18 (16%)

RANKINGS
Average Number of Rankings Submitted Per Applicant:
Matched Applicants
6.4
Unmatched Applicants
3.1
Overall
5.9

INTERNSHIP PROGRAMS IN CANADA
PARTICIPATION
Training Sites Participating in the Match
Programs Participating in the Match
Positions Offered in the Match

34
57
127

MATCH RESULTS
Positions: Filled in the Match
Remaining Unfilled

104 (82%)
23 (18%)

Programs: Filled in the Match
With Unfilled Positions

43 (75%)
14 (25%)

Note: 5 programs at 5 sites submitted fewer ranks than the
number of positions available. As a result, no ranks were
submitted for 7 positions, which remained unfilled.
Positions Filled By
Applicants from Canadian Schools
Positions Filled By
Applicants from Non-Canadian Schools
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85 (82%)
19 (18%)

The Commitment to Psychology Training within the
Department of Veterans Affairs: Remarkable Developments
By Brad L. Roper, Ph.D., ABPP | Associate Editor for Neuropsychology

I

n an article in the November 2007
APPIC Newsletter, I wrote of the
increasing need for neuropsychologists in the Department of
Veterans Affairs (DVA) to address the
needs of service members of Operation
Iraqi Freedom (OIF) and Operation
Enduring Freedom (OEF). In this
article, I broadly review the upcoming
significant expansion of internship and
postdoctoral training within the VA.
According to Robert Zeiss, Ph.D.,
Acting Director, Associated Health
Education, Office of Academic
Affiliations (OAA), VA Central
Office, the need for psychologists
in VA has expanded dramatically
in the last several years based on a
combination of factors. For starters,
the previous 10 years reflected markedly reduced numbers of VA psychologists. Additionally, there have
been increasing demands for mental

health services in
a broad array of
programs, including primary care,
traumatic brain
injury, polytrauma,
and mental health
specialty programs
such as PTSD and
neuropsychology.
There are currently
over 2300 psychologists in VA, making it the largest single employer of
psychologists in the world. The VA’s
Office of Mental Health Services
(OMHS) has projected that the optimal number of psychologists would
be 3700. The OMHS estimates that
VA will need to recruit several hundred psychologists per year for the
foreseeable future to meet anticipated needs. Dr. Zeiss has reported
that 73% of recent hires to the VA

have had some form of formal VA
training in Psychology, making VA’s
training programs the best resource
for recruiting VA psychologists.
In response to the need for VA psychologists, in June of 2007 the OAA in
collaboration with the OMHS issued
a request for proposals to VA facilities for new and expanded internship
and postdoctoral training programs
in psychology. In response to the
RFP, OAA received 105 proposals
from VA facilities around the nation,
requesting a total of 246 additional
training positions. A review panel
met in October 2007, resulting in the
approval of 78 proposals that included 159 training positions. In concrete
terms, the expansion translates into
a commitment of more than $5 million annually toward the future of VA
psychology. Programs and positions
are detailed as follows:

TABLE: VA INTERNSHIP AND RESIDENCY TRAINING: 2008 EXPANSION AND TOTALS
Internships:
Postdoctoral Residencies
Total in VA
Compared to positions existing
prior to the expansion, the 20082009 training year will represent an
increase of 16% in internship positions, and an increase of 95% in
residency positions. The almost doubling of postdoctoral residency positions underscores the VA’s increasing
commitment to postdoctoral training
in professional psychology. I believe
that this makes a great deal of sense
from the standpoint of VA’s needs to
train psychologists with advanced
competencies, proficiencies, and specialties who are prepared to work
within the VA at the conclusion of
their postdoctoral training.
When the additional positions and
programs were announced in early
November, many training directors
and training committees began a

Program Type
New
Expanded
New
Expanded
Internships
Residencies

happy scramble to implement new
programs and recruit for positions.
Training directors of new programs
excitedly celebrated their good fortune as they eagerly sought out colleagues for advice on how to develop
their programs. A flurry of position
announcements went out to various
listservs. And, of course, there was a
great feeling of gratitude toward those
in VA Central Office and beyond who
proactively made it happen.
My own involvement in the VA
postdoc expansion was via my role
as Vice President and Membership
Chair of the Association of
Postdoctoral Programs in Clinical
Neuropsychology (APPCN). Some
new neuropsychology residency
training directors were unaware of
the APPCN matching program and

Programs
4
31
26
17
90
54

Positions
10
51
61
37
437
201

were still in initial planning as to
what neuropsychology training experiences their program would involve.
Many programs were unaware that
the APPCN matching program is
open to programs outside of APPCN
that offer training consistent with
Houston Conference Guidelines. In
order to reduce bureaucratic hurdles
regarding the match, the APPCN
Board of Directors approved a onetime waiver of match fees for new VA
neuropsychology programs. After
many emails and discussions, I was
pleased that nine of the 13 new postdoctoral programs decided to take
part in the APPCN match.
Two other programs agreed to
either withhold offers until March 11,
after match results were announced,
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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or allow applicants to hold offers until
March 11, thereby avoiding interference with the match. Other programs
expressed the intention to take part
in the APPCN matching program
during their next recruiting cycle. Of
note, the match rates were higher this
year than in previous years: 94% for
positions filled and 69% for applicants matched. Although there are
still more applicants than there are
positions, I believe that the new VA
programs contributed to the success
of this year’s match.
I have every expectation that the
expansion of VA psychology internship and residency training will
prove to be crucial to meeting the
mental and behavioral health needs
of today’s and tomorrow’s veterans.
As Veterans Affairs Secretary Dr.
James B Peake said in a recent press
release, “VA is committed to ensuring
veterans receive world-class care for
mental health services. This initiative
meets our short-term needs, but it will
also guarantee we have a pool of welltrained psychologists in the future.”
I would like to thank Robert
Zeiss, Ph.D., Acting Director,
Associated Health Education, Office
of Academic Affiliations, VA Central
Office, for providing the lion’s share
of information toward this article
and reviewing a preliminary draft. A
listing of the new internship and residency programs within VA follows.
I would encourage training directors
to make students and interns aware
of these new opportunities in internship and residency training.
New Internship Programs:
Anchorage, AL Iowa City, IA
Richmond, VA
Asheville, NC
New Residency Programs:
Greater Los Angeles
Albany, NY
CA (West LA)
Albuquerque,
Long Beach, CA
NM
Ann Arbor, MI Manhattan, New York
Baltimore, MD Harbor NY
Providence, RI
Bay Pines, FL
Salem, VA
Buffalo, NY
Columbia, MO Salt Lake City, UT
San Diego, CA
Detroit, MI
St. Louis, MO
Durham, NC
Tampa, FL
Hines, IL
Washington, DC
Honolulu, HI
West Haven, CT
Jackson, MS
Little Rock, AR White River Junction,
Loma Linda, CA VT

Competency Evaluation
for Students with Disabilities

By Patrick V. Petti, Ph.D.

|

Assistant Professor, California School of
Professional Psychology – San Francisco

Edited by Rhoda Olkin, Ph.D

|

Associate Editor for Disabilities

The evaluation of clinical competence is an essential responsibility
for all internship training directors.
Students with disabilities are faced
with challenging circumstances in
demonstrating various competencies while facing taxing obstacles
in their internship training. With
an estimated 15 - 20 percent of the
general population, and 10% of
undergraduate students, identifying as having a disability, it is more
common to encounter psychology
students who identify themselves
as having a physical or cognitive
disability. Standard 3.01 of the APA
Ethical Principles of Psychologists
and Code of Conduct specifically prohibits psychologists from
engaging in discrimination based
on a disability. Doctoral programs
working together with internship training directors and clinical
supervisors can help to alleviate
barriers while accurately evaluating
competencies of students with disabilities.
The profession has articulated
parameters of clinical competencies by defining knowledge, skills,
and attitudes expected of professionals in various stages of their
development. Although doctoral
programs have shared responsibility with clinical supervisors
to produce competent clinicians,
assessing clinical competencies is a
complex task. Supervisors of students with disabilities face additional challenges when they need
to consider how a disability affects
the evaluation of clinical competencies. Internship training directors often need additional information and assistance when an intern
discloses that his/her disability is
impacting performance.
Students with physical disabilities often encounter impediments in navigating the physical

environment of the internship.
These challenges should not be
underestimated. Difficult access to
restrooms, small office spaces, and
inefficient record storage may all
contribute to an environment that
can negatively impact a student’s
demonstration of competencies.
Fatigue (which is not the same as
tiredness, but rather more akin to
the malaise felt when one has the
flu), can be a factor in speed of
completing paperwork, number of
clients seen in a day, ability to get
from one location to another, and
is less visible to observers and thus
its impact may be underestimated.
In addition, students with physical disabilities who conduct child
therapy often face unfair criticisms
from supervisors regarding their
ability to play or develop a treatment alliance with child patients.
It is important to note that the
Americans with Disabilities Act
treats interns like employees and
protects students with disabilities
from discrimination during the
application and selection process as
well as during the entire internship
experience. Students with disabilities are often caught between being
perceived as less competent than
their colleagues and being stigmatized for having a disability. These
students understandably often feel
that disclosing their disability will
be a liability in a highly competitive
internship matching environment.
Notably, students have no legal
obligation to disclose their disability
when they apply for internships.
But not disclosing may result in
accepting an internship that is not
well suited for interns with disabilities.
Students with cognitive or learning disabilities also face great
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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challenges associated with having
a hidden disability. These students
often judged by supervisors and colleagues as not having a real disability.
Although there appears to be some
confusion among training directors,
learning disabilities are covered under
the ADA. For example, the ADA
defines disabilities as an impairment
that substantially limits one or more
major life activities. These are activities
that an average person can perform
with little or no difficulty. The ability
to perform cognitive functions such
as concentrating and remembering
are considered to be major life activities covered by the ADA. However,
internship training directors and
supervisors are often unaware of the
need to make necessary accommodations for students with learning disabilities. These hidden disabilities can
be misinterpreted as lack of knowledge or poor clinical skills. Interns
who have attention deficit or auditory processing difficulties often face
supervisors who question their fitness
for the profession before exploring
reasonable accommodations. Record
keeping and other paperwork often
become the activities where these
issues surface. The intern has to manage the disability by putting energy
where it most counts (e.g., with clients
and supervision) and may not complete paperwork in a timely way. This
collides with the agency’s need for fast
turn-around and accurate documentation of clinical work.
Evaluation of intern competencies
should be developmentally appropriate to the student’s level of training
as well as flexible to accommodate
the intern’s different level of skill and
deficits. To address the need to fairly
and accurately evaluate competencies
of students with disabilities, the following recommendations are given:
1). Communicate difficulties early
during the internship year.
It would not be appropriate for
graduate programs to notify training
directors that an intern has a disability.
It is also inappropriate for a supervisor
to ask a student if s/he has a disability.
However, supervisors may address
areas of perceived deficiency and ask:
“Is there anything that you feel is getting in the way of performing these

duties?” Training directors and supervisors should also inquire about anything that can be done to help the student improve performance. Students
may or may not decide to disclose their
disability. However, providing an open
and safe forum to discuss competency
problems early in the supervisory relationship will save a great deal of time
and energy down the line.
2) Offer reasonable accommodations.
Once it is established that an intern
has a disability that may be impacting
performance, training directors and
supervisors should inquire into what
type of accommodations can be made
at the site. Unfortunately, training directors often feel that accommodations
are not feasible or too costly. However,
most reasonable accommodations can
be made with little or no cost. Students
who experience fatigue as a result of a
disability may need accommodations
regarding rest periods in their schedule.
They may also require changes in the
physical work space including a more
centralized or convenient office location. Workloads may need to be kept
at a manageable level and schedules
can be flexible and adjusted as needed.
The use of technology is important in
order to allow students to use computer equipment, audiotape or dictation services. The Job Accommodation
Network can be an extremely helpful
website and lists potential accommodations for specific disabilities. This
resource can be found at ttp://www.
jan.wvu.edu/media/ideas.html.
3) Work collaboratively with the
student and the doctoral program:
The ADA requires the process of
deriving reasonable accommodations to be collaborative. Thus the
student must be included in discussions of the barrier and the proposed options to accommodating
the student. Additionally, training
directors would be wise to contact
doctoral program directors, faculty
advisors, and/or the office of services to students with disabilities
to understand any accommodations that were implemented in the
past. Accommodations made during practicum training have direct
relevance for internship experience.
Universities have disability services

coordinators who can assist in the
process of creating a level playing
field so that students can be evaluated fairly and equally. It is important
to address the job functions that are
affected by the disability and what
the doctoral program can do to help
the intern perform these functions.
4) Assume an alliance between
intern and clients
Supervisors may have concerns that
clients will be put off by a therapist’s
disability. When the student asserts that
the clients have not expressed this either
consciously or unconsciously, the student may be accused of denial. This is a
dead end conversation. It is more useful for supervisors to assume that most
clients are adaptable to the disability of
the therapist, yet prepared to discuss
those few instances in which this is not
the case. Additionally, the intern with a
disability may need to experiment with
disclosure and nondisclosure, and the
supervisor can assist by being open to
allowing the intern to find his/her own
way in this regard, with supervisory
support and encouragement.
5) Develop remediation plans
that are geared for success:
Supervisors are encouraged to be
aware of and contain personal feelings of discrimination toward people
with disabilities and their frustration
regarding this intern’s difficulty in
demonstrating their acquisition of clinical knowledge and skills. For example,
one supervisor interpreted that a
student with a physical disability was
using his disability as an excuse for
poor performance. When this student
called in sick or had difficulty navigating through the physical environment,
it was seen as a sign of the student’s
entitlement, immaturity and irresponsibility. This supervisor developed a
remediation plan that was punitive and
geared toward terminating the student
from the internship. As the Disability
Services Office at the student’s doctoral program raised concerns about
the impact of the student’s disability,
a more reasonable and constructive
remediation plan was set into place.
Subsequently, the student performed
markedly better with necessary accommodations and a remediation plan that
was geared for success.
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Needed: Practice at
Believing Impossible Things
By Carol Kerr, Ph.D.
Chief Psychologist, Graduate Clinical Training Program | Marin County Division of Community Mental Health

“There is no use trying,” said Alice,” “one can’t believe impossible things.”
“I dare say you haven’t had much practice,” said the Queen. “When I was your age, I always did it for
half an hour a day. Why, sometimes I’ve believed as many as six impossible things before breakfast.”
– LEWIS CARROLL, THROUGH THE LOOKING GLASS
The Problem:
As we regain our equilibrium from
Match season, I propose converting
the energy of shared distress over the
enduring supply/demand mis-Match
into some active collaborative brainstorming about ways to solve the
internship access problem. I am, as a
colleague says, a “pathological optimist”. I’d actually place myself somewhere between the Queen and Alice
in the quote above. I think we have to
practice imagining impossible things
in order to get to possible solutions.
In the APPIC Members-network
listserv in late February, Michael
Siglag prompted some discussion
about the problems faced by smaller
agencies which, if overcome, could
generate a crucial resource in solving
the supply and demand problem. I
believe his idea about asking academic programs to step up contributions
toward stipends for smaller agencies
is a key element in any solution and
think we would all benefit from more
dialogue about this. But this will be
effective only if we can keep to the
brainstorming spirit of considering
all options before we begin arguing
against each. Without collaboration
among all the stakeholders in this
process we are not going to fix this
problem.
I also hold that if, as a profession,
we are committed to serving public
needs and diverse populations, we
need to significantly increase training
sites in municipal and county level
public mental health and the network
of community-based organizations
(CBOs) that are most often the point

of access for the poorest and neediest.
Currently, these are the sites where
starting or maintaining APA/APPIC
sites is most challenging (but not
impossible!) But because these sites
are underrepresented (relative to
federal, corporate health care and
university based sites), the county/
municipal agency sites potential is
often unseen or devalued.
Some Possibilities
In the spirit of brainstorming, and
from the perspective of a progressive
but poorly funded county mental
health training site, here are some
possibilities:
1). Require any school with more
than 10 students participating in
the Match to pay a surcharge into
a regional funding pool of at least
$7500 for every student beyond the
first 10. The cumulative amount
could be drawn on by qualified
county/municipal sites within the
region to fund at least two positions
per agency that would be open to all
Match candidates. Perhaps sites could
be leveraged to provide a matching amount or the amounts could
be used for half-time, 2 year positions- for which there is often a high
need, especially among those who are
geographically limited by personal
obligations.
2). Use the Match data over the
last 5 years to identify geographical
regions with the most acute disparity between applicant numbers and
positive match outcomes. Create one

or more APA/APPIC Demonstration
Projects to go there and help existing
local agencies with training capacity
build consortiums and qualify for
accreditation. Require schools, as a
condition of accreditation/renewal,
to demonstrate specifically how they
are collaboratively supporting the
creation and maintenance of new
training sites in local high need areas.
Even if they prefer to send their
students “abroad” for internship,
a commitment to local sites for the
community should be a standard and
is consistent with their use of local
resources for practicum training.
3). Expect schools and national
associations to organize and demonstrate advocacy on this specific issue.
Social work has been out ahead of
psychology on this while we were
doing something else I think. The
California social work schools organized the CalSWEC program that
provides annual stipends of
$18, 500 for up to 20 students in each
of the 18 schools for work specially in
California county systems. (http://
calswec.berkeley.edu)
Qualified students receive two
years of stipend support, drawn from
federal and state funding sources,
and then are expected to work for
two years in county employment
(not necessarily the same county).
The program works extremely well
for both students and state-wide
county systems and is currently being
expanded.
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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4). Expect all training sites to document their efforts to increase positions and local stipend resources as
a part of the renewal process. APPIC
requires sites with significantly
lower than average annual stipend to
report annually what we are doing to
maintain and increase our funding.
In the spirit of fairness and due diligence, it seems logical to also require
programs with higher than average funding to define what they are
doing to add positions or to mentor
other training sites regionally.
5). Your good idea here:__________
_________________________________
_________________________________
_________________________________
_________________________________
(Remember we need to practice
believing the impossible in order to
imagine the possible).
Poor cousins as a rich resource:
Municipal /county and CBO
systems, in my experience, rarely
have access to funding sources or
administrative infrastructure that
have been available in traditional
internship settings housed in larger
organizations, like the VA or other
federal system, universities or
medical centers. Funding streams
are also much more turbulent, so

forecasting amounts for stipends a
year or more in advance is perennially challenging. It simply is not
feasible, in many smaller systems,
to independently create and maintain stipends at the level expected
for APA accreditation. And, while
there is often institutional support
for supervision and training on an
ongoing basis, there are also almost
never the available administrative
support resources to manage the
considerable workload of becoming accredited. As a result, many
municipal/county/community
based organizations have simply
moved away from training doctoral
level psychologists because they feel
unwanted and unsupported. I think
we could reverse that trend, but it
will take organized advocacy on
multiple levels.
If we want to address the disparity
in available sites, I think academic
programs and national associations
need to actively pursue and financially support partnerships to make
new opportunities in small agencies
possible. Leadership from the professional associations and the academic
community is the fulcrum we need
to leverage more APPIC/APA positions in CBOs and smaller governmental entities. The training opportunities, supervisors, and needs are out
there. The collaboration is missing.

Last spring I was heartened
when a local professional school
approached us about joining an
effort to create a consortium among
several local agencies that were timetested training sites; the academic
program offered to take leadership
and provide administrative support
for the workload of preparing APA
accreditation materials. Recognizing
that sites value having students from
diverse programs, they were open to
making this a partially-affiliated program. It was energizing to meet with
other potential consortium members
and we could readily see how the
connection would deepen resources
for each of us. Then another professional school hired away the project
leader and everything ground to
a halt. But what it highlighted for
me was that it is the leadership and
organizational momentum that is
key—and the missing piece in generating more internship positions.
I look forward to reading the
Workforce Analysis APA is doing.
But I also think we cannot afford
to wait on the study outcome to
begin designing ways to improve
access to training. So we need to
put our Rockports and Danskos on
the ground and get something done
before the next Match season- and
it starts with actively imagining the
next possible step.
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APPIC: The Early Years, 1969-1976

I

By Irving B. Weiner, Ph.D. | University of South Florida

appreciate having been invited
to write this brief history of the
association’s early years, with
particular attention to the issues
that were addressed and the people
who played a key role in addressing
them. What was originally known
as the Association of Psychology
Internship Centers (APIC) emerged
out of an informal town-hall type
gathering during the 1969 APA
meeting in Washington. Those in
attendance agreed that an organization of internship centers was
needed to (a) facilitate information
exchange among training agencies, (b) improve communication
between training agencies and other
groups concerned with internship
training, (c) provide easily accessible program descriptions for students seeking internships, and (d)
achieve consensus on key training
policies and their implementation.
Soon after, the newly formed
APIC group began working in pursuit of these goals. The first matter
to receive attention was the unregulated chaos that then characterized
intern recruitment and appointment
practices. A survey of 270 internship training directors indicated
widespread dissatisfaction with the
current situation and considerable
interest in establishing a uniform
date for accepting interns. In early
1970 I wrote to Don Freedheim,
the original editor of the journal
Professional Psychology who which
had just recently published its first
issue, to propose adding as a regular feature of the journal a section
on “Issues and Opportunities in
Internship Training.” Don accepted
the proposal and appointed me to
edit the new feature and submit the
initial article to appear in it. Ron
Fox and I then drafted some introductory remarks about APIC and
some recommendations that were
published with the title “Uniform
Dates for Announcing Internship

Awards: A Goal of the APIC”
(Weiner & Fox, 1971).
By 1972 APIC had grown to a
membership of 121 internship training programs and had conducted
its first formal election of a Steering
Committee (SC). This first elected
SC consisted of Art Wiens (chair),
Elton Ash (secretary), Ron Fox (treasurer), Lou Cohen, Ivan Mensh, and
me. These initial SC members were
elected to staggered terms, two for 3
years, two for 2 years, and two for 1
year, with each being eligible for reelection to a 3-year term. By dint of
re-election, Wiens, Ash, Fox, Cohen,
Mensh, and I continued to serve as
the APIC SC until 1976. Following
the 1972 APIC membership meeting at the APA in Honolulu, it was
decided that the SC should additionally have an annual midyear
meeting. The first of these midyear
SC meetings was held February 23, 1973, in Columbus, Ohio, in Ron
Fox’s living room.
During this first midyear SC
meeting, Ron reported success in
gathering information from internship training directors that could
be published in the form of an
inexpensive paper bound directory. With Ron as Editor, the first
APIC Directory was published in
the Fall of 1972 and has since provided an annually updated source
of information for doctoral students
seeking internships. There was also
considerable discussion by the SC
of reaching out to other groups
concerned with internship training,
particularly university directors of
clinical training, the NIMH training branch, and what was then the
Education and Training Board of
APA.
As an outgrowth of this planning
discussion, the SC established a
close working relationship with the
Board of Directors of the Council
of University Directors of Clinical
Psychology (CUDCP), which was

then chaired by Mel Zax. To this
end, and to promote its APA outreach as well, the SC decided to
hold its future midyear meetings in
Washington and to schedule them
concurrently with the February
meeting of the CUDCP executive
group. Within the APA, APIC maintained an ongoing liaison during
these early years with Ron Kurz
from the E & T Board, and arrangements were made to receive regular
briefings from Stan Schneider at
NIMH about funding availability
for internship stipends.
The SC also discussed early on
the potential advantages of bringing into APIC the Interest Group
in Postdoctoral Clinical Training
(IGPCT). The IGPCT preceded APIC
by several years and since 1958 had
been meeting informally during
APA to exchange information and
discuss various issues relevant to
advanced training in clinical psychology (see Santestefano, 1960).
Among its recent accomplishments, IGPCT had surveyed existing postdoctoral training programs
and published in the American
Psychologist a mini-directory of
information based on responses
received from 32 training centers
(see Weiner, 1968). The IGPCT had
also organized a 3-day conference
on postdoctoral education in clinical psychology that took place at
the Menninger Foundation in May
of 1972. The Menninger conference
was co-sponsored by APA Divisions
12 and 29 and featured David
Shakow as the keynote speaker (see
Weiner, 1973).
An APIC-IGPCT consolidation
was easy to contemplate in 1973,
because I was IGPCT chair at the
time, three other SC members
(Cohen, Mensh, and Wiens) were
also active in the IGPCT, and almost
all of the postdoctoral training cenCONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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ters in IGPCT were also involved in
internship training. And so it came
to pass that APIC added a “P” and
became APPIC, the Association
of Psychology Postdoctoral and
Internship Centers.
By the time of the 1973 APA meeting in Montreal, APPIC had grown
to 197 member training programs,
and its membership meeting was
now listed as an official part of the
APA program. Along with continued attention to developing liaisons
with other groups, expanding the
information directory, and formulating uniform procedures for intern
recruitment and appointment, two
other primary matters of concern at
the time were funding and preparation. Both internship positions and
graduate student stipends in clinical
psychology were largely dependent
on NIMH funding, and annual fluctuations in congressional appropriations were a constant concern. To
make matters worse in 1973, the federal funds appropriated for mental
health training were impounded by
the administration. This presidential
impound prompted the National
Association for Mental Health to file
suit against the government to have
these funds released. APPIC was
not a party to the suit, but it was
publicly supportive of it. The legal
action was successful, the funds
were released, and APPIC had made
it first foray into advocacy.
As for preparation, there was considerable concern in the early 1970s
about a growing trend for doctoral
students and Ph.D.’s in areas other
than clinical to seek internships as
a back-door route to becoming a
clinical psychologist. APPIC worked
closely with APA to develop a policy whereby nonclinical psychologists desiring a change in specialty
would be required to complete a
clinical re-education program in an
academic department of psychology
before being considered eligible for
an internship appointment. After
some wrangling, the APA Council
of Representatives subsequently
approved a policy to this effect

(Policy on Training for Psychologists
Wishing to Change Their Specialty)
in January of 1976.
At the time of the SC meeting in
February of 1974, the APPIC had
grown to 212 members, and concern was raised in a joint meeting
with the CUDCP Board of Directors
about the rising cost of APA accrediting procedures. The two groups
appointed a joint APPIC/CUDCP
committee, consisting of Jim Anker,
Alan Ross, and Lou Cohen, and
charged it to meet with relevant
APA staff and the Accreditation
Board to review the accreditation
process and seek ways to conserve
its costs. Another important matter discussed at this meeting was
psychology training in the VA. Since
its inception in 1947, the VA had traditionally provided part-time traineeships at the second, third, and
fourth year levels of graduate study.
Elton Ash, who was then directing psychology training in the VA,
reported that in 1974 there would be
approximately 478 appointments at
the 3rd and 4th year level, which he
considered equivalent to the internship level. This discussion was a
precursor to subsequent developments in the VA psychology training
program, which involved a transition from part-time traineeships to
full-time and separately accredited
internship programs--and a corresponding swelling of the APPIC
membership ranks and its directory.
The APPIC membership meeting
during the 1974 APA New Orleans
was devoted largely to ironing out
details of the still evolving uniform
policies for internship recruitment
and appointment and to reviewing
possibilities and prospects for funding internship stipends. As another
anticipation of things to come in
psychological practice, there was
also some discussion of the blurring
of lines between the professions of
psychology and psychiatry with
respect to primary care responsibility. The Directory was now printing 350 copies, and the dues were
increased from $5.00 to $15.00.

In February of 1975 the SC had
several joint sessions with the
CUDCP executive group and also
with officers of the Council of
Counseling Psychology Training
Programs during its mid-year meeting in Washington. Stan Schneider
presented his regular update on
the status and prospects for NIMH
training support. Ron Kurz from the
APA Central Office reported that,
in response to the previous year’s
the joint APPIC/CUDCP expression of concern about accreditation
costs, the Board of Directors was
recommending to the Council of
Representatives a reduction for
1975-1976 from the 1974-1975 levels:
from $375 to $350 for the annual
accreditation fee and from $400 to
$300 for an initial accreditation visit
fee.
There was also at this meeting the
first of many subsequent discussions
about the implications for internship training of newly emerging
models of training, as exemplified
then by PsyD programs at Illinois
and Baylor and professional schools
at Adelphi and Rutgers and in
California. It was decided that information should be collected from
the APPIC members concerning
their experience with and attitudes
toward internship applicants from
these new programs.
Ron Fox reported that 390 copies of the Directory had been distributed and that he was stepping
down after 3 years as editor of the
1972, 1973, and 1974 publications. I
was appointed to succeed him and
served as editor of the Directory for
the 1975 and 1976 volumes. At the
1975 membership meeting during
the APA meeting in Chicago, there
was considerable discussion about
which programs should be listed
in the Directory, particularly with
respect to whether APPIC membership should be required for inclusion, and about ways of making the
format and content of the listings
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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more uniform than had been the case.
Ron Kurz reported that the Council
of Representatives had just approved
establishment of a Continuing
Education program in APA, and he
recommended that APPIC should
play an active role in helping to shape
the structure and direction of this
program. Ron Fox reported that the
APPIC treasury had a current balance
of $1,476.47. The 1975 Directory sold
out all 500 copies that were printed.
At the time of the 1976 APA meeting
in Washington, Lou Cohen and I completed our terms on the SC, and Elton
Ash retired from the VA and withdrew
from APPIC. Elected to succeed us
were Al Burstein, Sidney (Bud) Orgel,
and David Rice. Bud replaced me as
Directory editor, and Jack Hafner was
added to the SC as newsletter editor.
The Steering Committee of the organization was renamed as its Executive
Committee. I in the meantime had
made a transition from Psychology
Department Chair to Dean of the
Graduate School at Case Western
Reserve, and my first-hand knowledge
of the APPIC history came to an end.
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My Contributions
to APPIC

I

By James M. Stedman, Ph.D.

n 1982 I was looking around for
some way to get
“national recognition”, not particularly
due to narcissism but
because they wouldn’t
promote me to full professor unless I could
get some. Someone,
I think Rod Baker at the VA
suggested I run for the APPIC
Board, so I did. To my surprise,
I was elected. Ron Kurz was
chair, and Ken Solway and I,
the new guys, attended our first
meeting in Ron’s room at the
Disneyland Hotel during APA,
an informal meeting to say the
least, Cynthia Belar seated on
the bed and the rest of us on the
floor. It lasted maybe 2 hours.
Ron, who was on the way out,
announced that we were in for
a ride because APPIC was about
to make a great leap forward.
By that he meant that no longer would APPIC be run out
of board members’ garages but
soon would seek a central office
in DC., and APA was about to
dump a lot more responsibility
APPIC’s way. Well, Ok, so this is
what national recognition looks
like.
Despite the informal and
low demand initial meeting
in Ron’s room, I soon found
out that APPIC Board members had to work. Cynthia

Belar handed me the
Newsletter and moved
to Chair. That meant
production of the
Newsletter moved to
my office at UT Health
Science Center in San
Antonio. My first edition cost $1,006.03 and
was mailed, at great
expense, first class to counter
complaints that the previous
bulk mail often went undelivered. All 500 copies were
received. Current readers would
recognize the format but the
document was just barely above
mimeograph level and ran 33
pages – no pictures! I had the
job from 1982 to my early resignation in 1987. During that time
I led a revolt on the selection
process, the controversial “Early
Selection” process (I still like
it), added some associate editors, printed a lot of pages about
selection issues, guideline violations, a proposal for the first
training conference, tried and
failed computer selection efforts,
and such. My last edition was
30 pages long and cost $1,126 to
produce and mail, first class of
course but still no pictures.
I enjoyed my APPIC Board
and newsletter days, did get
the promotion, and was happy
to return a few years ago as
Associate Editor for Literature
Review.
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From APIC to APPIC:
Reminiscences of a former board chair

E

By Carl N. Zimet, Ph.D. ABPP

arly in 1985, I was invited
to join APIC’s Board of
Directors. It was not a difficult decision for me to make.
I had been involved in internship
training all of my professional life,
beginning at Yale in 1956 and continuing over the next 20-plus years at
the University of Colorado Medical
School. Thus, I accepted the invitation with pleasure, and served on the
Board in various capacities until 1991.
Having been active on the Boards of
several well-established organizations
within and outside of APA, I wasn’t
quite prepared for what lay ahead of
me in a relatively new, start-up organization like APIC. There was very little
money at this point in APIC’ s coffers.
My first Board meeting was held in
the hotel bedroom of one of the Board
members where our seating accommodations consisted of a few chairs
and the bed. I also discovered that the
Board members not only made the
decisions, but we each had to carry
them out. In effect, this included all the
clerical, financial, and communications
work. APIC, at the time, was clearly the
mother of shoestring operations.
It was clear to all of us, however,
that APIC’s membership was growing which meant there would be
more money available to turn it into
the professional organization it has
become. As a start, we decided to
hire a very part-time Administrator.
After much deliberation, we selected
someone who had been with APA
but was setting himself up as an
independent secretary/consultant to
organizations. We became his first
client. His duties included overseeing our budget, dues mailings, and
taking care of our correspondence
with our membership. We gave a
great sigh of relief after making these
arrangements, believing that much of
that burden had been shifted away
from the Board members. But our
hopes were dashed on the rocks of

despair. The dues mailing did not
go out properly and the financial
records were a mess. We finally made
a “site visit” to our Administrator’s
office to see if we could right the
wrongs. The office turned out to be
a tiny bedroom where he had stacks
of dues notices and envelopes piled
on the floor. When we examined the
folder with our financial records we
found them to be incomprehensible.
What we discovered amounted to
an organizational nightmare. By the
time we reached the sidewalk outside
his office, our situation struck us as
so bizarre that we laughed uncontrollably for several minutes. It was,
clearly, the time for a change. In spite
of our Administrator’s incompetence. APIC continued growing at a
rapid pace, enabling us to hire a new
Administrator half-time. Not long
afterwards, Connie Hercey took on
this role full-time and continues to
oversee an office that had outgrown
its one-person headquarters.
Discussions of the computer match
system had begun in the early 1980s
when APIC had a total of $9,000 in its
treasury. Inquiries were made about
the cost of setting up such a match
but the $20,000-$30,000 price tag was
far beyond our means. The “manual”
match system remained but had big
problems. The notification process
was totally out of control with different settings making offers at various times over the year. This process
caused frustration and confusion for
the intern applicants. This prompted the Board to enact a Sanctions
Procedure which, initially, caused
an outcry among the internship settings, but was, nevertheless, accepted.
Having asserted itself on this issue.
APIC gained recognition in importance as an Association representing
psychology internships.
The idea of moving to a computer
match was never far from our minds.
I was elected Chair of APPIC in 1988

and felt that the selection process,
even with the Sanction Procedure, was
riddled with difficulties for interns,
internship sites, and university doctoral programs. A computer match
program would be the solution. A
trial computer match program was set
up by the committed and competent
work of Bernhard Blom, Bob Klepac
and Sandy Pederson. Unfortunately,
a number of university doctoral programs and internship settings chose
not to participate in the trial. Among
their objections was the message that
the computer would take away their
control over the selection process. It is
important to remember that in 1989,
the computer was viewed as an exotic
and possibly, threatening instrument
to lots of people, including psychologists. We had put forth a major effort
which failed at its maiden voyage. We
were deeply disappointed but we had
learned an important lesson. As with
the Sanctions Procedure, there was
no way to proceed with a computer
match program on a trial basis. It had
to be a requirement; everyone had to
participate. That is exactly what happened and it has been working effectively ever since.
Postdoctoral training also was
becoming a significant activity in the
late 1980s, causing APIC to extend recognition to those training sites. It was
time for a name change. I recall, vividly, how the Board struggled to come
up with a name which would be close
to the original. After much discussion,
we came up with The Association
of Psychology Postdoctoral and
Internship Centers- conserving the
original acronym, APIC. At the time,
this seemed like no small feat.
The enormous growth of APPIC
since its inception, demonstrates the
importance of its role within organized psychology. I feel honored to
have been so closely associated with
its growth and development over
these many years.
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Memories of APPIC On the
Occasion of Its 40th Anniversary

M

By Kathie G. Larsen, Ph.D. ABPP

y first awareness of
APPIC (or APIC, as it
then was) was in 1974.
I was a graduate student, and was beginning to plan for
my internship year. I talked with
the training director and he showed
me “The Book” as it was known. I
remember holding the book and feeling like I was holding a whole world
of possibilities.
In 1979, I became an Internship
Training Director at the Seattle VA
Medical Center. From the other
side of the intern selection divide,
our APPIC Directory listing was the
public face of our internship. The
skeleton of information was our only
opportunity to catch the eye of prospective interns. At that time, VA
internship pay was rather low and
the VA did not offer medical insurance to interns. I remember trying to
figure out what we could list under
the “Benefits” section of the form,
and settled on “Living in Seattle” as
the benefit we could offer. I hoped to
put a human face on our basic listing.
As a training director, the other
thing I remember about interacting with APIC was that it had no
fixed address. Each year when it
came time to pay our APIC dues,
I had to figure out where to send
them. Trying to get the bureaucracy
to change the address to which the
check was sent was a complex task.
In 1986 I was tapped to join the
Steering Committee for the National
Conference on Internship Training
in Psychology, APIC’s first training conference, which took place in
Gainesville, Florida in 1987. What a
wonderful experience this was! The
conference brought together training
directors from both internships and
graduate programs from all over the
country. It brought together the leaders in the areas of psychology licensing and credentialing and accrediting

and all of these people talked with
each other. While the conclusions of
the conference were hotly debated,
the conference correctly predicted
the direction of internship training.
After the conference, I realized that I
was hooked on working on psychology issues at a national level. When
a colleague suggested I run for the
APIC Board of Directors, I did so, and
I joined the board at their meeting in
August, 1987 at the APA Convention
in New York CIty.
This Board meeting is infamous in
the annals of APIC history, as it represented the cusp of moving from a
kitchen table organization to a more
professional organization with a staff
member and an office in Washington
DC. The board had contracted with
a man to run the administrative functions of the organization out of his
condo in Washington DC, and he met
with us at that board meeting. Over
the course of that meeting, suffice it
to say that it became obvious APIC
needed to make other arrangements.
Had we not experienced this “disaster” APIC might not have moved forward as quickly to establish a central
office.
For as long as I had known about
APIC, it had been the organization
that held dominion over the listing
of internships and the notification
of interns. But beginning with the
National Conference on Internship
Training, APIC became the organization that spoke for internship training. It began to influence psychology
training policy in a larger venue.
I served on the Board from 19871994, and was Chair from 1991-1993.
These were years of tremendous
growth and change for APPIC. It was
during this time that APIC became
APPIC. APPIC took its place at
the table of organized psychology:
APPIC was invited to join the Joint
Council on Professional Education in

Psychology, Psychology Executives
Roundtable, and Interorganizational
Council on Accreditation of
Postdoctoral Programs in Psychology.
I was able to serve on all of these
organizations during my tenure
on the APPIC Board. APPIC also
moved forward with planning and
carrying out a second conference, the
National Conference on Postdoctoral
Training in Professional Psychology,
which took place in Ann Arbor,
Michigan in 1992. I had the pleasure
of serving on the Steering Committee
for the conference and Chairing the
Implementation Committee.
I will leave to others the story of
the match. While the precursor to the
current computer match was trialed
during my tenure on the Board, others on the Board were more involved
in that aspect. A number of fine-tunings of the notification process took
place during my tenure on the board,
as well as the initial trial of a computer match. The intern notification
process was always an issue people
felt passionately about, so discussions
generated lots of heat, and occasionally, some light.
One of the most rewarding aspects
of my APPIC experience was the
people with whom I had the opportunity to work. I worked with a great
many people in the APPIC organization as well as people in other professional organizations over those
years. There is only space to mention
a few of these people. The training
Conferences allowed me to work with
such luminaries as Cynthia Belar and
with Linas Bieliauskas, the high priest
of parliamentary procedure. In my
time on the Board of Directors, I want
to acknowledge Carl Zimet, traveler
par excellence, and Pat Hollander, our
level-headed public member. And I
am pleased to have been involved in
the hiring Connie Hercey, APPIC’s
Executive Director.
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A Letter
to the Editor

Hey – Do you Suppose APPIC
Might Make Use of Computers?

hen I joined APPIC in
1985 as its public member, it still was known
as APIC. It was housed
in an office so small that the one
staff person had to keep some office
records in his apartment.
One thing that was “top drawer”
then, and still is now, is the quality
of the psychologists, staff people and
others who serve APPIC. They are
very smart, dedicated, resourceful
and resilient.
One of the first matters we worked
on when I joined the group was
updating the due process procedure
for handling Standards and Review
matters.
Then the intern selection process
itself was improved and ultimately
computerized and became known as
the Computer Match.
APPIC’s office space was enlarged
by several moves, and a highly
efficient professional office staff was
installed.
There were a few bumps along
the way. I remember being mortified when after giving a workshop
on legal issues, I turned back to the
speakers’ table only to realize I had
not left even one minute of time for
the two APPIC members I’d invited
to make comments. They looked
highly bemused, and managed
to cover my embarrassment with a
few pertinent remarks. Also, there
was the time the APPIC group,
meeting out of town, went to the
hotel restaurant for lunch to save
time, and was totally ignored by the
waiters. Not to be thwarted,
we rose as a group and walked
across the street to a McDonald’s
where we dined well but in less
style.
All this is to say that the APPIC
team, including its splendid staff, is
to be enormously congratulated as it
celebrates its 40th Anniversary.

’ve been asked to share some
memories of my involvement with APPIC. The
qualification that led to this
invitation is age – I just retired
after twenty – two years as TD
at Wilford Hall Medical Center.
Immediately after accepting that
job, I started pestering the APPIC
chairs, Cynthia Belar and Ken
Solway respectively, asking for
some sort of involvement in service to the organization.
In mid May of 1988 I got a
phone call from then-boardmember Christine Carrington,
asking if I would be able to serve
as editor of the APPIC Directory.
“I would like you to consider
this quickly, Bob, since we lost
our office manager who had
been working on the updates,
and the publication deadline
is fairly tight.” I told her how
flattered I was to be offered the
position, but that I wouldn’t
touch it with a 20 – foot pole,
even if she hadn’t told me of the
reason for urgency. I wanted to
be involved, but not with such a
formidable job. She assured me
that it would be a piece of cake,
since my predecessor had everything in place for the transition
to our first computer- managed
production of the book. “If you
can’t find anyone else,” I replied,
“contact me again and I’ll reconsider.” “You don’t understand,”
she replied…
I didn’t know Christine at the
time of that call. I later discovered that nobody refuses Dr.
Carrington. I was the new editor.
When I got the materials from
her, I was both appalled and terrified. I found that less than 10%
of the program data had been
put into the computer; each of 10
programs I checked was loaded

By Pat Hollander, Esq.

W

I

By Robert K. Klepac, Ph.D.
with errors. Further, the database was poorly designed and
based on a kludgy program. I
printed off a few pages of what
was supposed to be “camera
ready” pages. If you held them
at arm’s length, they looked
like light gray rectangles of
solid, but faint print. To cut to
the chase, with the help of others on the board, we designed
and debugged entry and page
printout screens for a database;
entered all data from the hand
– written sheets provided by
training directors; printed directory pages for each; and produced the camera – ready copy
for other parts of the directory;
all in time to just miss the target
date of August 1 for receipt by
our constituents. I’m glad I had
a tolerant boss and lots of help at
work.
The new directory was a huge
improvement in esthetics and
ease of reading and use. Since
we could now send the prior
year’s printout to TDs, formatted
for easy updating, their time to
get things right and current was
cut to a small fraction of the earlier demands to enter each piece
of information anew each year
– and as a result of that improvement, error rates in the finished
publication plummeted from too
many to almost zero. That crazy
first year set the foundation upon
which Jeanette Hsu and succeeding editors built further improvements, and for the computer
gurus (including Greg Keilin and
Gordon Williams, among others, I’m sure) to put the directory
online, further improving the
lives of training directors and
applicants alike.
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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This should have taught me to
stay quietly on the sidelines. I’m
a slow learner. As Directory editor I was invited to attend board
meetings. One huge issue under
discussion at this first meeting was
something that had been in the
works for months – computerizing
the process of matching applicants
to programs. Two young psychologists, Ben Blom and Sandy
Pederson, had worked out a prototype that was a truly impressive
start.
Having some minimal expertise
in computer programming, I saw,
however, great possibilities for
disaster. I argued with Ben and
Sandy about the magnitude of the
challenges of adding routines for
taking couples’ preferences into
account, allowing training directors to work towards diversity in
their programs, and other such
issues. I was impressed with their
responses, but still very guarded
in my optimism about the project. When I sat back as the board
agreed to press on with the effort, I
was rewarded for my troublemaking by being appointed as the third
member of the “computer match”
team.
The year that followed was
incredible. I served mainly as
reviewer and critic of the incredible
conceptual and code- writing work
that Ben and Sandy poured into the
project.
These two people managed to
develop a program, without losing
their day jobs, that easily rivaled
those available commercially at
the time only at costs in the tens of
thousands of dollars. The program
worked beautifully – but we then
faced another huge problem: how
to get the applicants and TDs to
buy into such a new-fangled idea.
The mistake we made, though I
don’t think we had an option at
the time, was to ask all participants
to submit the computer forms voluntarily for a trial run, while the
“real” match occurred as it had for
a decade, with TDs calling appli-

cants one by one and offering them
positions.
There were a large number of
constituents on both sides of the
match who hated the idea of computerizing this intensely human
task, despite the huge problems
generated by the old “phone tag”
method. These people didn’t participate. In addition, a large number of TDs and students (we found
later) were just too busy to add this
trial run to their workloads when it
wasn’t going to count anyway.
The results were encouraging to
the three nerds and some others in
APPIC, but by and large were very
discouraging to the communities
we serve as a whole.
Matches were made, and our
analyses suggested that they
worked well given the limited participation – but there was a large
number of unplaced applicants,
and a large number of unfilled
positions in the mock match, while
the “real” match worked as well as
usual. This was not surprising to
us.
When working in a closed matrix
consisting of a fixed number of
applicants and a fixed number of
positions, each non-participant
decreased the probability of a
totally satisfactory outcome. Gwen
Wannalearn ranks three internships, and in the real match was
given an offer by her first choice,
happiness reigns – but those three
internships chose not to play the
computer game, and Gwen showed
up as a non- match in the trial run.
And so on.
While understandable and promising to at least three people in the
process, the results were frightening to most, and fed the position of
the skeptics very well. After long
and sometimes heated debate, the
project was shelved, and stayed on
the shelf for 8 years. It was then
resuscitated, and armed with what
the organization learned in the first
run, the decision was made to try
it again. No way would we find
three people naïve enough to tackle

the project again as a spare –time
hobby. Commercial firms were surveyed, plans laid, and the second
trial was run – this time, like it or
not, as the “real” match. As all of
you know, it was a huge success,
and has been a great system for all
concerned.
Perhaps it’s dissonance reduction
of a sort, but I believe that, without
that first trial run, our members
and our board would not have had
the courage to try a “real” match
on that second trial – it would
have to have been a side- trial as it
had been 10 years earlier. Further,
what we learned about translating
human concerns and decisions into
computer routines helped in working with the commercial companies
in producing a system that did
what APPIC wanted it to do. I’m
feel good about what two computer
wizards and a gadfly were able to
contribute to the process.
There are many more stories to
recount from my years with the
APPIC board, but I’m over word
count and past your tolerance level.
I’ll just close by saying that working with APPIC as Directory editor,
board member, treasurer, and board
chair – and later in happily less
demanding roles – was a highlight
of my career. Never before or since
have I worked with a more dedicated, selfless, and hard – working
group than the APPIC board. I’m
thankful for the chance to have
contributed, and to have made
many fast friends that have lasted
for decades already, and I expect to
persist well beyond today.
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The APPIC Computer Match:
The Untold Story
By Greg Keilin, Ph.D.

’m not sure why, but I still have
that fateful June, 1997 e-mail
from Peggy Cantrell, introducing herself as the Vice-Chair
of APPIC and inviting me to lead
a committee that would consider
adopting a computer-based matching program.
Naive and eager, I clearly had no
idea what I was in for. The past ten
years have been characterized by a
series of accidents, strange circumstances, lucky breaks, public humiliations, and a general sense of not
knowing what I was doing. In this
article, I’d like to tell you a bit about
how we got here, along with some
of the unusual things that happened
along the way.
It all began with a “Match
Committee” -- basically, a group that
was supposed to figure out how to
approach this huge task. Ridiculous
as it now seems, we initially came
up with the bright idea of developing our own software from scratch.
For five months, we discussed and
debated such things as algorithms
and the distribution of Match
results, and we developed a complicated RFP (“Request For Proposals”)
for distribution to various software
companies.
I know now that if we had continued down this road, it would have
been a disaster. Not only did APPIC
not have the number of staff necessary to properly administer and support a Match, we had absolutely no
idea about the level of mathematical skill that would be required to
develop an algorithm that would
stand the test of time. Fortunately,
we soon came upon National
Matching Services (NMS), a small
but growing company that had done
this many times before and had a
glowing reputation among their
customers (I know because I talked

to every one of them). They quickly
convinced us that there was no need
to reinvent the wheel, and we soon
set out to educate the APPIC membership about what this new matching program could offer.
At this point, it became clear that
APPIC’s previous unsuccessful
attempt at a computer Match had
left many with a sense of, shall we
say, skepticism that this new attempt
would be successful. Since we had
some convincing to do, APPIC flew
me around the country to numerous
training conferences and meetings to
tell anyone who would listen about
the benefits of a Match. And, as
if that wasn’t enough, APPIC was
able to con me into renting a video
production studio and shooting a
20-minute video with the president
of NMS talking about how wonderful the Match would be. APPIC
then sent copies of that video to
1,000 highly skeptical internship,
postdoctoral, and academic training
directors, many of whom later told
me that it reminded them of an infomercial selling Ginsu knives or the
Veg-o-Matic. To this day, I still get
teased about that video, and I live in
fear that it will mysteriously appear
on YouTube.
What followed was, to say the
least, a spirited e-mail discussion,
with members discussing their questions and concerns and sending volumes of feedback to APPIC. Some
were very strongly opposed (with
a few publicly questioning APPIC’s
motives and integrity), while others were supportive and convinced
that the problematic “Uniform
Notification Day” system had to
go. In these conversations, Training
Directors expressed concerns about
how the Match would affect their
abilities to achieve a diverse intern
class, make moment-by-moment

decisions in making offers, and limit
the number of students accepted
from any one school. Other concerns included the cost of the new
system to training programs along
with the fact that it wouldn’t solve
the “Supply and Demand” problem that was, at that point, just
gathering steam. Some of these
concerns resulted in programming
enhancements by NMS; others were
acknowledged to be limitations of
the new system.
In May of 1998, after all of this
education and discussion, the matter
was submitted to the membership
for a vote. We were pleased to learn
that the membership approved the
implementation of a Match by a vote
of 290 to 89, or 77% affirmative, and
we immediately set out to prepare
its implementation for the 1998-99
selection process.
As part of that preparation, we
made the decision to use e-mail as
a way to communicate with and
educate Match participants. While
this may seem like an obvious decision today, it was somewhat unique
at the time, as the medium was
relatively new and some students
and programs did not yet have
e-mail addresses. We called this
new e-mail communication service
“MATCH-NEWS,” and it quickly
became a very powerful tool for
APPIC to provide information, guidance, and support. The APPIC discussion list, INTERN-NETWORK,
was born the following year.
Today, messages that are posted to
MATCH-NEWS reach over 11,000
individuals.
Then, in February of 1999, our
first “Match Day” arrived! That
year, results were available to
participants only via the web, as
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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we believed that e-mail was too
unreliable for such an important
communication. You could feel the
national tension that morning as the
time approached for the release of
everyone’s Match results, scheduled
to occur precisely at 9:00am EST.
And then, precisely at 9:00 am EST,
the NMS web site crashed due to the
4,000 anxious students and Training
Directors who were simultaneously attempting to login to get their
Match results. I sat in my office,
totally helpless and unable to reach
NMS in Canada because their phone
lines were jammed. Finally, shortly
after 10:00 am, the longest hour of
my life came to an end when the
NMS web site came back online and
everyone got their Match results.
Not surprisingly, e-mail delivery
of Match results was implemented
the very next year.
So, that’s how it all started.
Having just concluded our tenth
APPIC Match, I can tell you that
none of them are routine. Based
on my contacts with students and
Training Directors across the country, each year seems to bring its own
brand of intensity, emotions, and
controversies. It has been a great
privilege to be in this role, and it
has also given me some interesting
stories to tell. At the risk of repeating some that you may have heard
before, I’d like to share a few of
them with you.
After Hurricane Katrina literally
destroyed a number of internship
and postdoctoral training sites, we
witnessed an outpouring of support
from Training Directors across the
country. APPIC found positions for
23 trainees, and quite frankly could
have placed dozens more if that had
become necessary.
There was also the now-infamous
“Staple vs. Paper Clip” debate on
the internship discussion list, in
which dozens of students expressed
their opinions as to the optimal
fastener for the pages of one’s application. That interaction, of course,
soon deteriorated into discussions
of the color and weight of paper
that should be used along with the

font style that would make the most
positive impressions on training
committees.
Then there was the student who
couldn’t decide whether or not to
participate in the Match, and ultimately made the decision to withdraw. Unfortunately, this individual
clicked on the “Withdraw” button
one second after midnight on the
ranking deadline, which was exactly
one second too late. This person
further assumed the withdrawal
had been successful when, in fact, it
hadn’t, and was quite surprised to
receive that congratulatory e-mail
on Match Day letting them know
that they had been matched to a program.
There was also the applicant
who, for reasons about which I am
unclear, developed a web site that
did nothing but provide a secondby-second countdown to Match Day.
The 2002 Match witnessed a
significant drop in participating
applicants, as the number of applicants and positions that year were
nearly equal. Wishful thinking
immediately took over, resulting in
my hypothesizing publicly, on multiple occasions, that the internship
“Supply and Demand” imbalance
may be over. It was a few years
later, after the imbalance returned
with a vengeance, that we realized
that the drop in applicants that year
was very likely due to the impact
of the 9/11/01 terrorist attacks on
some students’ decisions to apply
for internship. I subsequently swore
off any temptations that I had to predict the future.
Moving into the realm of the truly
disturbing, there was the individual
who stole a student’s Match code
and password and used it to login
and withdraw that student from the
Match. The victim of this behavior
did not realize it until just before
Match Day, when they learned that
their opportunity to get an internship had been cancelled by an
unknown person. However, in true
“Law and Order” fashion, NMS and
I were able to pinpoint the specific
computer that was involved, thus

identifying the culprit, and got the
program to which the student would
have matched to accept her into an
additional position.
And, finally, I’m sure that some
of you have already heard my own
bizarre saga. On Match Day of 2000,
I came home after a grueling 16hour day of dealing with the Match,
and in particular listening to the
anger and pain of many of the 528
unmatched applicants that year (a
record at the time). At about 10:00
that night, a vicious Texas storm
moved over my house, and a lightning bolt scored a direct hit on my
chimney. My chimney exploded,
leaving a gaping hole in my roof,
and every electrical appliance and
device that I owned was fried. The
influx of water through the damaged roof eventually resulted in
the growth of a deadly mold called
stachybotrys, which forced me to
leave my house and leave all of my
mold-infested belongings behind.
While vacant, my house was infested by thousands of bees, which left
behind 30-foot long honeycombs
along with many dozens of gallons
of honey. This sequence of events
kept me in a hotel room in Austin
for 18 months and cost my insurance
company $350,000. I will leave it to
you to speculate about the greater
meaning of the Match Coordinator
being hit by lightning, on Match
Day, when a record number of students went unmatched.
I would like to close by acknowledging some of the wonderful
individuals who came together in
those early days to make all of this
happen. First, that original “Match
Committee”: Peggy Cantrell,
Nancy Garfield, Jerry Leventhal,
and Gordon Williams. Others
with a major early role include
Kathy Boggs, Martha Christensen,
Bob Goldberg, Connie Hercey, Pat
Hollander, Nadine Kaslow, and Emil
Rodolfa. And, of course, we all owe
a huge debt of gratitude to the president of NMS, Elliott Peranson, who
works many 16+ hour days each
year to ensure that everything runs
smoothly.
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The Informal Problem Resolution Program
Nadine J. Kaslow, PhD, ABPP | Former Chair and Board Member Emeritus | nkaslow@emory.edu

Program History and Description
During my early tenure on the
APPIC Board of Directors, my colleagues and I noticed that individuals rarely made formal complaints
to the APPIC Standards and Review
Committee (ASARC). This was
despite the fact that many trainees,
graduate programs, and internship
and postdoctoral programs appeared
to have problems for which they
needed assistance. Thus, in the late
1990s, I set about creating a service
that would provide consultation about
a multitude of training related issues
and that would assist relevant parties
in resolving difficulties. This program
continues today and individuals who
would like consultation can find out
more information about accessing this
service at http://www.appic.org/
problem_resolution/index.html.
The Informal Problem Resolution
Program is available to and used by
intern and postdoctoral applicants,
current interns and postdoctoral fellows, past interns and postdoctoral
fellows, internship and postdoctoral
training directors, directors of clinical
training, others supervisors or faculty, or other concerned persons (e.g.,
family members). The primary roles
and responsibilities of the member
of the APPIC team who is contacted
via the Informal Problem Resolution
Program include serving as a consultant and providing guidance, offering
support, helping parties mediate or
resolve difficulties, providing references for resources (e.g., disabilities,
ethics), and encouraging appropriate
use of more formal complaint processes (ASARC Formal Complaint
Process, APA’s Office of Program
Consultation and Accreditation, State
and Provincial Licensing Boards,
State Ethics Committees). The program started out to handle only a
few contacts , but more recently well
over 100 inquiries are handled annually and in some years the number of
requests exceeded 200.
Reasons People Consult to the
Informal Problem Resolution Program

People consult
with the program
for myriad reasons. Trainees
often seek guidance for personal
matters pertaining to pregnancy,
medical illness,
mental health
problems (including psychosis, depression, personality disorders), substance
abuse problems (past, current), immigration difficulties, financial difficulties,
and disability accommodations. There
are questions about how to address history of legal problems, DUI, employment issues, or dismissal from another
program on the AAPI or how to deal
with these matters on a background
check. Trainees query about how much
to reveal to site about mental health
problems, disability, legal or ethical
problems in the past; leaving a prior
training program; or academic problems, etc. They also request consultation about a full range of family issues:
illness of loved one (medical, psychiatric), death of loved one, significant relationship problems, divorce/separation,
and custody issues.
Students also seek advice about
concerns about sites and treatment
at sites. Common issues that emerge
in this realm focus on not being notified of their status on the day listed in
the APPIC Directory, not having their
inquiries responded to, receiving misleading letters during the interview
process, having photographs required,
having disparaging comments made
to them about a particular school or
type of program, being asked inappropriate questions (e.g., pregnancy,
partners, etc.), not receiving communication regarding changes in program
or personnel, not receiving a contract
or receiving a contract with inaccurate
information, being given ranking related information, not receiving appropriate accommodations for a disability,
having the program misrepresent itself
in its written materials and during the
interview, attending a program that

does not provide due process guidelines or that fails to follow following
their guidelines, having unfair productivity and work load expectations,
having supervisors who engage in
inappropriate supervisor behavior (e.g.,
unethical, critical, unsupportive, not
giving feedback), experiencing a hostile
work environment (e.g. name calling,
attacking comments, threats, intimidation, fear of retaliation, sexual harassment), or being discriminated against or
witnessing discrimination in the workplace. They also have concerns about
programs in terms of insufficient number of trainees on site for peer interaction, lack of adequate didactics, inadequate amount of direct service to meet
licensure requirements, limited supervision (frequency, on site, competence
or credentials of supervisors), negative
change in APA accreditation or APPIC
status, site failing to meet criteria for
APPIC membership, loss of Internship
or Postdoctoral Training Director,
change in benefits (health care, reimbursement for tuition) or nonreceipt
of promised benefits, loss or reduction
of stipend, lack of adequate resources,
and closing of a site. Sometimes their
concerns are related to their evaluations,
which they feel are unfair representations of their competence.
Training directors at sites are interested in input on addressing a range of
concerns about students pertaining to
the internship Match, such as students
accepting offers outside the Match, giving ranking related information, failing
to meet the background check or drug
screen, or not meeting military requirements after matching with a military
site. In addition, they seek counsel
regarding students with substance
abuse or significant mental health
problems, those who violate agency
policies, those not willing to follow
through on expected work demands,
those who fail to meet expected level
of competence in terms of core foundational competencies (e.g., professionalism, interpersonal relationships) or
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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functional competencies (e.g., assessment, intervention). Counsel is sought
about communicating with graduate programs, licensure boards, and
future training or job sites regarding
students with competence programs.
A not uncommon question relates to
distinguishing between an impairment
associated with a disability, a competence problem, or the overlap of the
two. Sometimes, training sites inquire
about interacting with the trainee’s
prior training sites if they believe that
the prior site did not appropriately
communicate about a person’s history
of competence problems.
Internships and postdoctoral
training directors commonly seek
guidance about more administrative matters: following due process
guidelines (remediation, probation,
termination), addressing ethical
violations, handling pregnancy,
managing missed hours (pregnancy,
illness, etc.), securing funding for
lost positions or programs, keeping benefits for students, paying for
medical leave or FMLA time, providing unpaid positions, addressing visa
and immigration problems, handling
of military deployment, referring
students for psychotherapy, filling
positions after student withdraws, or
placing interns or postdoctoral fellowship when a site closes.
Graduate program faculty, typically directors of clinical training, seek
consultation on a multitude of issues.
Common topics relate to working
with students who do not complete
the requirements to go on internship,
removing a student from the Match,
removing the student from a program
when a site no longer meets APPIC
criteria, informing a site of issues
with a student (e.g., competence,
health or mental health), providing
appropriate consequences to a student
who reneged on a Match agreement,
addressing sites that limited the number of applications of students from
a given program, assisting students
whose training sites were closing, and
complying with FERPA and other federal guidelines.
One broad category of issues for
which consultation is sought pertains

to ethical matters. Trainers inquire
about the management of complex ethical problems exhibited by prospective
or current interns or postdoctoral fellows related to misrepresentation (falsification of information on AAPI and
verification form), forgery of letters of
recommendation, plagiarism of AAPI
responses, plagiarism of reports, and
violations of the APA Ethical Principles
of Psychologists and Code of Conduct.
Similarly, students express concerns
about ethical matters at their training
site with regard to unethical treatment
of clients/patients, unethical treatment of trainees, or unethical behavior
on part of Training Director and/or
supervisors as reflected in a failure
to abide by the Ethical Principles of
Psychologists and Code of Conduct.
How the Process Works
Concerned parties seek consultation. The consultant may interact
with the interested party only and
recommend a stepwise and sequential course of action (e.g., personal
handling of situation, contacting
relevant parties, contact between
relative parties), may consult directly
with other interested parties (e.g.,
student, TD, DCT), may participate
in a conference call with interested
parties, may seek consultation from
a person with more knowledge in a
given area, may refer the consultee to
someone else for further consultation,
and may support the submission of
a formal complaint to ASARC. The
APPIC consultant may recommend
an onsite mediator or consultant,
legal counsel, contact with relevant
APA offices (ethics, disability, accreditation), institutional human resources, or the university ombudsperson,
etc. Over time, APPIC developed
some guidelines for handling students who withdrew or were withdrawn from their internship Match
or postdoctoral training contract and
these serve as useful guidance for
all concerned. Similarly, guidance
appears on the website related to
family leave and pregnancy.
Why I Loved Leading the Informal
Problem Resolution Process
Creating and leading the Informal
Problem Resolution Process was one

of the most meaningful experiences
of my professional career. I really
enjoyed becoming acquainted with
so many different educators, trainers, and students. I appreciated the
chance to help people in times of
need and distress. Assisting others
in managing and at times resolving
conflicts and problems is not only
fascinating, but it is quite rewarding.
I developed tremendous respect
and admiration for programs and
trainers that would go the extra mile
(or two) to help out other psychologists and psychologists in training. For
example, one year an entire internship
program closed because the facility
closed. Another site in the same geographical location that had a similar
population volunteered to take all of
displaced interns into their program
and provided them the same stipends
and high quality training. Another
year, an internship and graduate
school worked closely together with
a student who was dying and whose
wish was to complete all of the requirements for her degree so that her degree
could appear on her tombstone. They
made this possible for her and she
died almost immediately following the
completion of her program, but her
wish had come true through incredibly
collaboration and flexibility. And then
of course, there was the opportunity to
reach out to the interns, postdoctoral
fellows, and training directors whose
lives were dramatically impacted by
Hurricane Katrina. Those students will
forever be my special “Katrina kids”
and I feel a very strong bond with
many of those training directors. As an
internship and postdoctoral training
community we did a remarkable job
placing all of those displaced students
requesting new sites.
Each person who I interacted
with through the Informal Problem
Resolution Program taught me something unique and different. I am
grateful to them for that. I believe my
experiences served to make me more
compassionate and caring and have
aided me in thinking more systematically about effective ways to address
the complex challenges that we face as
administrators, trainers, and learners.
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History of the Founding of the APPIC/APA Journal:
Training and Education in Professional Psychology

W

By Jeff Baker (Former APPIC Treasurer & Vice Chair) and Emil Rodolfa (Former APPIC Chair)

e thought it would be
interesting to give our
membership a brief
overview of the development of the APPIC journal. As
with all big decisions there were
pros and cons and this particular
one involved obligating significant
financial resources and taking a
major fiscal hit if the journal did
not develop as hoped.
To provide some context, the
APPIC Newsletter goes back several decades and the APPIC Board
continued to look at this publication as a high quality publication
that contained valuable information
for internship and postdoctoral
training in professional psychology.
Discussions were occurring as early
as 2000 on how a journal could be
supported by APPIC that focused
on psychology training.
However, there existed a very
good journal already to address
these issues, Professional Psychology:
Research & Practice (PPRP). PPRP
always published at least one or
two articles on training and the
needs prior to 2001 were well met
by this excellent journal. PPRP continued to receive many high quality manuscripts regarding training
but began to limit publishing the
articles about training emphasizing practice and empirically based
manuscripts.
Emil Rodolfa, an associate editor
of PPRP, began discussions with
the APPIC board about the feasibility of developing a training journal
as early as 2000. Board members
were less than enthusiastic due to
the expense and the limited possibility that there was room for
another journal in the market place.
Around 2002 the board began realizing additional revenues from the
match and savings made in the

front office and
board expenses.
APPIC was
much stronger
financially than
in 2000 when the
board had experienced a loss for
the year but in
2002-2003, there Emil Rodolfa
was close to a half year’s operating
budget in the bank and reserves
were doing well in the market savings accounts.
It was clear that there was still
a significant financial risk as the
journal could cost up to $100,000 in
start up costs and perhaps $50,000
a year to fund. There was not sufficient revenue to cover those costs
and it was anticipated that it would
take at least five years before any
revenue would be realized and only
then if the journal was a success.
That was a big risk and even with
a slight budget surplus each year
if the journal was not a success,
APPIC would experience substantial financial difficulties.
The board considered various
scenarios in the event that the
journal failed, the Match was discontinued and APPIC experienced
significant financial obligations that
were not covered by its financial
reserves. The journal could have
a significantly negative effect on
APPIC’s financial reserves and
APPIC staff would have to be cut
back to previous levels when there
was only an executive director
and revenue from the selling of
the APPIC Directory was the main
financial revenue stream. Some
board members felt the financial
risk was too big as some board
members were very concerned that
the development of a journal would
put APPIC into this difficult situ-

ation and make management of
APPIC’s resources by future boards
unpredictable.
However, it was about 2002 when
another idea surfaced: perhaps
APPIC could find a financial investor to collaborate in publishing the
journal. Dr. Rodolfa with the initial
support of Dr. Gerald Leventhal,
the APPIC Treasurer at the time
and then the continued strong support by Dr. Baker, who assumed the
role of APPIC Treasurer, explored
the idea of a journal with private
publishers and found one that was
interested. He also discussed this
journal with the APA Publications
Office and they seemed mildly
interested, although published
PPRP and they were uncertain
about the possible uniqueness of a
training journal and the viability
of a readership to explore fully its
publication.
During that year a few things
began changing as APPIC’s budget
continued to look strong and PPRP
discussed a possible reduction in
the publication of number of training manuscripts to increase their
focus on practice and research.
Talks were arranged for the APA
Convention that was held in
Hawaii in 2004.
Pre-arrangements had been made
to meet with a private publishing company and also with APA
Publications Office. The private
publishing company did not display sufficient interest as the representatives appeared disorganized
and had very limited knowledge
of the previous discussions that
had taken place over the previous
year with their company. They did
not even show up to the scheduled
meeting and a brief meeting was
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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arranged at the APA Convention
snack bar.
We came away from the meeting
frustrated and uncertain as it looked
like we were back to square one.
It turned out that that company
was being bought by another company and was in the middle of
reorganizing and changing staff
members. Although this reorganization was occurring, it appeared
to the APPIC representatives that
the company was disinterested or
not competent. However, at the
same APA Convention, APPIC also
arranged to meet with representatives from the APA Publications
Office and that meeting went
quite differently. Drs. Steve
McCutcheon, Jeff Baker, and Emil
Rodolfa met with the Director and
others from the APA Publications
Office. They seemed interested
and receptive to a possible joint
venture.
They may have viewed APPIC
as a guaranteed revenue source but
we can assure you that APPIC was
looking at them in the same manner. Based on their experience, the
APA staff presented the road to the
future as dire as hardly any new
publications realized any revenue
even after five years of publishing. The APPIC representatives
took this information back to the
board and there continued to be
mixed views about the utility of
the journal. However, APA offered
a proposed plan that seemed quite
palatable to the members of the
APPIC Board.
Basically, APA had become
increasingly interested in publishing
a journal exploring professional education and training. APA developed

a plan that provided APPIC potential financial relief if the journal was
not successful, as APPIC could walk
away from the journal after four
years and not have any financial
obligation. APA would seek to manage the journal alone if there were
significant problems in the venture
and APPIC withdrew. Dr. Baker,
the APPIC Treasurer developed a
financial plan that revealed the bottom line: this journal would cost
APPIC approximately $150,000 for
this four-year period.
Under the leadership of Dr.
McCutcheon, the Board Chair, the
APPIC Board discussed the significant financial risk and sought
input from the membership and
found considerable support (over
60% voted to support a journal and
would accept a $50 dues increase
to fund it if needed). The APPIC
membership also recognized that
this journal would cost APPIC
sizeable financial resources for
the four-year period of time. The
board had extensive discussions
and the vote was taken on a conference call in 2005 that virtually
obligated APPIC to a four-year
contract and about $150,000 over
a four-year period of time. Some
Board members felt strongly that
the membership wanted this and
it was time to move forward; some
voted no, feeling it was another
journal that would go unused and
unread.
As a result of the Board vote,
Dr. McCutcheon signed a contract
with APA to develop a journal
titled Training and Education in
Professional Psychology (TEPP).
Early in 2006, Dr. Rodolfa was
appointed Editor by the APPIC

Board. He chose four Associate
Editors, Drs. Claytie Davis
(APPIC), Debi Bell (CUDCP),
Kathy Bieschke (CCPTP), and
Roger Peterson (NCSPP).
Each editor was chosen from the
training councils affiliated with
APPIC. The editorial team has
worked very hard to review over
200 manuscripts since early 2006
when a call for manuscripts was
made. In addition to the regular
manuscripts, the Editorial Team
decided to publish a special issue
exploring the APPIC Match due
to the high number of unmatched
applicants.
During these initial years, TEPP
has grown as the practicum training association (ADPTC) has provided it as a member benefit and
Dr. Bob Hatcher began a term as an
associate editor on January 1, 2008.
As indicated in the initial
Editor’s comment in the first issue
of the journal (Feb 2007), , “TEPP
provides a professional forum for
psychologists to exchange ideas
and contribute thoughtful investigations about the challenges, the
discussions, and the future direction of education and training in
psychology.
TEPP will be an outlet to share
both empirical and non-empirical
manuscripts that explore cutting
edge issues that help our profession move forward. Our journal is
dedicated to enhancing the process
and procedures of the education
and training provided by psychologists. The TEPP Editorial team
hopes that the creative articles we
publish will contribute to improving the sequence of professional
psychology training.”
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A Conversation with
the Executive Director
By Connie Hercey, MPA with Robert Goldberg, Ph.D.

1. Q. How and when did you first hear about APIC?
A: In 1989, the Administrative Director was making plans to go on maternity leave.
2. Q.Who contacted you?
A: Jean Levine, a consultant to APIC had been
assigned to do a position search and contacted me
about the position. She was the neighbor of a friend.
3. Q. Can you tell us a little bit about how that came
about?
A. Carl Zimet was Board Chair during that period
of time. I met with the Chair and was offered the
position. When the time came for the Administrative
Director to go on maternity leave, I was offered the
position.

ized system, finding good vendors, manually updating
data changes to the directory after members returned
edited pages to the APPIC office by mail, and creating and modifying administrative systems that met
the needs of the association, and did I mention NO
STAFF? I worked with a revolving door of temporary
employees for 10 years. This is not to imply that I
worked alone.
APPIC has been fortunate and has attracted Board
and committee members that have been supportive and hard working. In retrospect, the early years
tapped into my creative side. I felt challenged, rewarded, and appreciated.

5. Q. What did you like about the job?
A: APPIC meshed perfectly with my education and training. I had recently received a Masters
degree in Public Administration and had interned
with the Executive Director of an association for a year.
APPIC was and continues to be perfect for me.

7 Q: What changes have you had to make in
CO operations, given the additional tasks (computer Match, expanded Directory, CE conferences,
greater interaction with other organizations such
as APA) that APPIC has taken on during your tenure?
A: Every year projects and tasks get overhauled
and revised. I rely on feedback from Board members, Committee chairs, NMS, APPIC members, and
my staff to make the following year’s operations better than the previous year. Post conference activity in
the office is called a “Back Stage Review. The staff and
I discuss what worked well as well as what areas can
be improved upon. Everything that happens at APPIC
collaborative. Our goal is to provide the best member
services possible.

6. Q: What were the greatest challenges in setting
up an office? Did APIC have a physical office at the
time you assumed the position?
A: When I came onboard, APPIC’s office space was
subleased from a law firm at 1400 K Street. The firm
specialized in patents. APPIC had one office and one
closet that housed surplus directories, newsletters, and
office supplies. Every day at 5:00 pm, I heard the
thunderous pounding of employees flying out of the
door. The early years were spent creating systems such
as moving our manual bookkeeping to a computer-

8. Q: What is your secret in remaining so poised
and professional in representing APPIC, given all the
additional tasks the organization has taken on?
A: Thank you, Bob. I do not think I deserve that kind
of praise. I encourage and welcome change. I enjoy my
job. It is never boring. The Board has always supported
cutting edge ideas. That is very exciting. Each new system may require restructuring and a new set of skills to
hone, but the end result is always better than the one it
replaced. It really does “take a village” to make APPIC
run so well.

4. Q: What did you know about psychology
and psychologists before you actually got yourself
involved in the selection process?
A: I enjoyed everything I learned from the psychology courses taken in Undergraduate and Graduate
School.
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Tips for Trainers:
Remarks from
the e-Editor Incorporating Disability
By Robert W. Goldberg, Ph.D., ABPP, FAACP

G

reeting from cyberspace! APPIC wants
to welcome you to
the 21st century and
the first electronically transmitted issue of our renamed
APPIC e-Newsletter. Since I
am still trying to learn the difference between a Bluetooth
and a Blackberry and remain
among the electronically challenged, this transition is proving to be much more enjoyable than
I first anticipated when I started to wrap my
19th century brain around the concept about 15
months ago. For me, it means that I will no longer have to correct four sets of hard copy proofs,
bleary eyed in the dead of night. I will not have
to chase misdirected FedEx packages containing
those proofs. Of course, electronic publication
provides additional flexibility in meeting publication deadlines and correcting errata that are
brought to my attention, before they are truly
set in stone. You will no longer have to wait for
the Newsletter to arrive by n-th class mail; it
will be instantly transmitted and simultaneously
received. And the cost savings – printing and
postage – is substantial. Drs. Sharon Berry, former Board Member Barry Schreier, and the rest of
the Board newsletter task force, are to be thanked
for their vision and coordination of this effort.
By happy accident, this inaugural number
of the e-Newsletter also serves as the Fortieth
Anniversary of APPIC Special Issue. It seems
particularly fitting that, as we look back at APPIC,
we mark this event by looking forward as well
– beginning APPIC’s second forty years with a
technological bang!
APPIC would really like to ‘hear’ (there’s the
19th Century, intruding again!) what you think
of the content and style of this first e-Newsletter.
Comments may be ‘sent’ to APPIC Central
Office, (APPIC@aol.com), to our Chair Dr. Steve
McCutcheon (Stephen.McCutcheon@va.gov), or
to me directly (emu34@aol.com).
Erratum: The Editor apologizes for omitting from
the November 2007 issue the announcement of the
2007 APPIC Award for Recognition of Contributions
to Internship Training conferred upon T. Stephen
Patterson, Ph.D., ABPP.

Issues In Psychology
Training

O

By Arnold Abels, Ph.D.

lkin (2002) identified that professionals in the field
of psychology
rarely receive training related
to providing services to individuals with disabilities. The
availability of specific disability-related coursework in
clinical psychology programs,
in fact, has decreased (Olkin,
1999). Ironically, she further
states that the majority of
psychologists will at some
point in their career provide
services to individuals with
disabilities. The likelihood
of working with this population should not be surprising
since people with disabilities
are the largest minority group
in this country, and disability related issues are a major
issue across the life span
(Turner, Lloyd & Taylor, 2006;
U.S. Census Bureau, 2002).
Given these facts, this Tips
For Trainers article will focus
on providing suggestions for
incorporating disability issues
into training curriculum, and
suggesting relative ideas on
how this might effectively be
achieved.
One possible area where
training sites (academic programs, pre-doctoral internships, and post doctoral training sites) can facilitate disability awareness is through
education about disability
legislation. For example, the
Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) that was passed
in 1990 represents the most
important civil rights legisla-

tion passed since the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, and was
designed to prevent discrimination experienced by people
with disabilities. I have had
experiences with both senior
colleagues and young trainees who did not know what
ADA represented, reinforcing
for me to not make assumptions about familiarity with
such laws. It is important for
all professionals in the field
of psychology to realize that
disability legislation is important to all people, whether
one has a personal disability
or not. Training curriculum
in disability issues should
include education on who is
protected by disability legislation, training in how disability
legislation affects employment
hiring procedures and educational opportunities, and
exploring an understanding
what “reasonable accommodation” means, and how it is
applied in employment, educational and service provision
settings.
A second possible area
where psychologists in training may need to be educated
is the wide variety of issues
(e.g. myths, barriers, stereotypes, life challenges, etc.)
faced by individuals with
disabilities. Some examples
of what I am referencing here
include, the misconception
that it costs a great deal of
money to provide accom-
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modations for a person with a disability. In fact, most accommodations cost $600 or less. A significant
issue faced by many individuals
with disabilities is unemployment
and underemployment. Despite
the fact that most individuals with
disabilities want to work, it is estimated that only around 30% of these
individuals are working (Sue & Sue,
2003). The socioeconomic and psychological impact of such factors on
people with disabilities should be
recognized when working with this
population. Psychology trainees
need to be aware that individuals
with disabilities may experience the
spread phenomenon where myths
exist if one disability is present other
deficits may exist (e.g. someone who
is blind also has hearing deficits, a
person with mobility challenges also
has intellectual deficits, etc.) (Sue &
Sue, 2003).
A third suggested area of training could focus on disability etiquette. APA (1999), Olkin, (1999),
and Sue and Sue (2003) provide
excellent examples of appropriate
methods and behaviors of interacting with people with disabilities.
A few examples from these references include being mindful to use
respectful person first language
(e.g. client who is blind as opposed
to the blind client), to respectfully
inquire if a person with a disability needs assistance as opposed to
assuming and giving help that is
not wanted, and understanding that
the assistive devices a person with a
disability uses (e.g. service animal,
wheelchair/cart, cane, etc.) should
not be infringed upon without permission.
A fourth area of suggested training may be in the exploration of
attitudes towards disability. While
physical barriers do exist for individuals with disabilities, often the
more challenging barriers are associated with the attitudes of others
toward disability. Olkin (1999) provides an overview of several “models” of disability (moral, medical
and minority) that trainees should
be familiar with. The attitudes the
helping professional holds toward
disability can influence the concep-

tualization and treatment provision
of people with disabilities. Equally
important is understanding the attitude of the person with a disability
that he/she holds toward themselves and how that impacts the
treatment process.
While there are many creative
methods to incorporate disability
training into your program, here are
just a few suggested ideas:
1. Incorporate experiences of
exposure to people with disabilities
into your program (e.g. visit a State
School for the Blind or State School
for the Deaf, offer a rotation with
your University Student Disability
Office, formulate a support group
for individuals with disabilities, or
require volunteer experiences with
disability groups within your community.
2. Have representatives from a
state government service agency
provide a disability sensitivity training to your staff.
3. Incorporate a series into your
multicultural coursework or in-service trainings on disability issues.
4. Invite a psychologist from your
staff or community with disability
expertise to be a consultant, trainer
or mentor regarding disability
issues. It is a bonus if this person
also has a personal disability.
5. Engage in a facility assessment
of your department, office and program to identify physical barriers
that may inhibit individuals with
disabilities from accessing services
at your agency or discourage individuals with disabilities from applying and/or fully participating in
your training program.
6. Engage in open dialogue within your training program about attitudes, myths and prejudices against
individuals with disabilities, and
the privileges associated with being
temporarily able bodied.
7. Use media presentations such
as “Through Deaf Eyes”, “When
Billy Broke His Head”, or other disability focused films to stimulate
discussion and reflection.
8. Talk with your trainees that
have disabilities about what their
experience has been like at your
training program and what feedback

would they offer to make it more
disability supportive.
Identified above are only a few
examples of concepts and variables
that might be included in disability
training. While there are numerous
possibilities for disability training, it
is hoped the ideas presented in this
Tips For Trainers article will be a
starting point for what can be incorporated into your training program
and supervision processes given the
prevalence of people with disabilities in our society and the paucity of
attention paid to this cultural topic
in psychology training.
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Ask CoA

By Jeff Baker, Ph.D., ABPP, Chair, CoA; jbaker@utmb.edu and
Sharon Berry, Ph.D., Director of Training, Children’s Hospitals and Clinics of MN; sharon.berry@childrensmn.org
Welcome to Dr. Jeff Baker, the
new Chair of the Commission on
Accreditation, and currently director of the Psychology Postdoctoral
Fellowship at the University of Texas,
Medical Branch at Galveston and
former APPIC Board Member. He
represents the 5th CoA Chair who
has been invested in this column
designed to build a bridge with the
training community.
How will the new Commission on
Accreditation Affect Internships?
It is my pleasure to serve as the
first chair of the Commission on
Accreditation (CoA). As many of
you are aware the new 32 member Commission on Accreditation
replaced the 21 member Committee
on Accreditation on January 1, 2008.
I have had the opportunity to present workshops on accreditation at a
number of training council meetings
to provide additional information
about this process
Many are asking “What does it
mean that there is now a Commission
on Accreditation?” This has been
a long process that began when
“communities of interest,” including APPIC, were not so happy with
the CoA. A summit was proposed
and held in 2005 in Snowbird, Utah
(often referred to as the “Snowbird
Summit”). A number of recommendations were adopted including this
expansion to a 32 member commission. Representation for internships
and postdoctoral training programs
has increased from 2 to 6. CoA now
includes the following representatives for internships and postdocs:
Drs. Joyce Illfelder-Kaye, Donna
Horn, Rick Seime, Wayne Siegel,
Brad Roper and myself (Jeff Baker).
This will provide additional expertise
regarding the review of internship
and postdoc programs as well as
additional eyes to manage the work
load. The CoA now reviews almost
900 programs and over half of these
are for internships and postdocs.

This new format
was developed by
a transition committee that has
been meeting for
almost 18 months
in preparation for
the change to a
32 member CoA,
and included Drs.
Nancy Elman, Marty Heesacker,
Bob Knight, Norma Simon, Tom
DiLorenzo, and myself (Jeff Baker).
The next phase will consider expanding the CoA with review panels that
call on expertise in the profession
as well as addressing the mounting
workload for policies (such as rewriting the G&P and/or revising new
implementing regulations).
Internships and postdocs should
be pleased with the additional representation and more time will be
spent on developing specific policies
and procedures regarding both of
these training programs. However, it
is a myth that only your representatives will look out for the interests of
internships and postdocs. In reality,
this is a very thoughtful group of
individuals that focus more on quality and less on protection of special
interests. Internships and postdocs
have many champions on the CoA
and will continue to work on quality enhancement and policies that
address improvement in training. I
am very pleased to be part of this
process and look forward to much
work being completed this year. The
2008 CoA will decide on the structure
for 2009 CoA and we will begin looking at this at the July meeting.
Other items of interest to Training
Directors:
1. Recently, the CoA has asked for
supplemental information from programs planning their accreditation
site visit. For example, “Please provide summaries of the didactic seminars presented to interns throughout
the year.” Why is more work being

added to this process?
CoA: The G&P guidelines require
internships to demonstrate that their
interns “demonstrate intermediate to
advanced level of professional psychological skills, abilities, proficiencies, competencies, and knowledge in
the areas of consultation, evaluation,
and supervision.” It is important to
the CoA that programs connect their
didactics with their goals and objectives, and a mere listing of seminar
topics does not reveal this important
connection.
2. Is it true that I will not be able
to select my own site visitors with
the new Commission?
CoA: There is a proposal that was
recently sent out for public comment
regarding a new system for choosing
site visitors. Psychology is the only
profession where sites get to choose
their site visitors. This may be comforting to some but in reality it has
created a small pool of site visitors
that get asked over and over again.
Thus, new site visitors find it difficult to “break into” the system. The
new regulation will still have the site
choose between two chairs proposed
for the site visit and the other site
visitor will be assigned. Every effort
will be made to match someone who
is familiar with the site’s model. The
good news is that if this new regulation is adopted, sites will no longer
have to make the initial calls to find
out if someone is available. It will
require sites to identify potential site
visit dates well in advance. These
changes are most likely down the
road as the details will have to be
worked out if the regulation makes
it through the policy review committee, then voted on by the CoA
and will most likely have to go to
the Board of Directors and Council
for final approval. It is hoped this
will result in a diverse site visitor
pool as well as increase perceived
objectivity in the site visitor selection
process.
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News from the Education
Directorate at APA

G

By Catherine Grus, Ph.D. | cgrus@apa.org

reetings! I
would like
to thank
APPIC for
this opportunity to
share with you some
highlights of the many
initiatives underway
in the Education
Directorate at APA.
While the Directorate focuses
on education throughout the
lifespan I’ll mention a few of the
key activities specific to professional education and training.
Competence. Building on
efforts such as the 2002 APPIC
Competencies Conference a
number of initiatives are underway to promote the “culture
of competence” in professional psychology. In 2006 the
Assessment of Competency
Benchmarks Work Group began
work on a document that operationally defines elements of core
competencies for professional
psychology at three levels of
education and training (readiness for practicum, readiness for
internship, readiness for entrylevel to practice) and describes
methods for their assessment.
Building on this effort another
group is working on a resource
kit for education and training
programs that will provide
fact sheets and other materials
related to methods of assessing
competence.
Internship Match Imbalance.
APA through its Board of
Educational Affairs has also
been discussing and taking
action on issues related to the
internship match imbalance.
Focal areas include promoting
quality training, advocacy for
funding for training, disclosure of information related to
program outcomes, workforce
analysis, data collection and

dissemination, and perhaps most important,
collaborating with the
broad education and
training community on
shared discussions on
this issue. Planning is
underway for a meeting in 2008 to continue
this dialogue and form
action steps. APPIC has been
active in these discussions.
Accreditation. In 2008, the
Committee on Accreditation
became the Commission
on Accreditation. The
Commission now has 32
members and is chaired by
Jeff Baker, Ph.D. The second
Accreditation Assembly will
be held May 30-31, 2008 in
Minneapolis, MN. The programming schedule and a
link to online registration are
available at www.apa.org/ed/
accreditation/(scroll down to
the section on “Accreditation
Assembly News”).
APA Website. All of APA
has been busy for months
working on a “re-launch”
of the APA website which is
expected to occur later this
year. We anticipate the new
website will make it much
easier for individuals to locate
information amongst the vast
array of resources. Specific
to professional education and
training we are working on a
section devoted to the various
competence initiatives, one for
potential graduate students
where they can easily obtain
information on outcomes of
doctoral programs, and a section on funding opportunities
for students.
To find out more about what
is happening in the Education
Directorate, please go to:
http://www.apa.org/ed/.

APPIC Members:
Our Role as Advocates

By Sharon Berry, Ph.D, APPIC Advocacy
Coordinator with Nina Levitt, Ed.D and Sheila
Forsyth, APA Education Directorate Office of
Government Relations

A

dvocacy at work:
Promoting new
opportunities
for training and
strengthening the mental and
behavioral workforce
The Education Government
Relations Office (GRO) has
been at the forefront of federal efforts to strengthen the
mental and behavioral health workforce and
increase training opportunities for students
of psychology. Education GRO submitted a
number of important recommendations to
Congress related to the reauthorization of the
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration (SAMHSA) intended to
improve access to qualified mental and behavioral health professionals for individuals living
in communities throughout the United States.
The Education GRO focused on three critical initiatives: authorization of the Minority
Fellowship Program; a new federal training
program; and support for students in eligible
metal health professions in accredited graduate
programs.
1. The Minority Fellowship Program, first funded
in over three decades ago, provides stipends for
pre and postdoctoral fellowships for minority psychologists and others dedicated to working with
minority populations. The program does not have
an authorization and must rely on Congress for
an annual programmatic earmark. The Education
GRO working in partnership with Public Interest
GRO, has reached out to other mental and behavioral health associations to form a coalition to champion the Minority Fellowship program.
2. The mental and behavioral health workforce
needs a boost in order to ensure that people living in all communities, rural or urban, throughout the United States have access to good care.
SAMHSA strategic plan affirmed the need for
this investment in our mental health workforce. The Strategic Plan, which followed on the
heels of recommendations from the Annapolis
Coalition, acknowledges the need for dramatic
improvement in initial clinical training and continuing education using evidence based pracCONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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tices; the need to initiate widespread leadership
training; the need to address critical training
topics (e.g., integration of mental/behavioral
services with primary care) and shortages
(e.g., services for children and older adults).
Education GRO developed and promoted two
initiatives: a loan repayment and an institutional grant program. The loan repayment program
would provide loan forgiveness to licensed or
certified mental health professionals working
in facilities that served underserved populations with priority given to those working with
high priority populations and who demonstrate
financial need, competence in evidence based
practice, or cultural competence in practice.
The institutional aid program would create a
competitive grant program for eligible entities
(a graduate education and training program,
internship, residency or fellowship in one of
the eligible health professions) for planning,
developing, and operating a mental health professional training program that includes student
stipends. In addition, Education GRO staff
sought to expand the Research Data Collection
& Analysis authority to include gathering information on providers (i.e., what health professions are needed and where).
3. Finally, the Education GRO sought support for changes to SAMHSA’s Campus
Suicide Prevention program which would
allow these competitive federal grant funds
to be used to “Strengthen and expand mental
and behavioral health training opportunities
in internship and residency programs, such
as psychology doctoral and post-doctoral
training, among other. This change to the current law would enable counseling centers to
increase their capacity to serve more students
– a concern that remains one of the most critical issue facing counseling centers today.
While the Education GRO fought, with little
success in securing changes in these areas, it
was Education GRO staff that made workforce an issue that the Senate was forced to
address. Even though Education GRO was
able to garner a great deal of support for these
initiatives, there was some opposition with
the fragile balance of power in the Senate that
was enough to deny our recommendations.
However, statutory language was included
that requested that training for interns and fellows be considered for all relevant SAMHSA
programs. Nevertheless, there is still hope. The
SAMSHA reauthorization is currently stalled
in the Senate. There has been no movement
on the SAMHSA reauthorization in the House.
These delays in action will give Education
GRO new opportunities to continue to educate and advocate for these critical workforce
development issues.

APAGS Guest Column

A Time for Celebration
and Reflection

I

By Jae Yeon Jeong, M.S.
APAGS Member-at-Large, Education Focus

n preparation for writing this anniversarythemed article, I came
across a quote from a
Chinese philosopher whose
teachings have significantly
impacted East Asian cultures, who wrote Study the
past if you would define the
future (Confucius,
ca. 479 BC – 221 BC/2003).
One of the main lessons I
learned from the research
is that our alliance and our
partnership are based on a
solid foundation of trust,
openness to diverse opinions, and commitment to
upholding high standards for
quality education and training for consumers of psychology programs. What I’ve
learned through observation
and a decade of college education is that foundations are
only as strong and durable
as the leaders who maintain
and build upon them. This
year marks the 40th anniversary of the Association
of Psychology Postdoctoral
and Internship Centers
(APPIC) as well as the 20th
anniversary of the American
Psychological Association of
Graduate Students (APAGS).
In this article, I would like
to highlight some of the historical markers for APAGS
as well as recognizing both
groups for their admirable
commitment to training and
education issues.
Following the American
Psychological Association’s
(APA) recommendation

made in 1949 that clinical
psychology trainees complete a predoctoral psychology internship, the clinical
internship was incorporated
as the capstone experiential
requirement toward the doctoral degree, and the APA
began accrediting training
sites prior to the formation
of APPIC in 1968 (Madson,
Hasan, Williams-Nickelson,
Kettmann, & Van Sickle,
2007). In 1988, APAGS was
established as a formal APA
Committee and soon afterwards began to develop
liaisonships with important
groups including APPIC in
1993, to address the familiar
themes of the supply and
demand imbalance issue
(Williams-Nickelson, 2003).
Between 1995 and 2000,
APAGS advocated for a new
uniform notification day
and the Clearinghouse, created the APAGS Internship
Task Force which developed into the Committee
on Internship and Related
Training Activities, and
advocated with APPIC for
the creation of a uniform
application (APPI), computer
Match program, and for
solutions to the imbalance
problem. Moreover, APAGS
actively participated in the
APPIC internship supply
and demand conference in
1997 and created the APAGS
internship LISTSERV. In

A P P I C E - N E W S L E T T E R | M AY 2 0 0 8 | P A G E 3 4

CONTINUED
ON NEXT PAGE

2000, APAGS held its first special
preconvention workshop on the
internship application process at
the annual APA Convention in
Washington, DC and continues to
offer this to graduate psychology
students annually. In that same year,
Drs. Carol Williams-Nickelson and
Mitch Prinstein compiled an important and popular APAGS resource
published by APA books Internships
in Psychology: The APAGS
Workbook for Writing Successful
Applications and Finding the Right
Match.
Since 2004 to the present, the current APAGS Chair has identified the
supply and demand imbalance issue
as a major focus for the term. On
behalf of its constituency for whom
the predoctoral psychology internship is a requirement for completion of the doctoral degree, APAGS
endorsed a formal statement in 2005
to increase quality half-time internships as well as full-time accredited
internships and participated in the
California Psychology Internship
Council Conference: The Halftime Internship Coming into the
Mainstream (Madson et al., 2007).
Most recently, APAGS advocated
toward a truth in advertising philosophy where internship match
rates for graduate programs are
published and advocated “maintaining the support hour’s section
on the AAPI as a numerical number
and not as a descriptive category”
(p. 254).

During my involvement with
APAGS, I have had the great fortune
of communicating and collaborating
with some of the most committed,
passionately devoted, selfless, and
strong-willed members of our professional psychology community. In
the long-standing efforts to address
and explore creative solutions to the
complex internship imbalance issue,
governing bodies such as the APA
Education Directorate, the BEA, and
the CCTC have been welcome allies;
however, I would like to recognize
APPIC for their responsiveness and
sensitivity to this issue as it directly
impacts the consumers of psychology programs. Where is the evidence?
Through advocacy on publishing
internship match rates by program,
the creation and maintenance of
the APPIC Intern and Postdoc
LISTSERVs, and thoughtful consideration of submitted comments on
the proposed changes to the APPI,
APPIC has demonstrated an admirable level of professionalism while
maintaining solid rapport with its
primary consumers. On behalf of
APAGS, thank you.
Amidst the celebrations, I would
like to bring special attention to Dr.
Carol Williams-Nickelson, Associate
Executive Director of APAGS, who
has been involved with APAGS for
15 years, first, as a student leader,
serving as APAGS Chair, and then
serving as the first Associative
Executive Director of this group.
In the relatively short period of

time I have known and worked
with Dr. Williams-Nickelson, I
have been awestruck of her strong
leadership as well as her admirable
balance between her professional
and personal lives. As an APAGS
Committee member, there is a natural and inevitable reality to service
in that our 2- and 3-year terms end,
resulting in a quick transition and
orientation period. I would also like
to personally recognize all of my
predecessors who have made positive impressions and forged lasting
relationships within our professional psychology community. This
brings me back to Confucius, and I
wholeheartedly believe that we, the
professional psychology community,
have a strong future ahead of us all.
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FROM THE ASSOCIATE EDITORS
Behavioral
Emergencies

By Phillip M. Kleespies, Ph.D., ABPP

“M

entally
ill
unfairly portrayed as
violent”. This was
the headline of a
recent (February)
article in the Boston
Globe written by
Dr. Ronald Pies in response to the
horrifying murder of a psychologist,
Dr. Kathryn Faughey, at her Upper
East Side office in New York City.
The man who killed Dr. Faughey
was a man who suffered from a serious mental illness and who had a
prior history of violence. Ironically,
Dr. Faughey was apparently not the
intended victim. The assailant later
confessed that he had been in search
of Dr. Kent Shinbach, a psychiatrist
who shared offices with Dr. Faughey.
When Dr. Shinbach heard Dr.
Faughey’s screams, he came to her
aid and was also seriously injured
and robbed at knife point. The attacker reportedly blamed the psychiatrist
for having him committed to a mental hospital 17 years ago.
Given the shocking nature of the violence involved in Dr. Faughey’s death,
the concern expressed in the article by
Dr. Pies was that, in the aftermath of
such a horrendous event, the mentally
ill could once again be stereotyped as
violent. His concern was heightened
by another recent event, the murder
of a social worker when paying a
home visit to a 19 year old patient in
Andover, Massachusetts.
At times like these, it is important to have a reality check and to
be reminded by those like Dr. Pies
that, in fact, only a small percentage of the violence in our society is
attributable to those with serious
mental illness (i.e., to those with

disorders such as schizophrenia,
bipolar illness, and major depression). In particular, extreme violence
such as that perpetrated by the
patient in Dr. Faughey’s unfortunate
death is quite rare. In past writings
(e.g., Kleespies, 2000), I have cited
national surveys by Guy, Brown.
and Poelstra (1990) and by Tryon
(1986) indicating that between 30%40% of psychologists sampled had
been assaulted by a patient at some
point in their professional career. It
is important to remember, however,
that most of these patient assaults
resulted in minor injury or no injury
at all. In their survey, Guy, et al.,
reported that 30% of those assaulted
suffered a physical injury, but two
thirds of the injuries were slight and
the remainder were characterized
as moderate. Usually, the emotional
distress was far more disturbing
than any physical injury.
I agree with the position espoused
by Dr. Pies. The seriously mentally ill
are a disenfranchised segment of out
society and they often lack the capacity and means to represent and advocate for themselves. They are easy
targets for stereotyping and blame,
and we need to observe caution so
that whatever culpability is assigned
in a high profile and tragic case like
that of Dr. Faughey’s is not generalized to the mentally ill as a group.
That having been said, however, we
also need to pay close attention to
the national surveys on patient violence noted above. As summarized
in the APA Division12, Section VII
(Clinical Emergencies and Crises)
Task Force Report on Education and
Training in Behavioral Emergencies
(Kleespies, et al., 2000), there is evidence that a significant number of
psychology practitioners experience a
patient assault at some point in their
careers. These assaults appear to be
more likely to occur during graduate
school years and during the first five
years after completion of the doctoral
degree. They are also more likely to
occur to those who work with the
more seriously mentally ill; and, as

McNeil (1998) has pointed out, the
period of greatest risk of violence in
the mentally ill seems to be when the
patient is having an acute exacerbation of his or her disorder. Clinicians
often find these instances of patient
violence, or threats of violence, quite
disturbing (Cf. Rodolfa, Kraft, Reilley,
1988). Subsequently, they often report
a heightened sense of fear and vulnerability, and, for some, a decreased
sense of professional competency.
Despite the data on the incidence
and impact of patient violence on
clinicians, I find myself once again
pointing out that the profession of
psychology appears to have done little to systematically educate practitioners in evaluating and managing the
potentially violent patient. In their
survey of patient violence, Guy, et al.,
(1990) reported that the psychologists
in their sample had a mean of 1 hour
of clinical training on the management of patient violence during their
pre-doctoral training years. After
graduation, the mean was 2.3 hours.
I see little reason to believe that this
situation has changed substantially in
the years since that survey was done.
Could it be that lack of adequate
training is related to the findings that
less experienced therapists are at
greater risk from patient violence?
Of course, similar arguments can
be put forth in regard to education and
training with our other occupational
hazard, patient suicidal behavior, and
for training with behavioral emergencies more broadly speaking. As noted
by Kleespies and Berman (2004) in an
article in this newsletter entitled The
pre-doctoral internship: A prime site
for training in behavioral emergencies,
behavioral emergencies (or situations
in which the patient is at risk of lifethreatening behavior) confront the clinician or intern with the need to make
decisions that can have very serious,
perhaps irreversible, consequences.
They are decisions that can have far
reaching emotional, ethical, and legal
repercussions. It would seem to make
sense to have practitioners well
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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educated and trained in this area
of practice. Our mental health colleagues in psychiatry have made
training in emergency psychiatric
services a required component
of the psychiatric residency. Why
should psychologists not be expected to observe a similar standard?
I strongly encourage the APPIC
internship programs to consider
this issue, and, if they have not
already done so, to investigate how
they might integrate more formal
training in behavioral emergencies
into their internship programs,
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Child Clinical
Psychology:
Reflections on 30
Years of Intern
Training

I

By David K. Slay, Ph.D.,
ABPP, Child Clinical Psychology
dkslay@juno.com

recently retired
from full-time
work as a
child guidance center agency
director, so this
40th Anniversary
issue of the APPIC
Newsletter, which
invites looking both
forward and backward, occurs at a time
when I have been thinking much about
both the past and the future. During
the past 32 years, my entire career as a
professional psychologist played out
in two only child and family mental
health agencies. Throughout all of that
time, which included working as a
child clinical psychologist and becoming a training and clinical director at
the first agency, then chief psychologist,
administrative director, and executive
director of the second, I was consistently involved in recruiting, evaluating,
training and supervising predoctoral
interns – around 120 in all; for about
20 of those 32 years I also designed
and directed their training programs
in addition to my other clinical and
administrative duties. (Although
recently retired, I continue to be active
as an APA site visitor and in other ways
with professional psychology.)
As this is the first APPIC newsletter
to be published online, it seems fitting
that, while thinking back over those
years, what stands out most are memories from the pre-electronic era, with
the annual challenges of recruiting a
sufficient quantity of well prepared
applicants, finding ways to design and
evaluate valid applications and scrutinize resumes, how to best interview
applicants, finally establishing the
crucial Rank Order List from which

to make offers by telephone, and then
entering the crucible of calling applicants one by one, working down the
list making offers, being put “on hold”
while the most competitive applicants
waited for an offer from a program
ranked higher than ours on their list,
moving down our list to notify “first
alternates” in case they wanted to
put another agency “on hold” while
they waited for our offers to firm up,
and so on. It was decidedly low tech,
but also much more person-to-person
and immediately engaging. There
was a definite element of competition
involved, because even after attaining
APA accreditation for each of the two
programs I directed, being a relatively
small nonprofit child guidance center
made us a site of interest to a limited
number of applicants. The free-for-all
aspect of Uniform Notification Day,
steeped in anxiety on both ends of
the phone line, did benefit from some
refereeing, and the major function of
APPIC in those days, second only to
providing programs and applicants
with a standardized, published directory, was to develop, promulgate, and
try to enforce the rules of the game.
The major anxiety for me and other
training program directors, of course, was
to “fail” to fill all vacancies during the
First Round. Having unfilled slots and
needing to scramble for unplaced interns,
especially before there was an organized
clearinghouse, felt like a major failure to
compete on one of the profession’s main
playing fields. After my first year as a
training program director (1980 – the only
year we did fail to fill all slots), I actually
began to enjoy the day and a half of nonstop telephone calls, tracking progress on
a blackboard, strategizing whom to make
the next offer to, so as to maximize diversity, gender balance, etc. It was always
an exciting if not exhausting day, which
began very early in the Pacific time zone.
However, I always was aware of how the
burden of fear and anxiety mostly was
endured by the intern applicants, because
of the graduation requirement pressure
to land an internship, and the accompanying fear of a major career setback if
nothing materialized on that one day of
the year. It must have been extremely difficult to sit by a telephone (no cell phones
of course, not even “cordless” phones
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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at first), waiting for The Call, and then
needing to make difficult on-the-spot
decisions regarding accepting, rejecting, or placing an offer “on hold” for
a few hours. Of course many of these
same overall pressures and expectations
prevail each year, but at least computerized matching seems to be a less overtly
stressful process than sitting by a telephone and juggling offers.
There are three refinements we
made to our intern applicant evaluation process over the years which at
first might appear counter-intuitive.
However, I believe they contributed to
both greater cost-effectiveness and good
selection outcomes: (1) Prioritizing
the significance of the various sections
of the AAPI, by giving relatively more
weight and attention to those sections
that were likely to be predictive of successful intern performance – relevant
experience, for instance, over which
school or program the applicant was
in. Not all sections of the AAPI are
equally predictive of success. Also, we
long ago dispensed with even asking
for graduate or undergraduate transcripts; (2) limiting the application and
interviewing process to a small number
of experienced “expert” reviewers (one
or two). At first we believed more eyes
and ears would be better, and we organized expensive and time-consuming
day-long interview rounds with various
staff groups and current interns; and
(3), turning the interviewing process,
whether in person or by telephone, into
an opportunity for the intern applicant to “evaluate” the program with
reference to their needs and priorities.
As I described in an previous APPIC
Newsletter article (July, 2001), interviewing intern applicants, especially in an
era of computerized matching, bears
only a superficial resemblance to interviewing a job applicant, yet I think
most training programs still approach
it as if they were trying to determine to
whom to “make an offer.” In order to
maximize the probability of a “best-fit”
match, we began using the interview
process as an opportunity for applicants
to learn as much as possible about
our program, as they are constructing
their own rank-order list of programs.
Program directors receive a large
amount of evaluative information about
each applicant, with the AAPI, resumes,

letters of recommendations, etc., whether or not they do an interview. The
actual match – which determines which
interns a program will train – is made
in an instant by an impartial computer,
relying completely upon the rank order
numbers assigned by both the applicant
and the training program. Therefore the
critical part of the whole process is the
validity of the rank orders – specifically,
the quality of the information upon
which the rankings are based.

Consortia

L

By Andy Hogg, Ph.D.

ike many of us who have been
around the world of psychology training for many years, I
vividly remember my match
day before the APPIC national computerized match. I sat in my little graduate student office at Colorado State
University and waited for the phone
to ring. Two of the calls that I received
said that I was their first alternate,
which drove my anxiety level completely over the top. Then I was offered
a position by an internship program
that hadn’t shown any interest in me
until that day. Fortunately, I ended up
with an outstanding internship experience at the University of Maryland, but
that match day took a few years off my
life expectancy.
In retrospect, I think that I hurt my
internship applications by honestly
saying to the Directors of Training
that I was thinking about staying
at Colorado State University to be
near my girlfriend, Lillie. I think
that I gained points in sincerity but
lost points in self-promotion. Those
were the days when Directors of
Training couldn’t afford to make
offers to applicants who were indecisive, because one intern holding on
to offers could freeze the selection
process for several training sites.
Directors of Training had to figure
out an applicant’s real motives before
making an internship offer, and my
being infatuated with my girlfriend
wouldn’t have been considered as a
very decisive motive. I still choose
romance over self-promotion.
The computerized selection system
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changed much of that selection day
drama. It is still pretty traumatic for
many applicants, but the national
ranking system does let applicants
express their real preferences without
pressure. It allows sites and applicants the option to rank their top
choices and not just the ones that will
quickly match with them.
Many of us created consortia
because we remember how stressful
it was to be a student hoping for an
internship or postdoctoral residency.
Consortia are one method of increasing the supply of internships and
postdoctoral residencies. Consortia
are often the best opportunities for
non-traditional students who wish
to obtain advanced training in their
own communities. We want to give
students high quality training experiences without having to put the rest of
their lives on hold for years. Students
sacrifice enough to join our profession.
Perhaps I wouldn’t have entered
the internship and postdoctoral residency training community if my own
internship match day hadn’t been so
stressful. Of course, I also might have
stayed at Colorado State University
and tried to convince Lillie to fall
in love with me, which would have
been a bad decision in retrospect.
As APPIC celebrates its birthday,
I hope that the current generation of
students appreciates how much better the current matching system is
than the old one. Greg Keilin and the
other leaders of APPIC changed the
world of training for the better.

Health
Psychology
By Sharon Berry, Ph.D.
Sharon.berry@childrensmn.org

H

ealth Training Council
(Follow-up to the Fall 2007
Newsletter Article): As
described in the last newsletter, the
Health Training Council has been
reinvigorated! APA Division 38 took
the lead and sponsored an inaugural
mid-winter meeting of the Council of
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE

Clinical Health Psychology Training
Programs (CCHPTP) with Kevin
Larkin, PhD (Director of Clinical
Training, West Virginia University)
as Chairperson. The focus of this
conference was on New Directions:
Competencies in Clinical Health
Psychology. This council creates
an opportunity for health training
programs to be unified throughout
the country and have representation
on the Council of Chairs of Training
Councils (CCTC), alongside APPIC,
CUDCP, ACCTA, the VA Training
Council, NCSPP, among others.
This mid-winter meeting was held
in San Antonio, TX, and plans have
been made to meet again in 2009,
likely in conjunction with the annual
meeting of the Council of University
Directors of Clinical Psychology programs. The purpose of CCHPTP is as
follows: to promote the advancement
of graduate and postgraduate education and training within the field of
clinical health psychology. Consistent
wit this purpose, CCHPTP member
programs shall strive to educate and
train future clinical health psychologists to promote human welfare and
to advance the growth of health
psychology science and practice.
CCHPTP espouses graduate and postdoctoral education and training that
produces a clinical health psychologist
capable of functioning as a scientific
investigator and as a practitioner, consistent with the highest standards of
clinical health psychology.
Dr. Cynthia Belar, APA Executive
Director for Education, wrote about the
various training councils in her APA
Monitor column in March 2008. She
provides an historical context as well
as a challenge to broaden student training: “When health psychology was
formalizing in the 1970’s, clinical and
counseling psychology were primarily
focused on mental health. But things
have changed, and many clinical and
counseling programs take a broader
approach to education and training
today, with opportunities in health
psychology expanding. For years, I
have speculated whether we will see a
figure ground reversal, where mental
health is but one subset in the domain
of education and training for all health
service psychologists. I have not yet
seen that, but I have seen an increased

emphasis on psychology as a health
profession and the need to adequately
prepare our students for careers in
health care as well as research. In that
context, I wonder why all such programs, not just clinical health psychology programs should not address the
biological, social, cognitive, affective
and behavioral aspects of health and
disease and health policy, and provide
experiences working with other healcare disciplines.”
The proceedings and individual
presentations will be available on the
Internet soon. Please consider joining
as a representative of your internship,
postdoctoral fellowship, or graduate
program. For more information about
CCHPTP, please contact Dr. Kevin
Larkin at klarkin@mail.wvu.edu.
Back to the Future: As APPIC
plans for the 40th Anniversary
Celebration at the 2008 APA
Convention in Boston, I wanted to
take a look back to see how past
board members predicted the future.
Although I was unable to locate a
newsletter from 1968, I did review a
newsletter from 30 years ago in 1978!
At that time, APPIC was “APIC” – the
Association of Psychology Internship
Centers with Arthur Wiens, PhD as
Board Chair. The purpose for the
organization was as follows: “The
Association of Psychology Internship
Centers was formed in 1968 to foster the sharing of information about
mutual concerns and to provide a uniform voice with respect to internship
training interests within APA.”
As the current and first Advocacy
Coordinator for APPIC, I was
intrigued to read the following from
the Chair: “A final impression from
the mid-year meeting, especially
engendered by Clarence Martin of
the Association for the Advancement
of Psychology and Charles Kiesler
of APA, is that psychology will have
to be active legislatively on its own
behalf. This should include active
involvement with health care planning on the state level and most particularly with planning at the level of
health service areas.” This expectation
still stands today with possibly an
even greater need for advocacy efforts
by psychologists across the nation.
The APIC budget in 1978 indicated
a balance of $900 – in contrast to

the current budget that lists annual
expenses of nearly $578,000!
The APIC Board addressed the
“possibility of a matching plan for
internships” in light of the AAMC’s
experience with the residency match.
“…the cost for such a plan would
be in the neighborhood of $20,000$30,000 per year.” The Board concluded that this cost was excessive given
their were about 1000 interns per year
(in contrast to 2008 where 3492 applicants participated in the Match!)
Congratulations to APPIC as we
celebrate 40 successful years!
Please feel free to email me with
additional questions or suggestions:
Sharon.berry@childrensmn.org.

International
Issues
By Sandra Clark, Ph.D., R Psych
President, CCPPP
CCPPP Liaison Report

A

s I write
this article, I am
reflecting
on the recent Match
day and the subsequent list-serve
discussion regarding the numbers of
unmatched students
and in particular,
the many suggestions around how to
help resolve this imbalance (ie. timing
of the EPPP and dissertation progress prior to applying for internship).
Despite the significant challenges that
can occur in professional psychology
training, I am always struck by how
committed and passionate we all are
about problem-solving and doing
what we can to ensure that students
receive the best quality training in
psychology. Although our numbers
in Canada are much less than in the
U.S., we do face the same issues and
concerns expressed directly from students regarding the supply-demand
imbalance and the inherent pressures
in applying for internship. One initiative that the CCPPP has used to
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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address the progress with dissertation
issue is in the “Guiding Principles in
the Preparation of and Selection of
Applicants for Internship”. This document has been officially adopted by
the CCPPP membership and can be
found on our website at www.ccppp.
ca. Specifically, the guidelines state
that students are strongly encouraged not to apply for internship until
their data is all or almost all collected
and that prior to beginning an internship, students are to have a draft of
their dissertation well underway.
Anecdotally, as a training director, I
did see an increase this year in the
number of internship applicants who
had met these minimum criteria. And
having had both students who had
most of their dissertation completed
or had defended before or near the
beginning of internship compared to
students who still had data to collect
or who had not written much of their
dissertation prior to starting internship, there are noticeable differences
in the latter group showing increasing
stress about their dissertation progress
about two-thirds of the way through
the internship year (as interns start
to think about job possibilities after
internship and not being eligible for
those jobs until the dissertation is
completed and defended).
We will be hosting a workshop
on “Interprofessional Education and
Collaboration: Smooth Sailing or an
Adventure on the High-Seas?” at our
annual pre-convention workshop as
part of the CPA’s annual convention
in June. This has been one of the
main issues for discussion within the
CCPPP with the move towards interprofessional practice initiatives across
the country. We are very pleased to
have a panel of speakers lead by Dr.
Margaret Crossley at the University
of Saskatchewan, whose clinical
psychology program is engaged in
several initiatives aimed to increase
exposure to interprofessional education and to foster competencies in
interprofessional collaboration and
interdisciplinary health research.
The CCPPP also took part in the
2007 APA Education Leadership
Conference in Washington, DC. Dr.
Andrew Starzomski was the CCPPP
representative and commented that
he was very impressed with the wel-

come that he received from the other
delegates and with the stimulating
speakers and discussions at this conference. Other issues and priorities
for the CCPPP include having greater
student involvement in our organization in order to work more closely and
collaboratively in terms of student
needs and we continue to be actively
involved in the planning for the Joint
CCTC meetings in 2010. One of our
members will also be co-hosting a
workshop at the 2008 CPA conference
on School Psychology Internships.
The CCPPP continues to be actively
involved in a number of liaison activities and is committed to maintaining a
strong relationship with APPIC with our
shared focus on excellence in professional psychology training. Congratulations
on your 40th anniversary!

Issues Concerning
Persons with
Serious Mental
Illness
By Maxine Block, Ph.D. and
Sandra Tars, Ph.D.

Looking Back, Looking Forward
Our Fearless Editor has encouraged
submissions of historical interest for this
40th Anniversary and First Electronic
edition of the APPIC Newsletter. There
is much to consider as we look at how
work with persons with Serious Mental
Illness (SMI) has changed in the last
forty years, and as we consider how
best to prepare our interns to bring
the best of Evidenced Based Practices
to assist individuals with SMI. For
inspiration, I (Sandy Tars) dusted off
my 30th Anniversary column, and also
enlisted the assistance of my colleague,
Dr. Maxine Block, Chief Psychologist
and Director of Training at Hutchings
Psychiatric Center. Together we will
look both back and to the future.
Looking back to 1968: Roles for
psychologists in treatment of the 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.
In 1998, I noted that public sector
settings, which continued to provide
most of the treatment for individuals
with SMI, were in rapid transition.
Competitive Managed Care Plans
had replaced many previously publicly funded agencies and programs.
State hospitals and the VA had rapidly shrinking populations, with inpatient lengths of stay and outpatient
range of services strictly regulated.
Psychiatric rehabilitation technologies
offered real hope for those who were
persistently disabled, and research
promised the possibility for prevention of the most devastating effects
of severe psychiatric disorders. The
need for psychological interventions
to assist individuals with SMI as they
received treatment in communitybased settings was burgeoning. At
the same time, rapid downsizing of
traditional treatment centers and the
budget-conscious decisions of managed care case managers were seriously restricting possible roles for
psychologists, and the funding base
for internship positions.
As we enter 2008, public sector settings continue to be in rapid
transition. The locus for treatment
of individuals with SMI has shifted
from inpatient to outpatient settings.
In NY State, inpatient beds have
decreased by about 85% in the last 20
years, and inpatient lengths of stay
have also dramatically decreased.
Persons with serious mental illness
today can expect to recover, or to live
fulfilling lives in the community in
spite of disabilities associated with
SMI, especially if they receive the
benefit of Evidence Based Treatment.
Here I turn the writing over to my
colleague Dr. Maxine Block, to comment from her experience in directing
current training, and working to develCONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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op training paradigms for the future.
For many reasons, a large percentage of the severely and persistently
mentally ill individuals currently
being treated continue to receive services in Public settings. As the rest
of our profession has changed, so
has the landscape of the work of the
Public Sector Psychologist. We are
influenced by changes in our society,
related to economics, social influences, and medical breakthroughs.
One thing that remains unchanged
is the need for psychologists to participate in this process - a need for compassionate, thoughtful and dedicated
individuals who wish to understand
individuals challenged by serious
mental illness and to assist them each
in creating their own life worth living.
Every year, during internship
interviewing season, we glimpse
anew the skills, enthusiasm, talents
and plans of future psychologists.
It is gratifying to see the number of
new students who express interest
in this population (many who have
even had the opportunity to work
in public sector practicum settings).
The optimism, poise and sensitivity of these young psychologists is
very impressive – they are dedicated
to serving clients, optimistic about
their ability to help people change,
compassionate and sensitive. They
believe they can and will effect
change – by implementing evidenced
based treatments and through the
power of the therapeutic relationship
(hopefully both). They look forward
to internship – the opportunity for
them to spend an entire year in a clinical setting, the culmination of years
of reading and writing and caffeine.
Many psychologists who work
in this type of setting (from the
Community and State Hospital
Section of APA Division 18) are
actively involved in the process of
identifying issues that will be significant for us in the future. One focus
area will be assisting new psychologists in learning about this segment
of the profession, to help them obtain
the experience and knowledge that
will allow them to join us in this
work. We are aware there is a wide
range in Training experiences and
opportunities that students, interns,
post-docs and early career psycholo-

gists have in these settings, and we
want to be sure that we maximize the
opportunity for mentoring and meaningful collegial interaction.
We are particularly interested in
issues related to Training, with a focus
on Evidence Based Practices. This is
particularly relevant considering the
fact that for most of the Evidence Based
Practices the evidence that has been
obtained has not been gathered on this
population. We are interesting in partnering with other psychologists and
other disciplines in understanding and
implementing recovery based practices
in the many inpatient and outpatient
settings where SPI individuals are seen.
Just this week, a newly hired psychologist in our hospital marveled
at the level of psychopathology
that she sees on the inpatient unit.
She remarked that some patients
were exhibiting classical delusions
and hallucinations, “just like in the
books”. As she commented she was
filled with enthusiasm for her work,
curiosity about how this works, and
a desire to implement her research
and clinical experience to help her
team understand the individuals on
the unit and to assist them to change
and grow. She mentioned that she
had been reading her Yalom group
therapy book earlier in the week. She
then expressed pleasure and gratification that she’d been able to implement group therapy strategies in this
setting in a way that made her feel
confident and competent. And, even
more importantly, she reported that
at the end of the group a number of
patients asked excitedly when they
would be having that group again.
We are considering developing
opportunities to acknowledge psychologists for their work with this
population, a “Virtual Convention”
(or other electronic opportunity to
network and share information related
to this population) and other opportunities to collaborate in this work.
Like many in our field, a number of
dedicated and skilled psychologists go
to work every day, have profound lifechanging interactions with the clients
that they serve, and then go home,
having had minimal opportunity to
share and interact around this work.
In closing, thanks to everyone one
who has helped spark curiosity and

compassion regarding working with
this population. Clearly, we have done
something right, as so many of our best
and brightest are interested and committed to pursuing careers in this direction. With that new energy, we are
optimistic that the community of individuals who work with this population
will thrive in the future. If you (or your
students, interns, post-docs, colleagues)
have ideas that will help us in furthering this effort (or ideas about how we
can better assist psychologists in gathering the skills and experiences that
they would need) please let us know
and we will pass them along. You can
e-mail us at: huocmbb@omh.state.ny.us
(Maxine Block) or huisset@omh.state.
ny.us (Sandy Tars).

Macrosystemic Issues:
Barack Obama’s Speech
on Racial Politics and
Reconciliation Through
the Eyes of a Systems
Psychologist
By Rick Weinberg, Ph.D.
weinberg@fmhi.usf.edu
The ultimate weakness of violence is that
it is a descending spiral, begetting the
very thing it seeks to destroy. Instead of
diminishing evil, it multiplies it… adding deeper darkness to a night already
devoid of stars. Darkness cannot drive
out darkness; only light can do that.
Hate cannot drive out hate:
only love can do that.
– Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.
(1967). Where Do
We Go from Here: Chaos or
Community?, pp. 62–63

I

t is Wednesday,
the morning after
Barack Obama
addressed the
topic of US racial politics in front of a bevy
of American flags. In
a very bold 37 minute
speech Obama tried
to explain the motivation behind some his actions and the
rationale for his policies on race. In
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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reading the day’s punditry, virtually all the commentaries have been
focused on Obama’s explanation
for why he continues his association with Reverend Jeremiah Wright
and the Trinity United Church. For
the politically minded, this aspect
of the talk is certainly compelling.
However, for this macrosystemic psychologist, not only is this part of the
talk the most damaging to emphasize, I believe that there is a far more
important message to spotlight.
Beginning the latter part of his
address with the famous Faulkner
quote, “The past isn’t dead and buried; in fact, it isn’t even past,” Obama
provided a brief emotional history
of why both African-Americans and
white Americans find racial conciliation exceedingly difficult. He first
cited the history of race-based injustice, from Jim Crow laws to “separate
and unequal” public schools, to realtors red-lining neighborhoods to prevent black families from moving in.
It is not difficult to understand why
the lingering effects of these policies continue to anger and embitter.
However, Obama did not restrict his
analysis to only African-Americans.
He went on:
…a similar anger exists within segments of the white community. Most
working- and middle-class white
Americans don’t feel that they have been
particularly privileged by their race...
as far as they’re concerned, no one’s
handed them anything, they’ve built it
from scratch. They’ve worked hard…
only to see their jobs shipped overseas or
their pension dumped after a lifetime of
labor…Opportunity comes to be seen as
a zero sum game, in which your dreams
come at my expense. So when they…
hear that an African American is getting
an advantage in landing a good job or a
spot in a good college because of an injustice that they themselves never committed… resentment builds over time.
As psychologists we understand the
importance of history in working with
individuals and families. History can
be like gasoline on a fire. We often say,
“hurt people hurt people, meaning
that people who have been injured are
often motivated to injure others. While
entirely understandable given the history, both past and recent, of racial
policies and politics in the US, Obama

points out that these emotional legacies
are powerful barriers to solutions.
Moreover, just like those moments
when one partner in a fractured
marriage brings up the memory of
a still very real indignity to extract a
concession, stir up guilt, or otherwise
attempt to gain an advantage, when a
politician, talk show host, or political
commentator stokes race-based hurt
for political gain or ratings no one
besides the inflamer stands to benefit.
As a systems-oriented psychologist, I often see angry couples whose
initial instinct is to imagine the therapy
room as a courtroom and the therapist as judge and jury. These people
typically begin therapy by criticizing
the other as they document all the
grievances they have against their
mate. This interactional dynamic creates the mutally escalating cycle of
hurt, attack, defense and counterattack
that Dr. King exposes in the opening
quote, and that Obama alludes to in
his speech. When I witness couples
engaging in this loop, I point out that
neither of them is my therapy client.
Actually, I tell them, my client is their
relationship-- the pattern of interactions
that defines who they are as a couple.
When they attack and hurt each other,
“my client” is severely threatened. As
a conscientious therapist I must protect my client, so I stop them. As we
continue, my hope is that each partner
will see that as their relationship goes,
so go their individual destinies and
personal welfare. As one tries to gain
advantage, the other loses, adding
one more notch on the holster of hurt,
propelling the destructive process and
ultimately injuring both. Alternatively,
as each partner understands that their
fates are tied together, hope emerges
that they will act differently toward
each other, that they will subordinate
the desire for individual advantage in
order to further the collective welfare
of the couple.
This is exactly Obama’s point
when he says,
I have … a firm conviction… that
working together we can move beyond
some of our old racial wounds, and
that in fact we have no choice if we are
to continue on the path to a more perfect union… (This path) requires all
Americans to realize that your dreams
do not have to come at the expense of

my dreams; that investing in the health,
welfare, and education of black and
brown and white children will ultimately
help all of America prosper… We have a
choice in this country. We can accept a
politics that breeds division, and conflict,
and cynicism…or… we can come together and say, “Not this time.”
Couples can begin to make progress when each party says, “I will
do my best to put away my hurt for
now, if you will do the same”; when
they say “I will be responsible for
50% of the change that is required, if
you will be responsible for the other
50%”. Mutual progress diminishes
individual pain. Likewise it is only
when white and black constituencies
step away from their historical pain
long enough to reach out their hands
to one another and work together for
a future of collective gain that racial
wounds can begin to heal.
The time has come to stop fanning
the flames to attract readers, listeners,
and attention. Rather it is time to let
the crackling fire die down so we can
all approach the hearth together, feel its
warmth comfort all of us, and go about
the business of building our future.
That is the best way to repair our painful past. If we can help our psychology
trainees to address larger macro issues
in similar ways that they assist couples
and families, we can contribute, as
Eldridge Cleaver once put it, to becoming part of the broader solution.

SettingRelated Issues

I

By Robert H. Goldstein , Ph.D.

t’s amazing how
things sometimes
tend to come
together!. In my
last column in this
Newsletter I mused
out loud about looking back over my
fifty years of psychological practice.
Then, Bob Goldberg, our Newsletter
editor, wrote asking for reflections on
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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APPIC’s last 40 years for this anniversary issue, Next came a request
from Bob for old back issues of the
Newsletter for the APPIC archives.
This sent me diving into old files
where, to my amazement, I found a
number of old and, (as I described
them in the cover letter accompanying
the transmission of a batch of them
to APPIC central office) “damn near
ancient” copies. There were a lot of
really old ones, but, unfortunately, the
very first issue had somehow escaped
my grasp and I was only able to
come up with the second issue in Vol.
#1. Not that I am an obsessive pack
rat or anything, but I am reputed to
keep such things “just in case”, and
one never knows. Having sent them,
I, naturally, requested that scanned
copies of the Newsletters be returned
to me so that I would be ready to
respond the next time someone asks
if I happen to have any 30+ year old
issues of an APPIC Newsletter handy.
Now, having found these really old
issues, I, of course, had to read them.
And what an experience that was! The
succession of editors reflected some
of the brightest lights of our organization. As best as I could determine,
Jack Hafner was the first, followed by
Cynthia Belar (who, as you know, is
now the Director of APA’s Education
Directorate), then Jim Stedman, then
Sanford Pederson and, for many years
now, Bob Goldberg. Among them,
they’ve turned out a consistently
informative publication, which has
grown from a technologically relatively primitive and quite basic format to
the impressively sophisticated product
we now see. The content of the old
issues turned out to be remarkably
familiar sounding - minutes of the
Executive Committee (this was before
it became a Board of Directors) and
Annual meetings, reports from the
Chair and from various committees,
comments from the Editor and from
the Assistant Editors and a sprinkling
of research reports, surveys and opinion pieces about various aspects of the
training enterprise.
The subjects that were the focus of
attention have reflected the evolution of APPIC from a group that was
initially put together to serve as an
information-sharing and communication forum for the discussion of

matters common to internship sites to
more of a procedure-setting and even
enforcement and sanction-imposing
system for regulating the application
and selection process. With regard
to the latter, it’s fascinating to read
again about how we struggled to
create a system that would regularize and systematize the complex and
competitive courting and mating
rituals that internship applicants and
training sites went through.We first
set uniform notification dates, then
changed and modified those dates,
set and changed the reply-to-offer
times, created and then eliminated
“early acceptance” arrangements and
finally allowed ourselves to be reluctantly dragged into the computer age
by means of a matching system, but
only after a less than successful dry
run and a period of sulking about the
attempt. Thirty years ago, we were
worrying about and making efforts
to establish some way of defining the
professional competencies expected
of those entering into the internship
year and the criteria that defined
successful completion of the training experience. It would appear that
we’re still working on that issue.
I suspect that many of our more
recently appointed Training Directors
would find it hard to believe what the
reason was for the establishment of
the first Clearinghouse system. It was
because there were so many unfilled
internship slots, and a mechanism
was needed to facilitate communication between sites seeking to find
applicants for their empty slots! Over
the years, the balance has obviously
shifted in the other direction, and now
we’re trying to find ways to address
the concerns of candidates who are
unable to locate a position. So, the
problem of supply-demand imbalance
has persisted, only the ratio of the one
to the other has changed.
As part of my archeological dig
I also had a chance to re-read the
Summer 1994 Special 25th Anniversary
Newsletter (You didn’t think I’d let
that one get away, did you?), in which
I found a brilliantly written, acutely
perceptive and side-splittingly humorous satirical piece (which I’d written)
about some of APPIC’s failings during
its previous two and a half decades of
existence. In that piece, I took APPIC

to task for its many failures during
the preceding 25 years to successfully
carry out the tasks which had generally
defined and characterized the work
other proper professional organizations . These shortcomings included an
unfortunately generous inclusionary
posture which neglected a primary
task of any relatively newly formed
organization i.e. deciding who can
be kept out and not allowed to join.
There was also the gross neglect of the
amassing of a bulging treasury and the
growing of a burgeoning bureaucracy
while accomplishing vanishingly small
amounts of worthwhile work. We’d
also achieved practically nothing by
way of generating factional disputes
and encouraging political infighting,
and we’ve been embarrassingly silent
with regard to those politically controversial but professionally irrelevant
issues into which other organizations
so eagerly inject themselves. (I’d not
heard a word about the question of
abortions for interns)
What I referred to then as a pitiful
record of turgidly paced professional
sloth has, I am sorry to report, shown
little if any improvement. As I predicted, and feared, we’d be looking
back on subsequent years and seeing
APPIC still drudging along, doing
the work of facilitating and improving intern and post doc training. And
such has come to pass. Where have
we gone so wrong? How has this been
allowed? Are we doomed to many
more years to come of this kind of dismal inactivity?.Well, I sure hope so!
And now finally, a great revelation!
For many years, I’ve been writing a
column under the heading “SettingRelated Issues” Do any of you have
any idea of what that title means? I
certainly wasn’t sure. I once observed
that its vagueness allowed me the
privilege of commenting about whatever seemed related to where I was
setting at the moment. But I can no
longer hide behind this subterfuge,
since my files-prospecting excursion
turned up an exchange of letters in
which all was revealed.! So, here is
the news you’ve all been waiting for.
It seems that, originally, the Assistant
Editors of the Newsletter were tasked
with gathering information about and
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE

A P P I C E - N E W S L E T T E R | M AY 2 0 0 8 | P A G E 4 3

reporting on training related events
or issues in their geographic areas,
e.g. Southeast, Northwest etc. Despite
urgent pleadings from the Assistant
Editors to training sites in their areas
for this kind of material, the response
received was underwhelming. When
Cynthia Belar assumed the editorship
in the 1980-81 year, she suggested that
this arrangement be changed so that
Assistant Editors would be responsible
for “Interest Areas” , much as is now
the case. Since I was then, and for many
years thereafter continued to be, on the
faculty of a medical school, I was prepared to cover the kind of activity found
in that setting, and proposed that I do
so Well, it turned out that someone else,
I don’t recall who, had already agreed
to.handle that slot, Accordingly, I wrote
to Cynthia suggesting that the title
heading be something like “Assistant
Editor for the Northeastern Region
Dealing with Issues Related to Medical
Settings but Not Including Medical
Psychology.“ While I readily conceded
that this might be a bit cumbersome, I
thought it had a nice catchy ring to it.
Cynthia replied that she appreciated
my suggestion, but that , in essence,
“For goodness sake, just call it ‘settingrelated’ and let it go at that.“ So I did,
and so it has remained. I suspect that
our transition to the electronic format
will bring many more changes, and
they will no doubt be welcome, but I
still kinda like that title. Well, you win
some, and you lose some. And so, on to
the new age....

New APPIC
Member Internship
Programs
Carlos Albizu University –
Community Mental Health Clinic
San Juan, PR
Mount Sinai Medical Center
New York, NY
University of Northern Colorado
Counseling Center
Greeley, CO
Regina Qu’Appelle Health Region
Internship
Regina, Saskatchewan, Canada
The Watershed Addiction
Treatment Program
Delray Beach, FL

Association of Psychology
Postdoctoral and
Intenship Centers

T

he 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 two times
per year for our members, with an
online version since 2008. We are recognized by APA as the primary organization to consult about internship and
postdoctoral training. We maintain a
formal liaison with APA’s Education
Directorate, Council of Chairs of
Training Councils, and other organizations dedicated to education and training.
APPIC maintains a Directory of
Internship and Postdoctoral Programs
in Professional Psychology, which is
intended in part as a service to students.
The Directory is updated every year in
late summer as well as throughout the
year by individual members. Previously
distributed in print form and on line,
beginning in 2008, the Directory will
only be on line at www.appic.org.
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 at
www.appic.org.
Additionally APPIC operates a
Clearinghouse to facilitate the placement of unmatched pre-doctoral internship applicants with unfilled positions.
The Clearinghouse starts its operation
after the Uniform Notification date for
pre-doctoral matching. Please see the
APPIC website for detailed information
on the Clearinghouse.
APPIC Membership is by institution
rather then by individual. In order to be
a member of APPIC, and 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 predoctoral internship program, $400 for
freestanding post-doctoral training programs, $400 for Consortia, and $650 for
pre-doctoral and post-doctoral training
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, 10 G Street, NE, Suite
440, Washington, DC 20002, call (202)
589-0600. or email APPIC@aol.com.

The APPIC
Directory

FOR MEMBERS: APPIC members
have unlimited access to the online
Directory, the online Newsletter, and
the APPIC Clearinghouse. To assure
that your listing is current and accurate, we request that you update the
on-line information for your program
“as needed” throughout the year.

Newsletter Policy

APPIC encourages its members to contribute to the 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 and postdoctoral training in
psychology at the pre-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 of
the Newsletter Editor. It is suggested
that the APA Publication Manual
guidelines be followed for submissions.
Contributions will be accepted in MS
Word and can be sent to APPIC@aol.
com. Please write “Newsletter Editor”
on the email Subject Line and please
add your email address to your article
byline.
SUBMISSION DEADLINES: For
submissions to be published in the
Newsletter, manuscripts should reach
the Newsletter Editor by September 15
for the November issue, and by March
15 for the May issue.
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