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ABSTRACT o

Factors affect1ng the process - Qf Doetor of Psycﬁoiogy

(Psy D ) candxdates selection of an internship site were

1nvest1gated ~along with perceived factors affecting seiect:on by an

1nternship site; The way that such Psy.D. candidates compare in.

training _and: aB:ixty to the more traditional Doctor of Philosophy

(Ph.D.) candidates in similar settings was also studied. Interns were

fourth-year clinical Psy.D. candidates from a free-standing

professional schoecl. The study was conducted over 4& years- - -
(1982-1985). A total of 67 questionnaire responses were obtained over

the four-year period. The results indicate that the Psy.D._interns.

were more. apprgprxately trained to the duties required of a clinical

internship than most of their Ph.D. peers at the same site. The

Psy.D. candidates demonstrated clinical ability and therapeut;c

competence. Data are provided on: the number of internship sites-

within and outside the state of the professional school; the number

of placements at nine 1nternsh1ps settings; the average hours per_
week that interns spent in providing psychotherapy and seven other

professxonal functions; ranking of factors that may have influenced

position offers; and rankings of pre~internship selection factors.
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Abstract

This research explores numercus sreas involved in the process f
Doctor of Psychology (Psy.0.) candidatest selection of an internship
site; perceived factors ef fecting select on By an internship site,
and hei such individuais esﬁﬁsié in training and ahiiity to t'e ﬁéié
settings. The subjects in this four year (1982-1985) study were then
current1y p1aced; fourth-year ciinical PsyJD. candidates from a free-
standing professionai school Nevel components 6f this s udy inc1ude

the fact that data starts with the very first class of irterns from a

then new schoo] and continues on to cover sach succéssive year. Bata

were collected via &"estionnaire respcnses. A11 surveys over this
four year period were ’eturned cehstitdtinﬁ éa ﬁ = 67. ﬁest
statistica] examinations are descriptive. except for the inferentia1
analysis of various intern and site sélectien factorss The results
indicate that such PsyJL interns are more appropriateiy trained to
the duties required of a clincial internship than most of their PhB
peers at the same site; and c1inica1 ability along with therapeutic
competence appear to be hopeful halimarks of such burgeoning

professional psychologists:
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A Longitudinal Examination of
Doctor of Psychology Interns:
1982 = 1985

decades (cf. Peterson, 1985), aItheugh it is a argued thct a profes-
sional practice orientation in a mere trad1t1ena1. un1vers1ty based
Bector of Ph11osophy (Ph.D:) program has exisfed since the eariy
1950s (G. F: Derner. personal communieat1en. May 11, 1982). ﬁeéard-
1ess of h1stor1ca1 facts, the contemborary reality is tnat debate.
confusion; and emotion still make professional doctorates in psychol-
ogy a controversial issue.

Some of the same quest1ons asked decades age continue today:

"What is the best | way to tra1n psycho1og1sts? ces What degree gives
the best foundation for a career in psychoTogy?" (Turkington; 1986;
p. 14). Inftfal dissatisfaéfién stemmed from what was considered to

be the inadequacy of the now traditional scientist-professional

mode1 Th1s model was eve1oped from the 1948 tra1n1ng conference
held 1n Boulder, Colorado, and thus the term "Boulder Model® was
applied to make reference to graduate tra1n1ng hav1ng equaT emphasis
on research and pract1ce. Later. the 1973 Vail tra1n1ng conference
fostered a more profess1ena1 modeI ef tra1n1ng and application,

Researchers (Go1denberg. 1973 Lev1tt. 1973 McCouly, 1?65 Phares;

1979) have found that there 15 marked dissatisfactien with the
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Boulder Model in areas of psychotherapy, consultation skills; and

psyciodiagnosis. Such studies were not conducted under the premise

that one model of training was better or worse than another, noF did

ese studies intend to take sides in the debate. Rathers their

3’\

t
conclusions were based on data collected from experiences at clinical
psychology 1nternrh 1p sites. iaﬂitionéiiii the aiiééééié of such
internship sites noted marked dsficiencies with Boulder Model trained
interns in pre-internship psychotherapy skilis and psychodiag: sstic
preparation.

The purpose of this present work 15 to empirically éisiaéé the
experience of c]inical interns who are Doctor of Psycho1ogy candi-
dates This study 1s Tongitudina1 in nature, in that 1t has been
conducted each year from 1982 to 1985. Cata collection is based on
four years worth of survey instrument data from Psy.D candidates.
These subjects were at the four to five month point of their intern-
ships. Novel components of this study include the fact that t the data
starts with the first c1ass of interns from a then new schocl and
continues on to cover each successive year. §econdi§; data were
collected from svery intern to result in a total u,equa1 to the
sample's popu1ation. Thus. the data reflects not only a group of
Psy.D. candidate interns! experiences but also what changed or main-
tained over the course of ?our years;

Many prior studies of internship processes have dea1t sole iy
with the opinion of the internship directors (Déna; Gi11iam. & Dana;

1976; Spitzform & Hamilton, 1976; Sturgis. Verategen. RandoIph. 3
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Garvin, 1989). with 1ittle 1nput from the opinion of the subJect—-the
fntern (Cole, Kolko, & Craddick; 1981; Khol, Mately, & Turner; 1972).
Cole (et al; 1981) parallels this situction as being similar "to
conducting c]inical research on psychotherapy and assessing only the

concerns of the therapist" (ps 570): Aaaiéi86311y, no research»

prior to this work, has 1nvestigated the areas in which clinical
related areas in a consistent, lohgituaiﬁai basis;

Method

SubJects wera 67 graduate students who were of candidacy status

for the Dector of Psychology degree. They vere surveyed while at the

1nternsh1p leveI. These interns were from a free-standing profes-
sional schoo] of psyche1egy located in the mid-west At the time of

data collection 1t was regiona]]y accreditec ut w1ithout APA accredi-

tation. This sample is composed of all of the first four years worth

of interns °°m1"9 froﬁ the school: The subjects, where nst con-

s1dered as a group. are broken down by year as fo]Tows Group I
(1982-83 1nterns) as= 9. 5 ma1es and 4 ?éﬁiIés, Group II (1983 84
interns) o = 15, 7 males and 8 females; Group 111 (1984-85 interns) n
= 17 ; males and 10 fema]es, and Group IV (1985-86 1nterns)11 26,
17 males and 9 females. Thus, for ths four years; the total N of 67

1s made=up of 36 males and 31 females.



6

For the first year of this study (Stout. i984)» a questionnaire

was constructed consisting of 25 open-ended, ranking, and check=off

type quections dea]inq with th’ ied aspects of internship sites.

consideréd in the selection of a site; This questionnaire was

reviewed and adapted by the third year to aiso incorpo ate questions

concerning factors considered influential 1n an internship

acceptance, break-downs 3? time and activity in involvements, and
more detailed questions on supervision experiences. éééﬁ yéaF at the
four month point of internship training. the questionnaire was maiied
(with a stamped return envelope and descriptive cover lstter) to all
of the fourth-year ciinical Psy.D candidate interns. fhis startcd
with the very first group of interns and continued each year., This
study examines the current data covering the first four years of
interns' experiences and attitudes about their experisnces. A1l
questionnaires were returnad each year over this four year period,

and all useable data are considered herein.

Results
Internship Site Characteristics
The clinical Psy.D. intern subjects had placements in varied
settings. all were quite similar to typicai Ph:D. internship sites

(e ges psychiatric hospitals; community out-patient ciinics,

university éaaﬁgéiiag centers). The sixty-seven subjects found their
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placements at fifty=three different sites. iell over half were in
the same state as the intern'c school. The remaining twenty=seven
percent were out-of-state. Only eight (12%) sites held American
Psychological Association (APA) accreditation. Breakdowns by each

years group is listed in Table 1.
9

Insert Table 1 about here

The types of settings for the 1nternsh1p sites were moderate1y

patient clinics (both at 15%). Less frequent sites were:
pr1sons/correct10ns and res1dent1a1 treatment centers (both at 6%).
college counse]ing centers (4%); and only one 1ntern was éf a genera1

respital site and one was involved w1th a rehab111tat10n firm: Table

2 notes the numbers of each group at each site,

Insert Table 2 about here

in ceﬁeideratiéﬁ ef any emphaeis or spec1a11ty area of the

psychology, forensic work, child psychologys private practice model,
substance abuse; and rehabilitation, The orfentation of a sits was

even more broad and varied to 1ncorporate psychoana1yt1c. cogni-

tivefbehavioral. eclectic, strategie. experient1a1. behavioral medi-
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cine. humanistic/existentia'l. famﬂy systems. b*lopsychosocia'l. and
1ntegrat1ve. While not all 1nternsh1ps provided rotation of experi-
eﬁées. those that did were in the areas of: intensive rehabilita-
crisis 1ntervention. emergency-room work, sexual dysfunctioning.
po‘l ice consu'ltation. and adult sexual offenders. Again a wide varia-
tion was found in terms of patient contacts. Most iégii had contaCts
With adults, followed by adojescents; children, and geriatric popula-
tions. Most of these patients wers from arbzn and suburban locals
ind of low and middle incomes.

The most time spent per week in any one area was for s.:aming
psychotherapy (M =11. 95 hours, S D, = E,S 37). folloved by psycho=
4.67 hours, S.D. = * 3,59), and

1og1ca1 test1ng and assessment (M
group psycﬁotherapy (M = 3.15 hours, S D. = £ 2.13); (This ?iﬁ&ing
somewhat parallels the results of eo1e et al. (1981) in their work
with PhD 1nterns) Speci?ic 1nvo1vements along with average hour

per week rankings are provided in Table 3

Insert Table 3 aBout Eeré

In terms of clinical supervision. the majority were involved 1n
individual supervision v1a case presentation; followed by [3er group
review, audio taped session review; and f1ﬁé11yi video fapéa session
reviev. In all éases; supervisioh was provided by régisteréd; Ph.D.

level psychoiogists; Adjunctive §uperViSioﬁ was providad By
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reg1stered and non-reg1stered Ph .D., Psy'D Ed.D.» and M.A. level
psycho1ogists, psych1atrists’ Cert1f1ed Addictions Cehhseiers;
M.S.W.s; and, 1n one casé, a Registerad Nurss. The amount of direct

supervision provide

d to the subjects averaged abﬁsé;iﬁéééiy four

hours er week with a range from one and one-half to ten hours,
Those Psy.D. intsrns receiving a stibeﬁ& for their internships

averaged aiﬁééé $11,000. About one=half of the sample had funded

positié s or some type of benef1t provided (e; g., meals, parking,
insurance, continu.ng education);
The subjects were asked to compare their own clinical apiiities

and training to their intern pesrs: OFf this possibly self-biased
report. it was the1r consensus that they had SUperior c11n1ca1 train-
ing and abilities in the duties perfermed at their site. Some made
éﬁééi?ié Beihts of: havihg more experience, harihé greater exposure
to different sitess possessing better assessment skills, and having
mors active and complete medical knowledge (than their Ph.D. intern

In questiontng = comparison of research training, subjects noted

that 1t was difficult to assess, because beyond thelr own disserta-

t1ons. research was 1rre1evant to the 1nternsh1p s1te. Yet. the vast
major1ty fe1t tha* they he1d equal or superior researeh treining in

compar1son to their Ph.D. peers.

iﬁééiﬁsﬁip Appiicatian
In a11 four years surveyed. al applifants obtained p]acements.

Sixty-two percent gainred their first choice. The mean average ﬁumber

10



Examination of Psy.D. Interns

10

of sites : applied to was Just over eight (8 38). with a range of one

to forty-five. Groups III and IV were asked to rank the factors

which they felt influenced their acceptance to a site, The generally

felt trend is that the personal interview was most important.
followed by thefr clinical experience; their vita, letters
of recommendation. and their personal reputation. A tiazwsy snaiyéié

of variance for correlated groups was used and the resultant calcula-

tions indicated a significant statistical difference; E (9,269) =
13.52, p <.01. Al factors are rank crdered and 11sted in decreas-

ing importance in Table 4.

Insert Table 4 aBout nere

Factors Influencing Pre-Intern Application
The Psy:D: interns were asked to rank thirteen factors as to

rélati”é i;fluence or importance in their selection of an

=S
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research* Similarly. mean ranks were computed for the rankings

provided by the subjects on each factor. A§ain; a two-way analysis

of variance for correlated groups was employed Statistical
significance was also obtained with this data, E (12,552) = 81.90 5
< .0l. The factors of most ﬁﬁp’éi-’ténéé to the Fégﬁéndénté wers, first
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?aciiity. The entire 1ist of factors are rank ordered and 11sted in

decreasing importance in Table 5.

Insert Table 5 Sheut here

Discussion

Psy.0: 1fntern subjects were found to be predominantly at
psychiatric hospitals and community mental health centers; engaging
primarily in individua1 psychotherapy and diagnostic testing -~ not

uniiRe their PR.D: intern peers. It is; heiéVérp nete&BFthy that

these same subjects cited the interview. clinical experience and vita

It seems 1agicai and fittinq that c]inicai experienze and ski]is are

censidered vaiuabié by both Péyﬂa interviewers and interviewees in

mesting the responsibilities of a diver** f"i]ity;

Interestingly. Cole, et al (1981) found that of the 60 Ph.D.'s
surveyed. the factor these interns listed as the major contributer to
internship accentance was a good recommendation from a facuity member
and that "practicum and work experience and ﬁubiicaticns were consid-
sred of minor significance® (p, 573). Traditienaiiy; to *éiy 6n this
“whe-you-know" type of networking has been considered the norm even

in 1ieu of the candidates appiicabie experience. Training and expe-

rience, however, apnear to be paramount to clinfcal work. These

ju—y
[Av g
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Psy;ﬁ suhjects ‘ave such experience. but lack the 1ong standing

ical backing and the familiar letters of Ph.D.

Burstein. et a1 (1981) in s"VVeying 29 Ph.D. canoidatés found
geographica1 location of internship site of the greatest importance
to these students. followed by diversity of program and theoretica1
orientation. PsyJJ subjects ranked type of facility and diverSity
higher than location. This suggests a prioritizing more commensurate
with a desire to attain solid training. Theoretical orientation
ranked eighth by Psy.D; intérns attesting to péésibiy a more sclectic
or synthetié approach to therapy.

In addition. the overwhelming consensus of Psyl)'s opinions of
superior c]inical training. assessment skills and medica1 Rnow1edge
suggests satisfaction with a doctoral training philosephy that pre-
pares the student most comprehensively for praotioe in the field of
c1inica1 p'sy'ch’owgy; Both Ph.D.s aﬁa P’é'y’;b’g cffér quaiifiés fo the
intern seems to have been better prepared than the Ph.D. intern peer.

The imp1ication of this finding should have bearing on not enly the

choice of and by internship sites, but on the training models em-

more difficu1ty in obtaining an internship than traditional clinical

Ph.D. interns. Additionally; it appears Psy.D. interns' experiences

13
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are quite similar to those of Ph B interns' while at their

1nternsh1p s1tes. The PsyuD. subjects canvassed herein also seem to

be Very ;éiié?ieé :ifﬁ fﬁe1r level of tra1n1ng. experience. and

And for reasons of e11t1sm. cognitive d1ssonance. b1as. or realitya

these subJects consider themse]ves to hold skills at a level a% iééé%
on par with, and often §uberi6r to, their Ph:D: intern ééiieagues.
It 1s hoped that research such as this w111 aid 1n decreasing

the amount of non-data based op1n10ns and b1as that seems to a]most

dominate this area of wr1t1ng. Addit1ona11y. generalizab111ty of

th ffndings are somewhat 11m1ted* That 15. this schoo] is a free-

stand1ng. not- for-pr6? t ihstitut1on. It 1s currently re§1ena11y

It wou]d be quite beneficial in the study of training model compar1-

sons for other tredif16nal Ph D programs. APA aﬁﬁreved ng B pro_
grams. pract1oner-mode] PhD programs. and others. to examine their
fnterns' experiences 1n order to compare across various tratning

philosophies.
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Total Number of Intsrns

14

Iv fcfai

26 67

Internship Sites

Internship Sites in State

Internship Sites Out-of-State

[o

[¥Y]

APA Approved Sites



Psychiatric Hospital

Comminity Mental Health Center
Medical Center

Out-Patient Clinic
Prison/Corrections

Residential Treatment

College Counseling Center

Rehabilitation Firm

General Hospital

Total Interns
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rééié 3
n_
Individual Psychotharapy 1.5 42
Tos{:ing and Assessment 4 67 39
Group Psychotherapy 3:15 31
Famﬂy Psychotherapy 2.85 30
Research 2.80 19
Program Dé\?élopment 2,45 19
Workshops, Seminars, Education 2.20 31
Marital/Couple Therapy 2.05 26
Consultation 1:90 29
Case Conferences 1.70 29

* Note: Groups III, IV
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Personal Interview 2:81
Clinical Experience 3.30
Overall Vita 3.78
Letters of Recommendation 4.81
Personal Reputation 5.74
GiP:A; 5.81
Work §ambié 6.07
Who You Know 6:11
Graduate Schoo] Eépuiatién 7.33

Publications 8.89

*n=27
(Groups III, IV)




Type of Facility

Diversity of Program
GéééFSbhic Location

Amount of §ubérvis1éﬁ
Reputation of the Facility

iﬁ‘i:é'r‘\?iéfl

Theorstical Orientation
Stipend

WOI‘R Loéd

Specificity of Program
Time for Research

Only Offer

19
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