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ABSTRACT 

Graduate students in clinical psychology are taught to conduct 

research with the expectation that, in the future, they will become 

producers of research. Few clinical psychologists, however, actually 

produce much research. In attempting to explain this failure to ful

fill expectations, Pasewark has suggested (as one of several plausible 

hypotheses) that graduate training programs may, unintentionally, be 

discouraging students' interest in research. A pilot study by the 

present author supported this supposition. The present study was 

designed to evaluate the validity of Pasewark's hypothesis on a 

national level and to examine the research attitudes of clinical 

psychology graduate students in relation to those of other psychology 

graduate students. 

A four-page, predominately closed-ended questionnaire was con

structed with items covering the following areas: students' career 

goals, involvement in research and research achievement, satisfaction 

with research training and feelings about graduate school in general. 

Fifty percent of U. S. psychology departments having clinical training 

programs approved by the APA were randomly selected for inclusion in 

the study. During the Fall semester of 1978, Department Chairpersons 

were asked to distribute questionnaires to students in their depart

ments; 69 percent of those approached agreed to do so. Six Directors 

of professional training programs were also contacted and three agreed 

to participate. A total of 3,847 questionnaires were distributed. The 

vii 



viii 

overall return rate for students was 53 percent. This meant participa

tion in the survey by approximately 19 percent of all psychology 

graduate students at universities offering APA approved clinical pro

grams (N = 1,893). For the three professional schools, N = 139. 

Results of the survey suggest that, on the whole, graduate 

students in psychology are interested in conducting research. Gener

ally, their interest in research grows with experience and exposure to 

the process of research. These findings are true for students in 

clinical psychology as well as for students in other specialties. 

Results, therefore, run counter to Pasewark's hypothesis. Nevertheless, 

compared to other psychology graduate students in an academic setting, 

clinical students are less interested in research. Those in non-

applied areas of psychology are the most interested in research, fol

lowed by those in applied areas other than clinical. Students in pro

fessional training programs are the least interested in research of all 

groups studied; however, even they have not abandoned research alto

gether. 

Other significant findings which emerged from the study are as 

follows: 1) A student's career goals are related to the student's 

attitude toward research. 2) Clinical students 1 primary identification 

is as a practitioner. 3) Obtaining statistically significant results 

in one's research is related to a positive attitude toward research in 

general. 4) Students tend to project their own training needs onto 

others. 5) Using a Research Productivity Measure which was developed, 

the level of student research productivity in a department was found to 



be related to faculty research productivity. 6) A vocal minority of 

clinical students voiced extreme dissatisfaction with their graduate 

education. 7) Interest in research was found to be related to criti

cism of the questionnaire. 

The contributions of the present study are discussed in light 

of the psychological literature. Implications for graduate training 

are considered and directions for future research are suggested. 



INTRODUCTION 

Clinical psychology graduate students spend a considerable 

proportion of their time in graduate school learning to do research. 

Inherent within this emphasis on research training is the expectation 

that, in the future, these graduate students will become producers of 

research. It is generally assumed that continued exposure to and 

involvement with research will enhance the student's commitment to and 

interest in research. Yet, despite the compelling logic of this sup

position, there is a disconcerting discrepancy between the ideal of a 

clinical psychologist as a researcher-practitioner and the reality of 

the fact that clinical psychologists, on the whole, produce little 

research (Clark, 1957; Levy, 1962; Pasewark et al., 1973; Sechrest, 

1975). 

This disturbing state of affairs has not been satisfactorily 

explained. However, one hypothesis that might account for the fact 

that many clinical psychologists are not utilizing their research 

training was proposed as one of several plausible hypotheses by 

Pasewark (Pasewark et al., 1973). He suggested that clinicians may 

initially be interested in conducting research but that somehow, during 

the course of their graduate training, students become dissuaded from, 

rather than inspired to pursue, research careers. As a result, they 

stop doing research as soon as they leave graduate school. In other 

words, it may be that graduate schools are actually deterring, rather 

than fostering, students' involvement in research activity in later 

1 



life. This is an effect entirely unintended by graduate schools and 

antithetical to their stated goals. Pasewark's hypothesis is inter

esting and plausible; however, no direct evidence regarding its 

validity is available. The purpose of this dissertation is to obtain 

such data. 

Actually, the discrepancy between the ideal of a clinical 

psychologist as a researcher and the reality of the fact that clinical 

psychologists produce little research has its roots in a larger issue* 

Clinical psychology is suffering from a lack of a clear identity as 

either an academic discipline or a profession. The permeability of its 

boundaries has recently become so problematic to the field itself that 

the situation has been likened to a personal identity crisis (Kahn and 

Santostefano, 1962). Since the Boulder Conference (Raimy, 1950), 

clinical psychologists have been trained as scientist-practitioners to 

function ambidexterously in their dual roles as researchers and pro

fessionals. However, expecting all graduate students to be Renaissance 

psychologists or generalists may be unrealistic (Anchor, 1976; Campbell 

and Hodges, 1975). Anchor (1975) predicted that the scientist-

practitioner model of training probably would not survive the nineteen 

seventies without modification. The widespread dissatisfaction with 

this model has resulted in the rapid growth of professional schools of 

psychology (Dorken and Rodgers, 1976). 

According to Tryon (1963), the source of the problem 

facing clinical psychology is identical to that which has given rise to 

clinical psychology's extraordinary growth, that is, the fact that 
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psychology has been discovered to be useful to other disciplines and to 

society. This professionalization of psychology has created a growing 

rift between scientists and professionals whose interests are basically 

incompatible (Albee, 1970). The fact that this rift has appeared first 

and most problematically in clinical psychology indicates only the ra

pidity with which clinical psychology is becoming professionalized. At 

the other end of the continuum, in experimental psychology, where pro-

fessionalization is comparatively slow, the illusion is created that 

this discipline is immune from conflict. However, Tryon points out 

that professionalization, and the clash of interests with academicians 

which it entails, is a process common to all psychology which will 

become increasingly problematic to other varieties of psychologists in 

the future. 

As concern with these issues has grown, psychologists, and 

especially clinical psychologists (since they are the ones experiencing 

the most turmoil), have become increasingly introspective. This self-

examination has taken the form of numerous theoretical and speculative 

articles (for example, Garner, 1972; Peterson, 1976; Raush, 1974; 

Thoreson et al., 1972) in addition to a number of surveys of the 

activities and attitudes of clinical psychologists (Garfield and Kurtz, 

1976; Goldschmid et al., 1969; Kelly, 1961; Lubin, 1962; Thelen and 

Ewing, 1970, 1973). These surveys have shown that since 1961, when 

Kelly found that professional psychologists were no longer primarily 

diagnosticians, clinical psychologists have been spending increasing 

amounts of time in a greater variety of activities including therapy, 
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consultation, teaching, research, supervision and administration 

(Goldschmid et al., 1969). At present, 41 percent of clinical 

psychologists1 time is spent doing direct clinical work, 52 percent is 

spent in teaching, consultation, supervision, administration and other 

activities, and only 7 percent of clinical psychologists' collective 

time is devoted directly to research (Garfield and Kurtz, 1976). 

According to the same study, whereas 59 percent of clinical psycholo

gists identify themselves primarily as practitioners, only 25 percent 

view themselves as primarily academicians or researchers. 

The discrepancy between the ideal of a clinical psychologist as 

a research oriented professional person and the reality of what 

clinical psychologists actually do was first identified by Levy (1962). 

Reporting on the publication rates of clinical psychologists, Levy 

found the distribution of publication credits extremely skewed with 29 

percent of the group studied having no publications to their credit and 

another 19 percent having only one publication; 10 percent of the group 

accounted for 45 percent of the total output. Today, the situation has 

not changed (Pasewark et al., 1973; Sechrest, 1975). Pasewark, who 

studied members of APA Division 12 (Clinical Psychology), reported a 

dearth of publications among clinical psychologists whose average 

yearly publication rate is .32 articles. Equally impressive is the 

fact that 55 percent of the sample had no publications listed during a 

five-year period and 10 percent of the sample authored 56 percent of 

the publications. This leads to the inescapable conclusion that the 

majority of clinical psychologists are simply not active researchers. 
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Actually, clinical psychologists are not unique in their 

failure to publish. Though it is popularly believed that academicians 

in all fields must publish or perish, with the exception of a small 

number of distinguished universities with large doctoral programs, evi-
t 

dence demonstrates that this is a myth (Cartter, 1966; Follman, 1976). 

Nevertheless, clinicians are, according to Clark (1957), less research 

oriented than other psychologists. In addition, significant contribu

tors to research tend to be disinterested in helping individuals in a 

face-to-face situation; i.e., not practitioners (Clark, 1957). How

ever, not only are clinicians not particularly interested in doing 

research, they also utilize research findings infrequently in their 

work (Cohen, 1976). Roberts and Larsen (as cited in Cohen, 1976) found 

that 38 percent of their sample believed that no research existed which 

was relevant to their professional practice. 

In light of the apparent disinterest in research and the grow

ing professional identification of clinical psychologists, one might 

wonder whether it is realistic to continue to train clinicians as 

scientist-practitioners. Indeed, the appropriate training model for 

clinical psychology has recently been a subject of considerable con

troversy (Wolff, 1972). The scientist-practitioner model, which grew 

out of the Boulder Conference (Raimy, 1950) is based on the idea that 

clinical psychologists should be trained as generalists. The goal is 

for the clinical psychologist to function competently and flexibly in 

the dual roles of researcher and clinician. Since the conference at 

Boulder, a series of conferences on training issues have been convened. 
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In 1965, the Chicago Conference (Hock, Ross, and Winder, 1966) revital

ized the Boulder model by affirming the concept that professional 

practice must be firmly rooted in a scientific base and that the two 

functions of clinician and researcher can not be separated, A series 

of guidelines were established for comprehensive training in clinical 

psychology with specific recommendations for training in research and 

psychotherapy. This culminated in the publication of "Recommended 

standards for psychotherapy education in psychology doctoral programs" 

(Division of Psychotherapy, APA, 1971). More recently, the Vail Con

ference (Korman, 1974) did a complete turnabout by explicitly endorsing 

professional training programs for those whose interests lie in a 

service orientation. Nevertheless, the Boulder model is still the most 

highly supported by the majority of clinical psychologists (Thelen and 

Ewing, 1973). 

Statement of Problem 

Realistic choice of an appropriate training model for clinical 

psychology can best be made based on knowledge, understanding and hard 

data. Though studies illustrating that clinicians are disinterested in 

research abound, few studies have addressed themselves to providing an 

explanation of this phenomenon. According to Pasewark (Pasewark et al., 

1973), at least four possible explanations can be offered to account 

for the failure of clinicians to fulfill expectations of their role as 

scientists. As each of these explanations is reviewed below, it can be 

seen that within each alternate explanation lies a different implication 

for remediation of the present dilemma. 
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The first hypothesis Pasewark suggests to account for the fact 

that clinical psychologists produce so little research is that perhaps, 

in reality, there is no real commitment to the scientist model among 

faculty in clinical training programs; therefore, students are never 

really taught to be scientists. They speculate that the scientist 

model may be preserved in name only to lend respectability to a prac

titioner training program which exists within academia. Though the 

dearth of publications among academic clinicians (Pasewark et al., 

1973) provides some support for this explanation, Lipsey's (1973) 

description of graduate psychology departments as pro-experimental and 

anti-social concern and Herenda's (1974) description of the modal 

requirements of psychology doctoral programs make it difficult to 

believe that this is generally the case. 

A second, and related, possible explanation for clinicians' 

disinterest in research is that clinicians may be, by nature, not 

inclined to the scientist model. They may enter training with the goal 

of helping people in a face-to-face situation and see little relation

ship between research and practice. They may simply tolerate the 

scientist model to get through graduate school. Considering that 

graduate admissions are usually biased toward those with research back

grounds, it seems unlikely that students are initially disinterested in 

research. One study by Clement and Sartoris (1967) suggests that the 

majority of students in APA approved clinical training programs are, 

indeed, dissatisfied with the present emphasis in training. Clement 

and Sartoris found that the majority would prefer primary emphasis to 
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be placed upon applied training with secondary emphasis on 

experimental-theoretical training. However, the majority of students 

did favor retaining the requirement of a doctoral dissertation, indi

cating that they do have some interest in conducting research. 

While the above arguments are not conclusive, they do suggest 

that neither of the two alternatives hypothesized thus far is suf

ficient to be fully satisfying as an explanation of why clinical 

psychologists do little research. A third alternative proposed by 

Pasewark is that, in the employment setting, there is a competing 

response between research and clinical activities, with demands and 

rewards for the latter proving stronger. Though this picture of the 

situation may or may not be accurate, Pasewark1s finding that clinical 

psychologists in academic settings also publish little research sheds 

doubt upon the possible significance of this factor as an explanation. 

Also, it does not account for the fact that clinicians utilize research 

findings infrequently in their work. 

The final hypothesis is based on Pasewark's suspicion that, 

"Initially, clinicians in training are attuned to the scientist model 

and perceive the relevance of research activity to the professional 

function of a clinician. However, in training, they are 'turned off' 

by the scientist model" (Pasewark et al., 1973, p. 345). In other 

words, clinical training programs, designed to encourage interest in 

research, may actually be having the opposite effect. This possibility 

is an intriguing one because inherent within it lies a powerful 

potential for constructive change. 
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Some support for this hypothesis comes from a pilot study con

ducted by the present author at The University of Arizona in the Fall 

of 1977. A questionnaire was used to explore psychology graduate 

students' attitudes toward psychological research. In general, stu

dents felt positively toward research; 92 percent stated that they 

intended to continue to be involved in some sort of research after they 

complete their graduate training program. However, the more experience 

students had with research in graduate school, the less enthusiastic 

and the more disillusioned they became about it. This was as true for 

those students whose research resulted in statistically significant 

findings as for those whose research did not; therefore, discouraging 

results can not be responsible for this declining interest. Other 

results obtained were that clinical students expressed significantly 

less interest in doing research than non-clinical students and that 

clinical and non-clinical students did not differ in their perception 

of the relevance of research to practice. 

The present study grew out of this pilot study and represents 

an expansion of it to the national level. The purpose of this study is 

to investigate psychology graduate students' attitudes toward psycho

logical research in general and, in particular, to determine whether 

graduate training programs are, in fact, discouraging students from 

pursuing careers in research. If the results obtained in the pilot 

study generalize, there would seem to be something drastically wrong 

with current research training in psychology. The results of this 

study, therefore, will have profound implications regarding the need 
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for change in psychology graduate programs. If the experimenter's 

hypotheses are supported by the findings, this study will serve as an 

ethical mandate to redesign our graduate training programs so that they 

better match our stated objectives. 

Hypotheses 

In addition to collecting descriptive data, this study will 

address the following specific hypotheses: 

1. The majority of psychology graduate students are interested in 

conducting research. Research is a part of their career plans. 

2. The more experience students have with research in graduate 

school, the less interested in it they become. 

3. Loss of interest in doing research during graduate school is 

not related to whether or not students achieve statistically signifi

cant results in their research. 

4. Clinical and non-clinical students do not differ significantly 

in their perceptions of the relevance of the results of published 

research studies to clinical practice. 

5. Compared with non-clinical students, clinical students want to 

conduct less research in graduate school and expect to spend less time 

doing research in the future. 



METHOD 

Questionnaire 

A questionnaire exploring graduate students' attitudes toward 

psychological research was initially developed in connection with a 

pilot study at The University of Arizona. Graduate students in the 

Psychology Department filled out the questionnaire and returned it, 

with feedback, to the experimenter. This written feedback from stu

dents was used, in conjunction with informal discussion with faculty 

and students, to expand and redesign the questionnaire for use in the 

present research project. The resulting five-page survey was then 

further refined and condensed into the four page, predominately closed-

ended questionnaire used in this study. A copy of the questionnaire 

items and response alternatives can be found in Appendix A. Items 

requested selected factual information about the students and covered 

the following broad areas: students' career goals, involvement in 

research and research achievement, satisfaction with research training 

and feelings about graduate school in general. The last item on the 

questionnaire asked for comments. 

Selection of Psychology Departments 

Graduate Study in Psychology for 1978-1979 (APA, 1977) lists a 

total of 97 United States psychology departments having clinical train

ing programs approved by the American Psychological Association. 

Fifty percent (N = 48) of these were randomly selected for inclusion in 

11 
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the present study. In addition, six schools which offer professional 

training programs in psychology were selected. 

Survey Procedure 

Approximately three weeks after the start of the fall semester 

of 1978, a cover letter was sent to the Department Chairperson of each 

psychology department that had been selected for inclusion in the 

study. The cover letter explained the nature of the survey and 

requested the Chairperson's cooperation in distributing the question

naires to students at their university. Thirty-four Department Heads 

who had responded affirmatively were then mailed a packet containing 

questionnaires to be distributed to all graduate students in the 

department. A total of 3,847 questionnaires were distributed. Cover 

letters addressed to the students contained information about the 

purpose of the project and clearly specified that participation in the 

survey was voluntary and anonymous. Students participating in the 

survey mailed completed questionnaires directly to the experimenter. 

Statistical Analyses 

Several types of data analyses were performed. First, 

descriptive information was compiled for the entire sample and for 

several subgroups of interest. This data showing the percentage of 

students choosing each response alternative to each item on the ques

tionnaire can be found in Appendix A. Different subgroups were then 

compared to each other with respect to their responses to the 
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questionnaire by means of chi square analyses and a description of each 

subgroup was formulated. 

A second aspect of the data analysis involved chi square com

parisons of selected questionnaire item pairs. The purpose of these 

analyses was to discover how a student's response to one item on the 

questionnaire is related to the student's response to other items. In 

addition, a Research Productivity Measure was created to serve as a 

general indicator of a student's accomplishment in research. Using 

this measure, the research productivity of students in a psychology 

department was compared, by means of chi square analyses, to faculty 

research productivity (Endler, Rushton and Roediger III, 1978). Stu

dent and faculty research productivity were also examined in relation 

to other items on the questionnaire. Finally, the possibility of 

sampling bias was investigated. 

Data bearing on the experimenter's hypotheses are scattered 

throughout the Results section. The last part of the Results section 

entitled "Hypotheses" addresses the hypotheses directly and summarizes 

this data. 

Because some of the analyses depended on results from previous 

analyses, additional, more "detailed discussion of statistical analyses 

I 
will be reserved for the Results section. 



RESULTS 

At universities having APA approved clinical training programs, 

34 Department Chairpersons agreed to distribute the questionnaires to 

their students. Since one did not follow through, a total of 33 

schools participated in the survey, a cooperation rate of 69 percent. 

In all, this represents participation by 34 percent of schools offering 

APA approved clinical training programs in the United States. Of the 

6 Directors of professional schools who were approached about the 

project, 3 agreed to participate. 

A total of 2,032 questionnaires were returned. This included 

1,893 questionnaires from students at universities offering APA 

approved clinical programs and 139 questionnaires from students at the 

three professional schools. Overall, 53 percent of students who 

received the questionnaire returned it. This represents a mean 

response rate of 57 percent for students at schools with APA approved 

clinical programs and a mean response rate of 47 percent for students 

in professional programs. This difference in response rates did not 

reach statistical significance (t = 1.14, df = 34). Response rates at 

individual schools ranged from a low of 19 percent to a high of 79 

percent. Altogether, it is estimated that this survey included 19 per

cent of all United States graduate students in psychology departments 

offering APA approved clinical training. 

In attempting to derive meaningful results from questionnaire 

data, it was necessary to subdivide the student sample. First, 

14 
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questionnaires from students at universities offering APA approved 

clinical programs were separated from questionnaires returned by stu

dents at professional schools. For students at universities offering 

APA approved clinical programs, the sample was further subdivided. 

Because several hypotheses were formulated in terms of clinical versus 

non-clinical students, it seemed clear that one subgroup should consist 

exclusively of students specializing in clinical psychology. Compiling 

separate data for clinical students was also important because much of 

the research literature reports findings in terms of clinical psychol

ogy graduate students and clinical psychologists. For the remainder of 

the sample of students at universities offering APA approved clinical 

programs, it was difficult and of questionable validity to decide, on 

an intuitive basis, whether non-clinical students should all be grouped 

together or whether further subdivision of the sample was called for. 

Rather than make this judgement a priori, the experimenter decided that 

similarity of students' career goals would be used as a criterion to 

decide if and how the sample was to be further subdivided. Two items 

from the questionnaire were chosen for this purpose. The first asked 

the students what percentage of their work week they would, ideally, 

like to devote to professional practice, teaching and research. The 

second question probed the students' expectations as to how much time 

they actually thought they might spend in each of the same activities. 

Mean percentage of time ideally devoted to practice, teaching and 

research and mean percentage of time expected to be devoted to each 



16 

activity for each specialty area can be found in Table 1. Data is 

reported for the entire sample (N = 2,032). 

Examination of Table 1 reveals that non-clinical students, when 

broken down according to specialty area, can be found to differ greatly 

from one another in their career goals; lumping them all together would 

clearly constitute a distortion of the data. Therefore, it was decided 

to further subdivide the non-clinical students into two groups. The 

first group consisted of non-clinical students in applied specialty 

areas. To qualify for inclusion in this group, a specialty area had to 

meet three out of four of the following criteria: a) the mean per

centage of time ideally devoted to practice is higher than the mean for 

the entire sample, b) the mean percentage of time expected to be 

devoted to practice is higher than the mean for the entire sample, c) 

the mean percentage of time ideally devoted to research is lower than 

the mean for the entire sample, and d) the mean percentage of time 

expected to be devoted to research is lower than the mean for the 

entire sample. Non-clinical specialty areas which did not meet these 

criteria are referred to as non-applied specialties. 

The result of this procedure was that the sample of students 

from universities offering APA approved training programs in clinical 

psychology was subdivided into groups of clinical students (N = 746), 

applied students (N = 285) and non-applied students (N = 862). All 

three groups together constitute what will henceforth be referred to as 

the University Psychology Department sample. Table 1, in addition to 

illustrating the differences in career goals of clinical, applied and 
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Table 1. Mean Percentage of Time Students in Each Major Area of 
Specialization would Ideally Like to Devote to Practice, 
Teaching and Research and Mean Percentage o£ Time Students 
in Each Major Realistically expect to Devote to Each of These 
Activities 

Practice Teaching Research 
Major Idl. Exp. Idl. Exp. Idl. Exp. 

Clinical3, 61 68 18 16 21 16 
Community*5 59 66 17 16 24 18 
Counseling^ 65 68 19 18 16 14 
Developmental 24 20 32 42 44 37 
Educational 23 24 33 41 44 35 
Environmental 10 14 37 38 53 51 
Experimental 7 7 35 49 58 42 
Organizational^ 50 52 18 18 32 30 
Personality 26 28 35 39 39 29 
Physiological 5 5 33 46 62 49 
Psycholinguistics 0 0 38 35 63 65 
School 66 77 21 14 13 9 
Social 17 14 34 42 48 42 
Statistics 26 25 38 40 36 33 
Neuropsychology 38 39 20 20 42 42 
Cognitive 9 7 33 38 57 55 
Program Evaluation 43 49 18 9 39 43 
Applied Master's degree'3 75 78 10 8 15 15 
Behavioral Medicine 5 18 33 31 63 51 
Other Single Major 19 20 41 50 40 30 
Clinical/Community'3 55 62 22 19 23 18 
Social/Personality 22 16 27 34 50 51 
Organizational/Statistics 28 23 33 30 40 48 
Other Combination of Majors 29 32 25 29 45 38 

Total Sample (N = 2,032) 42 45 24 27 34 27 
University Psychology 

Departments (N = 1,893) 40 43 25 28 35 29 
Clinical Students (N = 746) 60 67 18 16 22 17 
Applied Students (N = 285) 57 62 19 17 24 20 
Non-Applied Students 
(N = 862) 16 16 33 42 51 42 

Professional Schools 
(N = 139) 70 76 16 14 14 10 

aIncludes clinical students at professional schools. 

^Specialties categorized as applied. 
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non-applied students, also-allows for a comparison of these groups with 

students in professional schools. In general, it can be seen that 

students in clinical, applied and professional programs are most inter

ested in professional practice and that students in non-applied pro

grams are relatively more interested in teaching and research. 

University Psychology Departments 

The University Psychology Department sample (N = 1,893), which 

includes all respondents except those from professional schools, can be 

described as follows. (See Appendix A for additional detail.) The 

mean age is 27 with students in the sample ranging in age from 20 to 

58. Fifty-six percent of the sample is male and 44 percent is female. 

Full-time students make up 94 percent of the sample with 6 percent of 

the sample accounted for by part-time students. The sample was 

approximately evenly distributed with respect to year in graduate 

school. Ninety-seven percent of students reported pursuing the 

doctorate with 3 percent expecting a terminal master's degree. The 

most popular major areas of specialization, in descending order, were 

clinical (39 percent), social (10 percent), developmental (8 percent), 

experimental (8 percent), organizational (7 percent), and physiological 

(7 percent). Each other area of specialization was made up of 3 per

cent or less of the sample. Students' most preferred theoretical 

orientations were eclectic, chosen by 49 percent of students as their 

first choice, and behavioral, chosen by 24 percent. The most fre

quently rejected theoretical orientations were psychodynamic (chosen 

last by 48 percent) and behavioral (chosen last by 22 percent). 
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In terms of career goals, the students sampled would, ideally, 

like to spend a mean of 40 percent of their work week in professional 

practice with 25 percent and 35 percent, respectively, devoted to 

teaching and research. This can be compared with students' expecta

tions of actually spending 43 percent of their time in practice, 28 

percent in teaching and 29 percent doing research. However, there is 

considerable variability in career goals. For instance, 28 percent of 

the sample does not expect to practice at all; 23 percent of the sample 

does not expect to teach. Both for the job that they would ideally 

like and for the job that they expect to obtain, graduate students 

sampled believe that they are being adequately prepared by their 

graduate training programs (mean response of 4.5 on a six-point scale 

ranging from 1, very poorly prepared to 6, very well prepared). 

Most psychology graduate students in the sample are involved in 

research. Seventy-six percent of students reported that a Master's 

thesis is a requirement of their program and 98 percent said that a 

dissertation is mandatory. Sixty-two percent of students have done 

non-required research while in graduate school and 64 percent of stu

dents did non-required research as undergraduates. Of those who did 

undergraduate research, most did it because they were interested in the 

projects; however, 20 percent of all psychology graduate students con

ducted undergraduate research primarily to get into graduate school. 

On their most recently analyzed major research project, 46 percent of 

the sample reported that their main hypothesis was supported by their 

findings at a statistically significant level, 18 percent reported that 
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their hypothesis was not supported and 14 percent considered this con

cept inapplicable to their data. Twenty-two percent had not yet 

analyzed any data. Thirty-nine percent of psychology graduate students 

have had research accepted for publication and 34 percent have pre

sented their work at a convention. The mean number of publications for 

graduate students is .9 with a standard deviation of 1.7. The range 

was 18. In terms of presentations, the mean number of presentations is 

.7 with a standard deviation of 1.4. If graduate students could select 

the research option they preferred in graduate school, the largest 

percentage of students would choose to do a thesis and dissertation and 

additional research (47 percent). The majority (54 percent) also see 

this as the most realistic option for graduate students. 

Overall, student attitudes toward research and graduate train

ing in research were quite positive. When asked how satisfied they are 

with their own research, students reported that they feel somewhat 

satisfied (a mean of 2.8 on a six-point scale ranging from 1, very 

satisfied to 6, very dissatisfied). Most students reported feeling 

somewhat enthusiastic (mean of 2.6 on scale ranging from 1, very 

enthusiastic to 6, very unenthusiastic) about their research activities 

in graduate school and somewhat enthusiastic (mean of 2.4, same scale) 

about their non-research activities in graduate school. Forty-seven 

percent of the sample reported that graduate school had increased their 

interest in research; 38 percent reported that their interest level had 

not changed during graduate school and 16 percent said that they had 

become less interested in research since beginning graduate school. 
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Seventy-five percent of students think that all candidates for a Ph. D. 

in psychology should learn to conduct research. Twenty-four percent 

believe that research is very relevant to professional (i.e., clinical) 

practice, sixty-six percent think that it is somewhat relevant and 11 

percent state that it is irrelevant. 

The questionnaire elicited subjective comments about research 

and/or graduate school from over 62 percent (N = 1,173) of psychology 

graduate students participating in the survey. A classification system 

was utilized in which each comment was placed in one of thirteen 

specific categories which could also be classified, more generally, as 

positive or negative. Of those commenting, 54 percent made positive 

comments about research and/or graduate school and 39 percent made 

negative comments (7 percent of comments could not be classified in 

this fashion). The most common positive comments stated that the 

student's research experience had been meaningful and personally grati

fying (accounting for 20 percent of all comments) or that the student's 

competence in and appreciation of research had increased (19 percent). 

Negative comments aired most frequently involved various complaints 

about graduate school in general (13 percent) and concerns about the 

quality and/or relevance of research (9 percent). 

Eighteen percent (N = 348) of the students commented about the 

questionnaire itself. These comments were classified into three cate

gories consisting of comments which were positive in nature, comments 

which were negative and global in nature, and more specific negative 

1. Interrater agreement was 80 percent for placement in one of 
thirteen specific categories. 
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comments involving a critique of particular questionnaire items and/or 

constructive criticism and suggestions for improvement of the question

naire.^" For psychology graduate students, 40 percent of the comments 

made were positive, 19 percent were general negative comments and 41 

percent were negative comments of a specific nature. In addition, 107 

people (6 percent of the sample) commented about an inconspicuous code 

number on the back of the questionnaire which was used for sampling 

purposes. 

Clinical 

The sample of students in APA approved clinical programs at 

participating universities (N = 746) can be described as follows. (See 

Appendix A for additional details.) Fifty-seven percent of the sample 

is male and 43 percent is female. Students range in age from 20 to 53, 

with a mean age of 27 and a standard deviation of 4. Ninety-five per

cent of clinical students are full-time students and 5 percent are 

part-time. Ninety-nine percent of the clinical students are expecting 

Ph. D.'s, with 1 percent of the sample seeking a terminal master's 

degree. Students completing the survey represented all of the various 

stages in the training program. However, first, second and third year 

students responded somewhat more frequently than more advanced students 

(making up 67 percent of the total sample), possibly because some more 

advanced students were on internships. The most popular theoretical 

orientation among clinical students sampled is eclectic (chosen by 53 

1. Interrater agreement was 93 percent for placement in one of 
three categories. 
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percent). This is followed by behavioral (18 percent) and psycho-

dynamic (16 percent). Most rejected theoretical orientations are 

psychodynamic (chosen last by 43 percent) and behavioral (chosen last 

by 27 percent). 

In the future, clinical students in the sample would like to 

devote a mean of 60 percent of their work week to clinical practice 

with 18 percent and 22 percent of their time reserved, respectively, 

for teaching and research. In terms of expectations, students think 

that they will actually be spending a mean of 67 percent of their time 

in practice with 16 percent devoted to teaching and 17 percent to doing 

research. Fifty percent of the sample expects to spend 75 percent or 

more of their time in professional practice. According to the stu

dents , their graduate training programs are preparing them adequately 

(mean of 4.6 on a six-point scale ranging from 1, very poorly to 6, 

very well) for either their ideal or their anticipated career. 

As a rule, doing research is part of a clinical student's 

training. Of the clinical students sampled 83 percent are required to 

write a Master's thesis as part of their programs and 99 percent must 

write a dissertation. Of those writing a thesis, over half (54 per

cent) have not yet finished it and 88 percent of the students have not 

yet begun their dissertation. Forty-six percent report that they have 

done non-required research while in graduate school. As undergraduates, 

65 percent of clinical students conducted non-required research. 

Twenty-seven percent of all students in clinical psychology reported 

that they conducted non-required undergraduate research primarily to 
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get into graduate school. In their most recently analyzed major 

research project, 41 percent of clinical students reported that they 
• 

had achieved significant results, 21 percent said that they had failed 

to achieve significant results, 12 percent found this concept inappli

cable to their research and 25 percent had not yet analyzed any data. 

Of the clinical students, 33 percent have had a research project 

accepted for publication and 27 percent have presented their work at a 

convention. The mean publication rate for clinical students is .7 with 

a standard deviation of 1.5 and a range of 18. The mean number of 

presentations is .5 with a standard deviation of 1.2 and a range of 14. 

In both cases, the mode is zero. If clinical students could select the 

research option they preferred in graduate school, 30 percent would 

write a thesis and dissertation and conduct other research in addition, 

30 percent would do either a thesis or dissertation, 23 percent would 

choose to write a thesis and dissertation and the remaining 17 percent 

would do neither a thesis nor a dissertation. The modal option seen as 

most realistic is writing a thesis and dissertation and doing addi

tional research (endorsed by 36 percent). Next most popular choices 

are doing a thesis and dissertation (23 percent) and doing a thesis or 

dissertation (22 percent). The other 19 percent believes that it is 

most realistic to do neither a thesis nor a dissertation. 

Overall, students' attitudes toward research and their graduate 

training in research were positive. Students reported that, in 

general, they feel somewhat satisfied with their research (2.8 on a 

scale ranging from 1, very satisfied to 6, very dissatisfied). 
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Similarly, they described themselves as somewhat enthusiastic about 

their research activities in graduate school (2.9 on a scale ranging 

from 1, very enthusiastic to 6, very unenthusiastic). Students are 

somewhat more enthusiastic about their non-research activities in 

graduate school (2.0 on the same scale). Nonetheless, 47 percent 

report that.they are more interested in research than when they began 

graduate school, 36 percent say that their Interest level has not 

changed and 17 percent state that their interest in research has 

decreased during their graduate school training. Seventy percent of 

students think that all candidates for a Ph. D. in psychology should 

learn to conduct research. Seventeen percent believe that research is 

very relevant to clinical practice, 69 percent state that it is some

what relevant and 14 percent think that it is irrelevant. 

Of the clinical students, 37 percent (N = 279) made comments 

about research and/or graduate school* Of these, 51 percent were 

positive and 41 percent were negative comments (6 percent of comments 

were not classifiable in this fashion). The most frequent type of 

positive comment stated that the individual's research experience had 

been meaningful and personally rewarding (accounting for 22 percent of 

all comments) or that the student's competence in and appreciation of 

research had increased (14 percent). Most negative comments either 

complained about graduate school in general (12 percent) or expressed 

concern about the quality and/or relevance of research (9 percent). Of 

all clinical students commenting, 10 percent stressed their interest in 
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clinical practice and complained that research training in graduate 

school is overemphasized. 

Thirteen percent (N = 97) of clinical students had something to 

say about the questionnaire. Fifty-four percent of students' comments 

were positive, 12 percent were globally negative in nature and 34 per

cent fell in the category of being specific negative feedback. Four 

percent of clinical students commented about the code number on the 

back of the questionnaire. 

Applied 

The sample of students in the applied specialties (N = 285) 

comes from University Psychology Departments. As defined in this 

study, the applied specialties include community, clinical/community, 

counseling, organizational, school psychology and an applied master's 

degree. Not all of the universities in the survey offer these majors. 

Table 2 presents chi square comparisons of responses of students in 

applied programs and clinical programs for each item of the question

naire. Chi squares are based on raw data. Since Table 2, in addition 

to the preceding detailed description of clinical students, is readily 

available for scrutiny by the reader, only the more significant or 

interesting findings will be discussed. For more detail regarding 

results for applied students, refer to Appendix A. 

In general, students in the applied specialties are, of the 

various groups studied, most similar to students in clinical psychol

ogy. However, they tend to be older and are, more frequently, part-

time students. Ninety percent are pursuing Ph. D.'s, 9 percent expect 



Table 2. Chi Square Comparisons of Responses of Students in Applied Programs3 and Clinical 
Programs^ for Each Item of the Questionnaire 

Variable df 7^ 

Phi Coefficient 
or Cramer's Applied Program 
Statistic0 Description 

Sex 1 .46 .02 
Age 2 9.99e .10e older 
Full or part-time 1 7.88e • 09e more part-time 

Time ideally devoted to practice 1 .67 .03 
Time ideally devoted to teaching 1 .15 .01 
Time ideally devoted to research 1 .10 .01 
Preparation for ideal job 1 5.25d ,07d worse 
Time expected to spend in practice 1 2.67 .05 
Time expected to spend teaching 1 

*50H *02d 
Time expected to spend in research 1 5.61 .08 more 
Preparation for expected job 1 .32 .02 
Preferred theoretical orientation 4 62.28f .25f comm. ecol. and humanistic 

chosen more often 
Rejected theoretical orientation 4 20.84f .15* psychodynamic rejected 

1 j more often (by 557o) 

Thesis required 1 4.57 .07 less often 
Progress of thesis 1 .81 .03 
Dissertation required 1 25.60f .17f less often 
Progress on dissertation 1 7.28e .09e farther along 
Satisfaction with own research 1 .72 .03 

Ho significant at .05 on last research 1 .33 .03 
Non-required research as grad 1 9.97e .10e more 

Non-required research as undergrad 1 19.05^ ,14f less 

Reason for research as undergrad 1 6.00d .10d fewer primarily to get 

into graduate school 
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Has published 1 .00 .00 
If published, number of pubs 1 1.63 .08 
Has presented at a convention 1 .00 .00 
If presented, number of times 1 .08 .02 
Amount of research preferred in grad 

25.73f ,16f school 3 25.73f ,16f more 
Amount of research seen as realistic 

in grad school 3 12.03e ,lle more 
Number of students who say all Ph. D. 

candidates should do research 1 2.77 .05 
Enthusiasm for research 1 1.81f .12f less 
Change in research interest 1 1.52 .05 
Relevance of research to practice 2 4.67 .07 
Enthusiasm for non-research 2 14.57f .12f less 
Comments about research 1 .82 .04 
Comments about questionnaire 2 1.53 .10 
Comments about code on back 1 2.98 .06 

aN = 285 

bN = 746 

cBoth the phi coefficient and Cramer's statistic are used to describe the strength of sta
tistical association in a contingency table (for a discussion, see Hays, 1973, pp. 743-745). The 
phi coefficient is used when df = 1. If df > 1, Cramer's statistic is used. 

dp <. .05 

ep < .01 

^p < .001 



29 

Master's degrees and 1 percent are seeking the Psy. D. Few differences 

exist in the career goals of these two groups. The amount of time that 

students would, ideally, like to devote to practice, teaching and 

research does not differ. However, applied students expect to spend 

more time doing research than clinical students. Compared with stu

dents in the applied specialties, students in clinical report that they 

feel they are being better prepared by their graduate programs for the 

jobs they would like to have but both groups reported feeling equally 

well prepared for the jobs they expect to obtain. In spite of their 

similarity in career goals, however, applied students differ from 

clinical students in their preferred theoretical orientation. Gener

ally, students in applied are less favorably inclined toward psycho-

dynamic and more sympathetic toward community/ecological and humanistic 

than those in clinical. Whereas clinical students preferred, in order, 

eclectic (53 percent), behavioral (18 percent), psychodynamic (16 per

cent), humanistic (7 percent) and community/ecological (6 percent), 

students in applied majors chose eclectic (46 percent), humanistic (18 

percent), behavioral (18 percent), community/ecological (14 percent), 

and psychodynamic (4 percent). The orientation rejected most fre

quently by both groups was psychodynamic, listed last by 43 percent of 

clinical students and 55 percent of applied students. 

In most respects, applied students' experiences with research 

and attitudes toward research are comparable to those of clinical stu

dents. However, Table 2 indicates that there are some significant dif

ferences. During graduate school, those in applied majors would, 
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ideally, like to do more research than those in clinical. Forty-five 

percent of applied students, compared to 30 percent of clinical stu

dents, would prefer to do a thesis, dissertation and additional 

research. Those in the applied areas also consider it to he realistic 

to do more research. In spite of this, however, in actuality applied 

students are less frequently required to write a Master's thesis or 

dissertation. Of students who do write dissertations, applied students 

tend to be farther along on their dissertations than clinical students. 

Applied students also do more non-required research. Fifty-eight per

cent of those in applied, compared with 46 percent of those in 

clinical, report doing non-required research in graduate school. As 

undergraduates, the opposite is true. Sixty-five percent of clinical 

students did non-required research as undergraduates whereas only 50 

percent of applied students did such research. Yet, motivation for 

research appears to differ. Whereas 42 percent of clinical students 

did non-required undergraduate research primarily to get into graduate 

school, only 30 percent of applied students said that this was their 

main reason. It can also be seen from Table 2 that applied students 

are less enthusiastic about their non-research activities than are 

clinical students. Finally, though applied students commented about 

research more frequently than clinical students (66 percent commented 

as opposed to 37 percent), the content of the comments did not differ. 

Non-Applied 

Students in non-applied specialties in University Psychology 

Departments (N = 862) are the most different from those in clinical. 
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As can be seen from Table 3, only eight out of thirty-six chi square 

comparisons of students' responses to questionnaire items failed to 

yield significant differences between non-applied and clinical stu

dents. (Chi squares were based on raw data. Percentages of students 

choosing each response alternative can be found in Appendix A.) In 

addition, those differences which did appear were consistent and 

intuitively appealing. 

Inspection of Table 3 reveals that no differences were found 

between clinical and non-applied students with regard to sex, age or 

full versus part-time status. Almost all students were seeking 

Ph. D.'s. Some schools tended to offer primarily clinical programs 

whereas others were stronger in non-applied. In terms of their career 

goals, non-applied students, in contrast to clinical students, ideally 

want to and realistically expect to spend less time in professional 

practice, more time in teaching and more time in research. In fact, 

60 percent of students in non-applied specialties do not expect to 

spend any time in professional practice at all. Compared with clinical 

students, non-applied students report feeling significantly less ade

quately prepared both for the job they would ideally like and for the 

job they expect to obtain. With regard to theoretical orientation, 

clinical students are more favorably inclined toward psychodynamic 

than non-applied students, who are more apt to favor behavioral. Clin

ical students, in designating their preferred orientation, chose 

eclectic (53 percent), behavioral (18 percent), psychodynamic (16 per

cent), humanistic (8 percent), and community/ecological (6 percent). 



Table 3. Chi Square Comparisons of Responses of Students in Non-Applied Programs3 and Clinical 
Programs*5 for Each Item of the Questionnaire 

Phi Coefficient 
or Cramer's Non-Applied Program 

Variable df X 2  Statistic0 Description 

Sex 1 .15 .01 
Age 2 4.52 .05 
Full or part-time 1 .73 .02 
Time ideally devoted to practice 1 601.98f .62 less 
Time ideally devoted to teaching 1 203.83f .36f more 
Time ideally devoted to research 1 381.07f .49f more 
Preparation for ideal job 1 14.38f i; •10f 

worse 
Time expected to spend in practice 605.64 .63 

.48f 
less 

Time expected to spend teaching 1 357.81f 
.63 
.48f more 

Time expected to spend in research 1 428.41f .53f more 
Preparation for expected job 1 17.71f .12f worse 
Preferred theoretical orientation 4 101.94f .26f behavioral chosen more 
Rejected theoretical orientation 4 38.49f .17f psychodynamic rejected 

.15f 
more often (by 51%) 

Thesis required 1 34.24f .15f less often 
Progress of thesis 1 8.41e .08e farther along 
Dissertation required 1 .38 .02 
Progress on dissertation 1 18.32f .llf farther along 
Satisfaction with own research 1 4.39d .06d more 
Ho significant at .05 on last research 1 19.14f .14f more often 
Non-required research as grad 1 149.66f .31f more 
Non-required research as undergrad 1 2.37 .04 
Reason for research as undergrad 1 55.76^ 

£ 

.23f fewer primarily to get 

into graduate school 
Has published 1 24.18 • 12f more 
If published, number of pubs 1 18.53f .18f more 
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Has presented at a convention 1 44.70f .17f more 
If presented, number of times 1 6.84e .lle more 
Amount of research preferred in grad 

£ 

school 3 163.09* .32 more 

Amount of research seen as realistic 
in grad school 3 204.26f ,36f more 

Number of students who say all Ph. D. 

.llf candidates should do research 1 18.17f .llf more 
Enthusiasm for research 1 82.41f ,23f greater 
Change in research interest 1 .33 .02 
Relevance of research to practice 2 39.68f .16f more 
Enthusiasm for non-research 2 208.96f .36f less 
Comments about research 1 .83 .03 
Comments about questionnaire 2 20.07f j .26f more negative 
Comments about code on back 1 9.09 .08 more 

aN = 862 

^ = 746 

cThe phi coefficient is used when df = 1. If df > 1, Cramer's statistic is used. 

< .05 

e
P < .01 

fp < .001 

u> 
u> 
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Non-applied students, in contrast, chose eclectic (48 percent), 

behavioral (31 percent), community/ecological (10 percent), humanistic 

(8 percent) and psychodynamic (3 percent). Both clinical (43 percent) 

and non-applied (51 percent) students listed psychodynamic most often 

as their last choice. Next most disliked by clinical students were 

behavioral (27 percent listing as last choice) and community/ecological 

(17 percent). Comparable choices for non-applied students were 

behavioral (17 percent) and humanistic (16 percent). 

During graduate school, non-applied students want to do more 

research than clinical students. Sixty-two percent of non-applied 

students say that they would most like to do a thesis, dissertation and 

additional research; only 30 percent of clinical students chose this 

option. Similarly, 72 percent of non-applied students, compared with 

36 percent of clinical students, think that doing a thesis, disserta

tion and additional research is the most realistic option for graduate 

school. In addition, more non-applied students think that all Ph. D. 

candidates should be taught to conduct research. 

In accord with their desires, non-applied students, in general, 

do more research during graduate school than clinical students. 

Ironically, however, clinical students are more apt to be required to 

write a Master's thesis. Of the clinical students, 83 percent stated 

that a thesis was a requirement of their program compared to 70 percent 

of students in non-applied areas. However, of those who are writing a 

thesis, non-applied students have made more progress on their thesis. 

Almost all students (99 percent) in both groups are required to write 



dissertations. Again, we find that non-applied students have made more 

progress in their work. As undergraduates, clinical and non-applied 

students did about the same amount of non-required research but their 

motivation for doing so differed. Of those doing non-required 

research, 42 percent of those in clinical stated that they did it pri

marily to get into graduate school; 21 percent of non-applied students 

say this was their primary motivation. As graduate students, 46 per

cent of clinical students have done non-required research compared to 

76 percent of non-applied students. Non-applied students are more 

likely to publish their research or to present it at a convention. 

Forty-five percent of those in non-applied areas are published authors 

compared with 33 percent of those in clinical. Of those who do have 

publications, the majority of non-applied students (60 percent) have 

two or more. Likewise, of those who have presented their research at 

a convention, 50 percent of non-applied students have presented their 

work at least twice. The majority (62 percent of clinical students 

have presented only once. 

As might be expected, non-applied students are more enthusi

astic about research in graduate school and are more satisfied with 

their own research than are clinical students. They also, inter

estingly, more often get significant results in their research. Non-

applied students see research as more relevant to professional practice 

than do clinical students and clinical students are more enthusiastic 

about non-research activities than are non-applied students. Forty-one 

percent of clinical students reported that they are very enthusiastic 



36 

about their non-research activities compared with 16 percent of non-

applied students who were this enthusiastic. However, among those 

whose attitude toward research changed during graduate school, there 

are no significant differences between clinical and non-applied stu

dents in terms of an increase or decrease in research interest. There 

were also no differences between groups in terms of the proportion of 

positive versus negative comments made about research and/or graduate 

school (although 60 percent of non-applied students commented compared 

with only 37 percent of clinical students). It is interesting to note 

that people in non-applied specialties made more negative comments 

about the survey than did those in clinical. Of those commenting about 

the questionnaire, 54 percent of those in clinical made positive 

remarks whereas only 27 percent of remarks from non-applied students 

were positive. Finally, 7.2 percent of those in non-applied areas com

mented about the code on the back of the questionnaire compared with 

3.6 percent of those in clinical who did so. 

Professional Schools 

Compared with the sample of students from clinical programs in 

university settings, the sample of students from the three professional 

schools (N = 139) differs significantly in many respects. Table 4 com

pares the responses of these two groups on each item of the question

naire by means of chi square analyses based on raw data. (If addi

tional details are desired, please refer to the data for professional 

school students found in Appendix A.) Table 4 reveals that professional 

schools tend to have older students and have more than an equal share 



Table 4. Chi Squajre Comparisons of Responses of Students in Professional Programs3 and Clinical 
Programs for Each Item of the Questionnaire 

Phi Coefficient 
or Cramer's Professional Program 

Variable df Statistic0 Description 

Sex 1 
Age 2 
Full or part-time 1 
Time ideally devoted to practice 1 
Time ideally devoted to teaching 1 
Time ideally devoted to research 1 
Preparation for ideal job 1 
Time expected to spend in practice 1 
Time expected to spend teaching .1 
Time expected to spend in research 1 
Preparation for expected job 1 
Preferred theoretical orientation 4 

Rejected theoretical orientation 4 

Thesis required 1 
Progress of thesis 1 
Dissertation required 1 
Progress on dissertation 1 

Satisfaction with own research 1 
Ho significant at .05 on last research 1 
Non-required research as grad 1 
Non-required research as undergrad 1 
Reason for research as undergrad 1 

Has published 1 

2.49 .06 
6.42d .09d older 

10.18e .lle more part-time 
10.58e .lle more 
3.51 .07 

16.29f .14f less 
18.96*; 

*15H 
better 

5.35j .08d more 
4.75 .08 less 
9.08e .lle less 

21.79f .16f better 
48.73f .24£ psychodynamic chosen 

more, eclectic less 

21.19f .16f behavioral rejected by 

£ 
42 percent 

125.52* .38* less often 
.55 .03 

87.97f .32f less often 
1.95 .05 

.00 .00 

.11 .02 
5.68d .08d less 

12.35f .12f less 

7.70e .12e fewer primarily to get 
into graduate school 

5.59d •
 
o
 

00
 
a
 

less 



Table 4—Continued 

If published, number of pubs 1 .28 .04 
Has presented at a convention 1 8.64e .10e less 
If presented, number of times 1 .05 .00 
Amount of research preferred in 

66.06^ .27f grad school 3 66.06^ .27f less 
Amount of research seen as realistic 

37.88f in grad school 3 37.88f .21f less 
Number of students who say all Ph. D. 

candidates should do research 1 20.13f .16f less 
Enthusiasm for research 1 1.52 .05 
Change in research interest 1 1.00 .05 
Relevance of research to practice 1 1.96 .05 

Enthusiasm for non-research 3 24.00f .17f more 
Comments about research 1 .01 .01 

Comments about questionnaire 2 3.85 .18 
Comments about code on back 1 .03 .01 

aN = 139 

hi = 746 

£ 
The phi coefficient is used when df = 1. If df > 1, Cramer's statistic is used. 

dp < .05 

ep < .01 

fp < .001 

t-J 
00 
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of those in the over thirty category. Comparatively more of these 

students are in school on a part-time basis. On the doctoral level, 

APA approved clinical programs offer exclusively the Ph. D. degree. Of 

those pursuing doctorates in the professional schools surveyed, 41 per

cent were anticipating Ph. D.'s and 59 percent were expecting 

Psy. D.19. The popularity of the Psy. D. degree reflects the fact that 

students in professional programs would, ideally, like to devote sig

nificantly more time to professional practice and less time to research 

than clinical students. (There are no differences in the amount of 

time ideally devoted to teaching.) In accord with this finding, 

students in professional schools report themselves to be more enthusi

astic about non-research activities than do clinical students. Realis

tically, in the jobs they expect to obtain, students in professional 

schools also expect to devote more time to practice and less time to 

teaching and research than clinical students. Seventy-four percent of 

professional program students expect to spend 10 percent or less of 

their time doing research. Finally, it is worth noting that students 

in professional schools report that they think that they are being 

better trained both for the job they would like and for the job they 

expect to get than do clinical students. 

Students in the professional program sample want to do less 

research than students in the clinical program sample not only in their 

careers but also in graduate school. Forty-two percent of students in 

professional schools stated that, ideally, they would like to do 

neither a thesis nor a dissertation; only 17 percent of clinical 
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students selected this option. A mere 18 percent of professional pro

gram students would like to write a thesis and dissertation (with or 

without additional research) whereas 53 percent of clinical students 

chose this option. Taking the job market into consideration, clinical 

students also see it as more realistic to do more research than do 

professional school students. Finally, the majority of clinical stu

dents (70 percent) believe that all candidates for a Ph. D. in 

psychology should be taught to conduct research. Professional program 

students are split 50/50 on this issue. 

In accord with their desires, students in professional pro

grams are, indeed, doing less research in graduate school than their 

peers in clinical programs. The majority of students sampled from 

clinical programs are required to write a Master's thesis (83 percent). 

However, the majority (63 percent) of students sampled from profes

sional programs are not. Ninety-nine percent of clinical students are 

required to write dissertations; only 83 percent of those in pro

fessional programs are faced with this requirement. As graduate stu

dents, those in professional programs also do less non-required 

research than clinical students. Similarly, on the undergraduate 

level, the majority of clinical students (65 percent) did non-required 

research; as undergraduates, the majority (51 percent) of professional 

program students did not. However, of those who did undergraduate 

research, 42 percent of those in clinical stated that their primary 

motivation was to get into graduate school. Only 24 percent of those 

from professional schools did their research mainly for this reason. 
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Finally, those in professional schools are less likely to have pub

lished their research or to have presented it at a convention. 

In spite of their different experiences with research, in many 

respects the attitudes of students in professional programs were not 

found to differ significantly from attitudes of clinical students. No 

significant differences were found in students' reported satisfaction 

with their own research, enthusiasm for research in graduate school, 

change in attitude toward research during graduate school or perception 

of the relevance of research to clinical practice. Also not signifi

cantly different was the ratio of positive to negative comments about 

research and/or graduate school. However, the specific character of 

comments made by students did vary somewhat. Among students in pro

fessional programs, the most frequent type of comment involved the 

observation that psychology is a data based science (21 percent). The 

next most frequent positive comment about research reported that the 

student's own research experience had been meaningful and personally 

gratifying (13 percent). The most common negative comments stressed a 

primary interest in clinical work with the opinion that research is 

overemphasized in graduate school (19 percent) and general negative 

comments about graduate school (11 percent). Comments about the ques

tionnaire itself and the rate of commenting about the code on the back 

of the questionnaire did not differ significantly from data for 

clinical students. 

Professional school students' most and least preferred theo

retical orientations were found to differ significantly from those of 



clinical students. With regard to their most preferred orientation, 

clinical students chose eclectic much more frequently than professional 

school students, who more often chose psychodynamic. Clinical stu

dents' preferences were for eclectic (53 percent), behavioral (18 per

cent), psychodynamic (16 percent), humanistic (8 percent) and 

community/ecological (6 percent). Professional school students chose 

psychodynamic (39 percent), eclectic (29 percent), behavioral (21 per

cent), community/ecological (7 percent), and humanistic (4 percent). 

For their least preferred, or most disliked orientation, clinical 

students most often chose psychodynamic (43 percent) and least often 

chose eclectic (3 percent). Professional school students, in contrast, 

most strongly disliked behavioral (42 percent listed it as last choice) 

and least disliked eclectic (6 percent). 

Summary 

The responses of students from applied, rion-applied and pro

fessional programs were compared with results for clinical students for 

each item of the questionnaire. In general, students in the applied 

specialties are, of the various groups studied, the most similar to 

students in clinical psychology. Few differences exist between these 

two groups of students. Students in the non-applied specialties, on 

the other hand, are the most different from those in clinical. Sixty 

percent of students sampled in non-applied fields do not expect to 

spend any time in professional practice at all whereas clinical stu

dents sampled expect to spend a mean of 67 percent of their time in 

practice. As one might anticipate, professional program students 
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sampled expect to spend even more time in practice and, when compared 

to clinical students, show less interest in research. In sum, the 

reader might visualize a continuum of student research interest and 

involvement with students in professional programs, who demonstrate the 

least research interest and involvement, at one end. Next to them 

would be clinical students closely followed by students in the applied 

areas. Finally, students in non-applied specialties are the most 

interested and actively involved in research. 

Patterns of Relationship Between 
Questionnaire Items 

Responses to selected pairs of questionnaire items were 

examined by means of chi square analyses. The purpose of these analy

ses was to discover how a student's response to one item on the ques

tionnaire is related to the student's response to other items. Chi 

squares were computed using raw data and analyzed separately for the 

University Psychology Departments, the Clinical sample and the Profes

sional Schools. Response categories were collapsed to facilitate data 

analysis. Results of these analyses can be found in Appendix B (Tables 

B-l, B-2 apd B-3). -Out of a total of 260 chi squares, 143 reached 

statistical significance. However, for many of these statistically 

significant chi squares, the phi coefficients or Cramer's statistics 

were extremely low, indicating that, though a clear statistical rela

tionship exists between pairs of items, the extent of relationship is 

too small to be of practical import. Therefore, only main patterns of 

relationship between pairs of items on the questionnaire will be 
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presented. These have been identified by their possessing a small 

probability of occurrence by chance, a comparatively high phi coef

ficient or Cramer's statistic and/or a tendency to appear in more than 

one of the samples under investigation. Presence in more than one 

sample may serve as cross validation of the finding. However, it 

should be noted that the pairs of items compared were not identical for 

each sample. For example, far fewer chi squares were computed for the 

Professional School sample. In addition, the reader should be aware 

that the appearance of a significant relationship between items depends 

partly on sample size. Finally, it is, of course, possible that dif

ferent relationships between items do, in fact, exist in the various 

samples. 

School Attended 

Theoretical Orientation. One of the most important variables 

affecting the response to other questionnaire items is the particular 

university or professional program that a student attends. The school 

attended was significantly related to both the preferred and rejected 

theoretical orientation for all three samples. In terms of preferred 

theoretical orientation, for University Psychology Departments 

2 
(~L = 325.12, p •<; .001) Cramer's statistic is .21, indicating a low 

degree of relationship between theoretical orientation and the school 

attended. For the Clinical sample = 481.23, p < .001), the rela-

tionship is somewhat stronger (r = .40). Similarly, for the Profes

sional Schools = 56.42, p < .001), Cramer's statistic is .45. 
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Rejected theroetical orientation is also consistently related to the 

student's school. For the University Psychology Departments 

C*2 = 310.72, p <£• .001), 1° = .22, for the Clinical sample 

0 / 
OX =s 408.67, p <• .001), 1° = .38 and for the Professional Schools 

ft2 = 55.79, p < .001), f = .47. 

Enthusiasm for Research. Enthusiasm for research and non-

research activities in graduate school are clearly related to the 

school attended. In the University Psychology Department sample, a low 

relationship (*P = .20) exists between the school attended and enthu

siasm for research ("X2 = 70.81, p <• .001). This is substantiated by a 

Y of .27 in the Clinical sample (K2 = 51.50, p ^ .05). A significant 

relationship between these items was not found in the Professional 

School sample. Enthusiasm for non-research activities was also sig

nificantly related to the school attended in the University Psychology 

Department sample fr2 = 113.65, p <.001, = .17). For Clinical 

students x2 = 97.25, p <r .01, V = .26. 

Preparation for Future. At some schools, students felt that 

they were being better prepared for their future than at other schools. 

The relationship between school attended and preparation for an ideal 

job was low = .21) for University Psychology Departments 

("Jt2 = 85.95, p < .001) and higher for the Clinical sample Ox.2 = 100.22, 

n' 
p < .001, r = .37). Quality of preparation for the job expected was 

likewise related to the school attended. For University Psychology 

Departments ("X2 = 75.48, p < .001), = .20 and for the Clinical 
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sample = 126.71, p < .001), = .42. Finally, for the Clinical 

sample, the school attended by a student was significantly related to 

the amount of time a student would ideally like to spend in clinical 

practice C7( ̂  = 74.55, p < .001, = .32) and doing research 

= 90.68, p c .001, = .35) in the future. 

Number of Publications. There is some evidence to suggest that 

the school a student attends is significantly related to the number of 

publications the student authors and the type of remarks the student 

makes about the questionnaire. In both the University Psychology 

Department sample = 115.50, p < .001, = .17) and the Clinical 

sample = 85.85, p < .05, = .24), a low degree of relationship 

was found between the school attended and the number of publications 

authored. An interesting finding was the appearance, in the University 

Psychology Department sample, of a moderate degree of relationship 

between the school which a student attends and the type of comments 

made about the questionnaire (jf 2 _ 118.55, p < .001, = .41). Unfor

tunately, the number of students commenting about the questionnaire was 

too small to perform similar analyses on the Clinical and Professional 

School samples. 

Year in Graduate School 

As one might anticipate, a student's year in graduate school is 

significantly related to progress on a thesis and dissertation. As 

students progress in their programs, they are also more likely to pub

lish or present their research at a convention. For the University 
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Psychology Department sample, it can be seen that a student's progress 

on a thesis is related to year in the graduate program 0%^ = 1073.06, 

p < .001, >°' = .60) as is progress on a dissertation (o£^ = 581.33, 

p < .001, Z3 = .33). Though these variables were not analyzed 

separately for Clinical students, similar relationships appeared for 

students at Professional Schools, where year in graduate school was 

highly related to progress on a thesis = 30.79, p <£ .001, = .78) 

n 

and moderately related to progress on a dissertation Old = 26.30, 

p < .001, T = .48). The number of publications which a student 

authors increases with year in graduate school for both the University 

Psychology Department sample = 167.39, p .001, Y5 = .21) and the 

Clinical sample = 19.38, p < .001, = .11). Of those having two 

or more publications in the University Psychology Department sample, 19 

percent are first or second year students, 20 percent are third year 

students and 62 percent are in their fourth year or above. In addi

tion, the number of presentations increases as students progress 

through graduate school both for the University Psychology Department 

sample = 158.10, p < .001, = .20) and the Clinical sample 

("X^ = 24.98, p < .001, iP = .13). As a result, for the University 

Psychology Department sample = 401.09, p .001, = .32), the 
* 

Clinical sample = 133.09, p < .001, 7^ = .30) and the Professional 

School sample ^ = 13.64, p < .01, = .32), the more publications a 

student has, the greater the number of presentations he or she is 

likely to have. Lastly, it should be noted that, in all three samples, 
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year in graduate school was not significantly related to enthusiasm for 

research. 

Career Goals 

Desired Time for Research. The amount of time that a student 

would like to devote to research during his or her career plays an 

important role in determining the student's perception of the type of 

research training needed in graduate school. For example, both for the 

University Psychology Department sample 0*^ = 304.82, p < .001, 

= .41) and the Clinical sample (X^ = 133.33, p < .001, 7^ = .43), 

the more time that a student would like to spend doing research in the 

future, the more research preferred in graduate school. In the Uni

versity Psychology Department sample, 48 percent of those wanting to do 

comparatively less research in the future would choose to do at least a 

thesis and dissertation in graduate school; of those hoping to do more 

research in the future, 79 percent would choose this option. For the 

Clinical sample, the most preferred option among those who want to do 

less research in their careers is doing a thesis or dissertation. 

Among those heading for research careers, the most popular option is to 

do a thesis, dessertation and additional research. Among Clinical stu

dents surveyed, the more time a student realistically expects to spend 

conducting research in the future, the more research he or she would 

prefer to conduct in graduate school Ox.^ = 84.21, p < .001, 7° = .34). 

In addition, it was found that, for the Clinical sample, the more time 

ideally devoted to research in the future, the more research it seems 
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realistic to do during graduate school 0% = 34.80, p < .001, 

V = .22). Similarly, the more research one expects to conduct in the 

future, the more realistic it seems to do more research in graduate 

school <rC^ = 35.72, p < .001, *P' = .26). The latter finding was even 

2 more true for the University Psychology Department sample (X = 201.45, 

p .001, i>' = .34). 

Enthusiasm for Research. Planning a career in research is 

positively related to enthusiasm for research in graduate school, doing 

non-required research as a graduate student and perceiving research as 

relevant to professional practice. For both the University Psychology 

Department sample (X^ = 288.63, p <• .001, 0 - .40) and the Clinical 
O 

sample C"X = 111.40, p < .001, 0 = .40), the more enthusiastic stu

dents said they felt about research in graduate school, the more 

research they were apt to want to conduct in the future. For the Uni

versity Psychology Department sample, the expectation of doing com

paratively more research in the future was also positively related to 

doing more non-required research during graduate school = 176.39, 

p .< .001, $ = .32). Of those 1 ess interested in a research career, 

45 percent have done non-required research in graduate school; among 

those more research oriented in their careers, 75 percent have done 

non-required research. Finally, in both the University Psychology 

Department sample = 33.28, p < .001, ~f = .14) and the Clinical 

sample = 12.66, p < .01, 'P = .13), those who expect to devote more 

time to research in the future perceive research as being more relevant 
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to professional practice than do those expecting to spend less time 

engaged in research. 

Professional Practice. The time that students expect to devote 

to professional practice during their careers is related to students' 

enthusiasm for non-research activities and preferred theoretical 

orientation. For the University Psychology Department sample, those 

who expected to spend more time in practice in the future were more 

enthusiastic about their non-research activities in graduate school 

than those less interested in practicing = 134.49, p < .001, 

r = .27). Also, those anticipating spending more time in practice 

identify more frequently with psychodynamic as an orientation and less 

frequently with behavioral = 79.38, p < .001, 'P = .22). For the 

Clinical sample, the more time students expected to spend in practice, 

the more likely they were to choose eclectic, humanistic or psycho-

dynamic as a preferred theoretical orientation. The less time that 

students expected to spend in practice, the more likely they were to 

identify with behavioral or community/ecological (% = 12.71, p < .05, 

f = .13). 

Research Comments. Interestingly, a student's career goals 

were found to be related not only to the type of comments the student 

made about research and/or graduate school but also to the type of 

comments the student made about the questionnaire itself. In the Uni

versity Psychology Department sample, those who want to spend more, as 

opposed to less, time doing research in the future made more positive 
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comments about research and/or graduate school - 32.59, p < .001, 

0 = .18). However, they also made more negative comments about the 

questionnaire CT£^ = 34.12, p <r .001, = .32). Of those less inter

ested in research careers, 60 percent made positive comments about the 

questionnaire, 16 percent made general negative comments and 24 per

cent made specific negative comments. Of those desiring to do more 

research in the future, 29 percent made positive remarks, 21 percent 

made general negative comments and 51 percent gave specific, negative 

feedback. A similar trend was present in the Clinical sample. Those 

who want to spend more time doing research in the future made more 

positive comments about research and/or graduate school (*X^ = 14.96, 

p •< .001, 0 = .19) and more negative comments, especially of a 

specific nature, about the questionnaire = 6.44, p <-.05, 

=  . 2 6 ) .  

Attitude Toward Research 

Significant Results. Several fascinating findings highlighted 

the importance of a researcher's main hypothesis reaching a .05 level 

of significance. Obtaining significant results on one's last major 

research project was found to be positively related to enthusiasm for 

research in graduate school, desire to conduct research during graduate 

school, hopes for conducting research in the future and satisfaction 

with one's own research. In both the University Psychology Department 

sample ^ = 25.61, p < .001, 0 = .15) and the Clinical sample 

C?C2 = 9.36, p .< .01, 0 = .15), students who were able to obtain 
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significant results were more enthusiastic about research in graduate 

school. Compared with those in the University Psychology Department 

sample who failed to obtain significant results, those obtaining sig

nificant findings preferred to do more research both in graduate school 

= 16.74, p < .001, = .12) and in their careers (= 25.66, 

p < .001, 0 - .15). Likewise, the achievement of statistically 

significant results appears to be related to a feeling of satisfaction 

with one's research. For the University Psychology Departments 

= 45.71, p < .001, $ = .20), the majority (55 percent) of those 

who were more satisfied with their research had achieved significant 

results on their last major research project whereas the majority (68 

percent) of those who were less satisfied did not. In the Clinical 

sample, a similar trend was evident (X^ = 14.00, p < .001, 0 = .18). 

Satisfaction. Satisfaction with one's own, personal research 

appears to be related to one's interest in the endeavor of research as 

a whole. In the University Psychology Department sample, those stu

dents who were more satisfied with their own research reported, more 

frequently, that they had become more interested in research in general 

during graduate school than those who were less satisfied with their 

research (X^ = 82.16, p < .001, = .15). The less satisfied group 

more frequently reported that they had lost interest in research in 

graduate school. Of those Clinical students whose interest in research 

had changed during the course of graduate school, those who were more 

satisfied with their own research had become more interested in 

research in general and those who were less satisfied with their own 
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work became less interested in research in general = 15.12, 

p < .001, 0 = .19). Among Clinical students, those who were more 

satisfied with their own research would like to do relatively more 

research in the future (7^ = 20.67, p < .001, 0 = .18). 

Involvement. A positive attitude toward research is closely 

linked to concrete involvement in research activities. For example, 

the more enthusiastic a University Psychology Department student is 

about research, the more publications he or she is likely to have 

= 53.44, p < .001, = .17). Also, in both the University 

Psychology Department sample (.% = 52.55, p < .001, r = .17) and the 

Clinical sample & = 16.25, p < .001, 0 = .16), those who are more 
satisfied with their research are more likely to have done non-required 

research projects in graduate school. In addition, students from both 

the University Psychology Departments = 21.36, p < .001, Y3 = .11) 

and Clinical programs Cot =4.03, p c .05, 0 = .08) who are more 

satisfied with their research are more likely to have done non-required 

research projects as undergraduates. However, in the University 

Psychology Department sample, those who did their undergraduate research 

primarily to get into graduate school are now less satisfied with their 

own research than those whose research was motivated by other factors 

A , _ / 

(,% = 51.73, p <-.05, r = .08). Likewise, those who conducted under

graduate research primarily to gain admission to graduate school are 

less enthusiastic about research in graduate school than those who had 

other motivations 0*2 _ 27.07, "p < .001, 0 = .15). In the Clinical 

sample, the same pattern was evident. Of those who conducted 
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undergraduate research, those who did it primarily to get into graduate 

o 
school are now less satisfied with their research = 4.27, p < .05, 

= .10) and less enthusiastic about research in graduate school 

(X>^ = 13.95, p < .001, 0 = .18) than those who were motivated by other 

factors. 

What's Good for Me is Good for You 

Another pattern which emerged from the present analysis was a 

tendency for a positive relationship to exist between a student's 

enthusiasm for research in graduate school, desire to conduct research 

in graduate school, perception that it is realistic to conduct research 

in graduate school and the student's belief that all Ph. D. candidates 

should learn to conduct research. More specifically, the more research 

that students would like to conduct during graduate school, the more 

research they think it is realistic to conduct. This is true for the 

University Psychology Department sample Oy = 895.56, p <.001, 

V7= .40) and the Clinical sample = 290.22, p < .001, Y* = .36), as 

well as for the Professional School sample Ox = 60.09, p c .001, 

T = .39). Those who preferred to do more research in graduate school 

also more often stated that all Ph. D. candidates should do research. 

For the University Psychology Department sample, 1 = 161.51, p < .001, 

"f = .30. Of those who endorsed the statement that all Ph. D. candi

dates should do research, 71 percent, themselves, wanted to write at 

least a thesis and dissertation during graduate school. However, of 

those who stated that research should not be mandatory for everyone, 

only 43 percent preferred to do a thesis and dissertation. For the 
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Clinical sample = 68.46, p c .001, Y" = .31) and the Professional 

School sample = 13.64, p <.01, = .32), results are similar. 

Along the same lines, in both the University Psychology Department 

sample (.n? = 95.34, p C .001, V = .23) and the Clinical sample 

<v.2 » 44.00, p < .001, = .25), the more research a student sees as 

realistic in graduate school, the greater the likelihood of that stu

dent saying that all Ph. D. candidates should learn to conduct 

research. The student's enthusiasm for research is also a factor. For 

the University Psychology Department sample, of those who report being 

very enthusiastic about research in graduate school, 84 percent state 

that all students should do research. In contrast, of those who 

report that they are very unenthusiastic about research, only 54 per

cent state that all Ph. D. candidates should conduct research 

(.% = 115.82, p < .001, T = .25). The figures are similar for the 

Clinical sample = 32.41, p <.001, <f? - .21) and the Professional 

School sample (-tf2 = 17.86, p < .01, V3 = .38). 

Comments about Research and/or 
Graduate School 

A student's comments about research and/or graduate school, 

when characterized as either positive or negative in nature, were found 

to be significantly related to enthusiasm for research and change in 

the student's level of interest in research during graduate school. 

For the University Psychology Department sample, those who were more 

enthusiastic about research in graduate school made more positive com

ments about research in graduate school than those who are less 
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enthusiastic (t^ = 160.03, p < .001, 0 = .39). In addition, among 

those making comments about research, 97 percent of those whose inter

est in research had increased made positive comments about research 

and/or graduate school whereas 66 percent of those whose interest in 

research decreased made negative remarks = 451.63, p <: .001, 

0 = .70). In the Clinical sample, a similar pattern was evident. The 

majority of those who were more enthusiastic about research made 

positive comments about research whereas the majority of those who were 

less enthusiastic about research made negative comments about research 

2 and/or graduate school (X = 57.24, p c .001, 0 = .37). Among those 

whose interest in research had changed during graduate school, 97 per

cent of those whose interest had increased made positive comments about 

research whereas 65 percent of those whose interest level had decreased 

made negative comments = 171.80, p < .001, (f) = .67). 

Reaction to the Questionnaire 

One interesting finding was the tendency of students whose com

ments were most positive about research and/or graduate school to be 

most critical in their reaction to the questionnaire. Of those in the 

Clinical sample who made positive comments about research, 53 percent 

made positive comments about the questionnaire. However, 79 percent of 

those who made negative remarks about research and/or graduate school 

made positive comments about the questionnaire (X =6.13, p < .05, 

V3 = .31). In addition, among those who made negative comments about 

the questionnaire, people who made positive comments about research, in 

comparison with those who made negative comments about research, tended 
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to make a greater percentage of specific, rather than general, negative 

remarks. For the University Psychology Department sample, it was found 

that the majority (59 percent) of those who made positive comments 

about research made negative comments about the questionnaire whereas 

the majority (58 percent) of those making negative comments about 

research and/or graduate school liked the questionnaire = 6.07, 

p < .05, *1° = .17) . 

In a similar, interesting finding, it was discovered that the 

more satisfied a student is with his or her own research and the more 

enthusiastic about research in graduate school, the more critical the 

student is apt to be of the questionnaire. In the University 

Psychology Department sample, those who reported greater satisfaction 

with their own research made fewer positive comments about the ques

tionnaire and more specific, negative comments than those who are less 

satisfied with their own research = 12.77, p <. .01, ""P = .20). Of 

those who said they were very enthusiastic about research, 33 percent 

made positive comments about the questionnaire, 19 percent made 

general, negative remarks and 48 percent gave specific, negative feed

back. Fifty-three percent of those less enthusiastic about research 

made positive comments, 20 percent made general, negative statements 

and 27 percent gave specific, negative feedback (T£ = 16.79, p <r .001, 

T = .22). The same trend is supported by results for clinical stu

dents. Criticism of the questionnaire comes primarily from those who 

are most satisfied with their own research (jt,^ = 9.41, p >< .01, 

y3 = .33) and most enthusiastic about research in graduate school 
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(-X.2 = 10.23, p < .01, Y7 = .32). Of those who are more enthusiastic 

about research, 40 percent made positive comments about the question-

niare and 48 percent made specific, negative comments. Among those who 

are less enthusiastic about research, 69 percent made positive comments 

about the questionnaire and only 18 percent gave specific, negative 

feedback. 

Finally, a student's comments about the questionnaire were sig

nificantly related to the student's major area of study and year in 

graduate school. Thirty-eight percent of clinical students who com

mented about the questionnaire made positive comments compared with 18 

percent of applied and 23 percent of non-applied students who made 

positive comments _ 29.51, p <.001, "7^ = .21). Clinical students 

also made the most general, negative statements about the questionnaire 

and the fewest specific, negative remarks. Two-thirds of the students 

in applied and non-applied gave specific, negative feedback. With 

respect to year in graduate school, as students become more advanced in 

their training, the frequency of positive remarks about the question

naire decreases, the frequency of general, negative remarks decreases 

and the number of specific, negative comments increases (t?- = 17.55, 

/ 

p < .05, y = .16). It can also be noted that advanced students com

mented about the questionnaire more frequently than beginning students. 

Additional Results for the Professional 
Schools 

In the Professional Schools surveyed, a student could major in 

either clinical or school psychology and earn either a Ph. D. or a 
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Psy. D. In clinical, half of the students were receiving Ph. D.'s and 

half were receiving Psy. D.'s. In school psychology, all students get 

a Psy. D. Those receiving Psy. D.'s felt that they are being better 

prepared for the job they would ideally like (% = 6.89, p < .01, 

O 
0 = .24) and for the job they expect to get (% = 5.97, p < .05, 

4> = .23) than those receiving Ph. D.'s. Also, students majoring in 

school psychology report that they are being better prepared for the 

9 
job that they would like than clinical students (% =4.82, p < .05, 

0 = .21). They also feel better prepared for the job they expect 

(it ^ - 4.05, p < .05, 0 = .20). It is interesting that those majoring 

in school psychology think that research is more relevant to profes

sional practice than those in clinical (•= 9.23, p < .01, = .26). 

Of those in clinical, 15 percent said that research is very relevant, 

73 percent said that it is somewhat relevant and 12 percent said that 

it is irrelevant. In school psychology, 41 percent said that research 

is very relevant, 59 percent said that it is somewhat relevant and 0 

percent said that it is irrelevant. Finally, whereas the majority of 

those receiving Ph. D.'s (70 percent) think that all Ph. D. candidates 

should learn to conduct research, the majority (64 percent) of those 

expecting Psy. D.'s do not endorse this statement (Y = 13.36, 

p < .001, 0 = .33). 

Research Productivity Measure 

A Research Productivity Measure (RPM) was created to serve as a 

general index of a student's level of accomplishment in research. The 

RPM was based on answers to six items on the questionnaire. Each 
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student began with a score of zero and was allotted one point for each 

of the following: beginning work on a thesis, beginning work on a dis

sertation, doing non-required research in graduate school, having done 

non-required research as an undergraduate and presenting research at a 

convention. Points could also be earned by having published. The 

first publication was worth one point; two or more publications 

received a total of two points. This made it possible for a student to 

earn a maximum of seven points. After each student was assigned a 

score from zero to seven, students were divided into three groups. The 

first group (RPMl) included students scoring two or below; the second 

group (RPM2) was composed of those scoring a total of three or four 

points and the third group (RPM3) included those scoring between five 

and seven points, inclusive. In the University Psychology Department 

sample, 43 percent of students were in RPMl, 35 percent were in RPM2 

and 22 percent were in RPM3. 

RPM was compared with other variables from the questionnaire 

using the chi square method of analysis. Significant results are pre

sented in Table 5. For the University Psychology Department sample, 

eleven out of fifteen variables considered were significantly related 

to student research productivity. For the clinical sample, seven out 

of fourteen chi square comparisons yielded significant results. In 

general, it can be seen that results from the two samples are similar. 

Student research productivity was most closely associated with year in 

graduate school. As would be expected, students become more accom

plished in research as they progress in their training. Student 



Table 5. Chi Square Comparisons of Selected Questionnaire Items that were Significantly3 Related to 
Student Research Productivity as Measured by the Research Productivity Measure (RPM) 

University Psychology Clinical Student Sample 
Department Sample (N = 1417) (N = 602) 

Variable df Cramer's Statistic df Cramer's Statistic 

Year in graduate school 4 334.68d ,34d 4 91.33d .28d 

Time ideally devoted to research 

in career 2 101.63d .27d 2 36.20d ,25d 

Time expected to be devoted to 
research in career 2 92.38d .26d 2 27.93d .22d 

Satisfaction with own research 2 54.60d • 20d 2 25.65d .21d 

Enthusiasm for research in 
graduate school 2 41.54d .17d 2 18.14d • 18d 

Amount of research preferred in 

grad school 6 92.41d .18d 6 29.23d ,17d 

Amount of research considered 
realistic in graduate school 6 26.26d .10d 

Belief that all Ph. D. candidates 
should do research 2 9.91c .08c 2 7.51b .llb 

Major area of specialization 4 62.90d ,15d 

Enthusiasm for non-research 
activities in school 4 19.12d .08d 

Comments about the code on the 
back of the questionnaire 2 15.42d .10d 



Table 5—Continued 

aFor the University Psychology Departments, 11 out of 15 chi squares were significant. For 

the Clinical Student sample, 7 out of 14 chi squares were significant. 

b 
P < .05 

CP < .01 

dP < .001 
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research productivity is also positively related to both wanting and 

expecting to spend a greater percentage of time conducting research in 

one's career, wanting to do a greater quantity of research in graduate 

school, seeing it as realistic to conduct more research in graduate 

school and believing that all Ph. D. candidates should learn to conduct 

research. In addition, research productivity is positively related to 

satisfaction with one's own research and enthusiasm for research in 

graduate school. For the University Psychology Department sample, how

ever, those who were more productive in research were less enthusiastic 

about non-research activities. Non-applied students were most pro

ductive, applied students were next most productive and clinical stu

dents were least productive. Finally, the more productive students 

were in research, the more likely they were to comment about the code 

on the back of the questionnaire. 

The Role of Faculty Research Productivity 

Endler et al. (1978) recently evaluated psychology departments 

in Canada, the United Kingdom and the United States in terms of the 

impact of their scholarly research and their research productivity. 

Evaluation of the impact of scholarly research in graduate departments 

of psychology, measured by the total number of citations received by 

faculty in the 1975 Social Science Citation Index, resulted in a rank

ing of the top 100 British, Canadian and U. S. psychology departments. 

Research productivity was measured by the total number of publications 

produced by faculty in the 1975 Social Science Citation Index. Data 

were presented for the top 100 departments. The effect of department 
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size and the rationale behind using total, rather than mean, number of 

citations and publications is discussed by Endler, Rushton and 

Roediger. 

In order to investigate whether scholarly impact of the faculty 

at a department of psychology and/or faculty research productivity is 

related to graduate students' research productivity or other variables 

utilized in the present study, universities participating in the cur

rent study were ranked using Endler, Rushton and Roediger's criteria. 

First, universities were divided into three groups based on the total 

number of citations received by faculty. The first group consisted of 

those schools ranked in the top 25 by Endler, Rushton and Roediger 

(N =3 9). The second group included schools ranked 26 through 100 

(N = 11) and the third group included those schools which were not 

listed among the top 100 departments (N = 17). After analysis of the 

data, schools were re-ranked using the criterion of the total number of 

faculty publications. The first group included universities ranked in 

the top eleven by Endler, Rushton and Roediger (N = 8), the second 

group consisted of schools ranked 12 through 100 (N = 11) and the last 

group was composed of those departments not among the top 100 (N = 17). 

Chi square comparisons for selected questionnaire items that were sig

nificantly related to faculty research productivity as measured by the 

total number of citations and the total number of publications can be 

found in Table 6. 

Examination of Table 6 demonstrates that faculty research pro

ductivity is, indeed, related to students' research activities and 



Table 6. Chi Square Comparisons of Selected Questionnaire Items that were Significantly Related 
to Faculty Research Productivity as Measured by Total Number of Citations and Total 
Number of Publications (Endler et al., 1978) (N = 2032) 

Total Number of Citations Total Number of Publications 

Variable df Cramer's Statistic df x' Cramer's Statistic 

Time ideally devoted to research 
in career 

Time expected to be devoted to 
research in career 

Satisfaction with own research 

Enthusiasm for research in 
graduate school 

Non-required research in 
graduate school 

Number of publications 

Student research productivity 
(RPM)b 

Change in research interest in 
graduate school 

Comments a^bout the questionnaire0 4 30.32*" 

2 109.20f 

2 123.28f 

2 16.18f 

2 29.48f 

2 17.96f 

4 20.62f 

4 21.46f 

.23J 

,25] 

,09J 

.12 

.091 

.07* 

,09] 

.20 

2 80.67f 

2 94.07f 

2 10.90e 

2 20.80f 

2 23.17f 

4 20.19f 

4 13.74e 

2 7.39d 

4 14.42e 

.20r 

.22 f  

.08e 

.10f 

.12f 

.07f 

,07e 

,08d 

• 14e 

aFor the total number of citations, 8 out of 11 chi squares were significant. For the 
total number of publications, 9 out of 11 chi squares were significant. 

^ = 1456 

CN = 364 



Table 6—Continued 

dp < .05 

ep < .01 

fp < .001 

CTi 
CT> 



attitudes. Total number of faculty citations in a department was found 

to be significantly related to eight out of eleven variables tested and 

total number of publications by faculty yielded nine significant chi 

squares out of eleven. Endler, Rushton and Roediger reported a corre

lation of .78 between the total number of citations and the total 

number of publications of faculty at a department and, as can be seen 

from Table 6, results using the two criteria were very similar. The 

most significant finding was that schools with faculty who are more 

productive of research (using either criteria) have students who, in 

their careers, expect to spend more time doing research. They also 

have students who would like to spend more time conducting research. 

As faculty research productivity increases, so does student research 

productivity (as measured by RFM) . Faculty research productivity is 

positively related to students publishing their research and students 

doing non-required research in graduate school. In addition, the more 

productive the faculty are, the more enthusiastic students are about 

research in graduate school and the more satisfied they are with their 

own research. These results should be interpreted with caution since 

the relationship between faculty and student research productivity is 

confounded by selectivity in the graduate admissions process. 

One interesting finding has to do with the type of comments 

students made about the questionnaire. Students from schools where 

faculty were the most productive of research made the greatest per

centage of general, negative comments about the questionnaire. Stu

dents from schools where faculty were intermediate in research 
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productivity made the most specific, negative remarks about the ques

tionnaire and students from schools where faculty were least productive 

made the largest proportion of positive comments about the question

naire. The same pattern was evident whether faculty research pro

ductivity was measured by the total number of citations or the total 

number of publications. 

Summary 

Responses to selected pairs of questionnaire items were 

examined by means of chi square analyses. As a result of this process, 

main patterns of relationship between questionnaire items were identi

fied. One very important variable that was found to effect a student's 

response to the questionnaire is the school that a student attend. 

Faculty at some schools produce more research than faculty at other 

schools and this is reflected in the students' increased research 

involvement. Of course, the further along a student is in his or her 

graduate studies, the more research the student is likely to have done. 

However, a student's career goals play a significant role in deter

mining how engrossed in research a student becomes; those planning 

research careers are more enthusiastic about research and see more need 

for extensive research training in graduate school. There is a 

tendency for those who are most interested in research to advocate 

similar research training for their peers. 

Two other interesting patterns emerged from the analysis. 

First, it was discovered that obtaining significant results in one's 

research is positively related to satisfaction with one's research, 
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possessing a positive attitude toward research in general and maintain

ing active involvement in research pursuits. The other main finding 

was that those students who are most interested in research were most 

critical of the questionnaire. Their negative feedback focused on 

critiquing specific questionnaire items. 

The Issue of Sampling Bias 

Since students in this study were volunteers, one could argue 

that participation in a survey about research would appeal primarily to 

those students who are more interested in research, thereby biasing the 

results of the survey. The lack of a statistically significant dif

ference in response rates between University Psychology Departments and 

Professional Schools (known for their de-emphasis of research) does not 

support this view (t = 1.14, df = 34). However, in order to investi

gate the possibility of a skewed sample further, response rate was 

examined in relation to several important questionnaire variables. 

First, response rates were calculated for each school separately and 

schools were organized into groups on the basis of high, medium or low 

response rates. Chi squares were then computed to determine whether 

response rates were related to other variables of interest. Table 7 

shows chi square comparisons of selected variables that were signifi

cantly related to response rate. 

As can be seen from Table 7, only five out of twelve chi 

squares reached statistical significance. The most significant 

variable was psychology department size. The smaller the department, 

the higher the students 1 response rate. Variables which were not 



Table 7. Chi Square Comparisons of Selected Variables that were Significantlya Related 
to Rate of Response to the Questionnaire (N = 2032) 

Variable df * 2  

Phi coefficient or 
Cramer's Statistic'3 

Size of psychology department0 1 4.33d .41d 

Time ideally devoted to research in career 2 18.09f .10f 

Time expected to be devoted to research in career 2 33.77f .13f 

Enthusiasm for research in graduate school 2 7.88d .06d 

Major area of specialization 4 29.44f ,09f 

aFive chi squares tested out of 12 reached statistical significance. 

^The phi coefficient is used when df = 1. When df > 1, Cramer's statistic is 
used. 

CN = 36 

dp C .05 

ep < .01 

£p < .001 



significantly related to response rate included students' satisfaction 

with their own research, students' perceptions of the adequacy of their 

graduate training as preparation for an ideal or anticipated job, 

students' comments about research and/or graduate school and students' 

comments about research and/or graduate school and students' comments 

about the questionnaire. Faculty research productivity, as measured by 

the total number of citations and the total number of publications 

(Endler, Rushton, and Roediger), was also not related to the response 

rate of students at a particular school. 

Response rate was found to be significantly related to the 

amount of time a student would like to spend doing research in the 

future, the amount of time a student expects to spend conducting 

research in the future, enthusiasm for research and major area of 

specialization. However, the relationship of response rate to these 

variables is complex. In general, it appears that students who are 

less interested in and enthusiastic about research reacted to the ques

tionnaire in an extreme way, responding at either a high or a low rate; 

students who are more interested in research responded at a medium 

rate. Clinical students, for example, responded at either a low or a 

high rate whereas non-applied students responded in a consistent, 

moderate fashion. Since these trends in response rate would appear to 

cancel each other out, there is reason to believe that the survey 

represents an unbiased sample of graduate student opinion. 
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Hypotheses 

At the outset of this dissertation, five hypotheses were 

formulated. Each of these will now be considered in light of the data. 

1. The majority of psychology graduate students are interested in 

conducting research. Research is a part of their career plans. 

This hypothesis was clearly supported by the data. If allowed 

the opportunity to choose the extent of their research involvement 

during graduate school, 64 percent of graduate students sampled stated 

that they would do at least a thesis and dissertation. Seventy-one 

percent reported that they believe that writing a thesis and disserta

tion (with or without additional research) is the most realistic option 

for students in a doctoral program in psychology. During their 

careers, graduate students as a group would like to spend a mean of 35 

percent of their time doing research. Similarly, they expect to devote 

a mean of 29 percent of their work week to research related activities. 

2. The more experience students have with research in graduate 

school, the less interested in it they become. 

This hypothesis was clearly rejected. On the contrary, it was 

found that, among the psychology department graduate students surveyed, 

interest in research seems to increase with research experience. When 

asked how interested they are in research compared with when they first 

began graduate school, 47 percent of students reported that their level 

of interest in research had increased, 38 percent stated that their 

level of interest in research had not changed during graduate school 

and only 16 percent of students said that they are less interested in 
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research than when they began their training. Though year in graduate 

school, per se, did not prove to be significantly related to enthusiasm 

for research, research productivity was positively related to satis

faction with one's own research and enthusiasm for research in graduate 

school. Finally, of all the comments students volunteered about 

research and/or graduate school, the majority (54 percent) were 

positive, 7 percent could not be classified and only 39 percent were 

primarily negative. 

3. Loss of interest in doing research during graduate school is 

not related to whether or not students achieve statistically signifi

cant results in their research. 

This hypothesis was rejected. Obtaining significant results 

was found to be related to a feeling of satisfaction with one's 

research and enthusiasm for research in graduate school. In addition, 

those who obtained significant results in their research, compared with 

those who failed to achieve such results, preferred to do more research 

both in graduate school and in their careers. 

4. Clinical and non-clinical students do not differ significantly 

in their perceptions of the relevance of the results of published 

research studies to clinical practice. 

Essentially, this hypothesis was not supported. Clinical, 

applied and professional program students surveyed do not differ in 

their perceptions of the relevance of published research to clinical 

practice. However, compared to clinical students, non-applied students 

believe that research is more relevant. 
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5. Compared with non-clinical students, clinical students want to 

conduct less research in graduate school and expect to spend less time 

doing research in the future. 

When clinical students are examined in relation to non-applied 

students, this hypothesis is clearly supported. In comparison with 

non-applied students, clinical students want to do less research in 

graduate school and expect to do less research in the future. The 

hypothesis also holds when clinical students are compared with applied 

students, who are relatively more research oriented. However, compared 

with clinical students, professional school students want to do less 

research during graduate school and expect to spend less time doing 

research in the future. 



DISCUSSION 

Results of the present study suggest that, in general, graduate 

students in psychology are interested in conducting research. In their 

careers, the graduate students surveyed would, as a group, like to 

spend a mean of 35 percent of their time doing research; during their 

graduate school training, the majority of graduate students sampled 

want to do a thesis and dissertation. In graduate school, the more 

experience students have with research, the more interested in it they 

become. Of course, the farther along a student is in his/her graduate 

studies, the more research he/she is likely to have actually conducted. 

However, one very important variable that affects a student's research 

activities is the particular graduate school which the student attends. 

Faculty at some schools produce more research than faculty at other 

schools; high faculty research productivity is related to increased 

student research involvement. It was also found that the more research 

experience students have, the more satisfied they are likely to feel 

with their own research and the more enthusiastic they are likely to be 

about research in graduate school. Finally, obtaining significant 

results in one's research is positively related to satisfaction with 

one's research, possessing a positive attitude toward research in 

general and maintaining active involvement in research pursuits. 

A student's career goals also play a significant role in deter

mining how engrossed in research a student becomes. As one might 

expect, those planning research careers are more enthusiastic about 

75 
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research and see more need for extensive research training in graduate 

school. When compared with clinical students, for example, students in 

non-applied specialty areas expect to spend more time doing research in 

the future and want to conduct more research during graduate school. 

For a more general understanding of the issue, the reader might 

visualize a continuum of student research interest and involvement. At 

one end of the continuum are students in professional programs, who 

demonstrate the least research interest and involvement. Next to them 

would be clinical students closely followed by students in the applied 

areas. Finally, at the other extreme of the spectrum are students in 

the non-applied specialties, who are the most interested in and 

actively involved in research. 

Clinical Students 

Understanding clinical psychology graduate students' attitudes 

toward research is of central concern to this study because it is 

clinicians who, at some point in time, seem to lose interest in 

research. Examination of the results of this survey makes it clear 

that, overall, the clinical students sampled do not differ signifi

cantly from the graduate student sample as a whole. That is to say, 

the majority of clinical students are interested in conducting 

research. As a rule, their interest in research grows with experience 

and exposure to the process of research. As was true for graduate 

students in general, a loss of interest in conducting research during 

graduate school is related to a failure to achieve statistically 

significant results in one's research. (However, clinicians more often 
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fail to obtain significant results than those in non-applied special

ties.) In sum, the results of this study clearly demonstrate that, 

although clinical graduate students are the least interested in 

research of the various subgroups in academia, the clinical students 

surveyed do identify with the role of researcher and do intend to con

duct research in the future. 

In spite of the fact that clinical students are not ready to 

abandon their identification with research altogether, it should be 

remembered that clinical graduate students expect to spend a mean of 

67 percent of their work week in professional practice. Fifty percent 

of the clinical student sample expects to spend 75 percent or more of 

their time in practice. This can be contrasted with the fact that 60 

percent of the students in non-applied fields do not expect to spend 

any time in professional practice at all. This makes it abundantly 

apparent that, though research is seen as one aspect of a clinician's 

functioning, clinical students' primary identification is as a prac

titioner. 

In the debate regarding the appropriate training model for 

clinical psychology, the above findings should be taken into account. 

In addition, two sobering findings may be relevant. First, 27 percent 

of all clinical psychology graduate students participating in the 

survey conducted undergraduate research primarily for the purpose of 

gaining admission to graduate school. Since this percentage is sig

nificantly greater than comparable figures for other specialties, it 

suggests that clinical students, in particular, are doing research as 



78 

undergraduates not because they are interested in the research itself 

but rather because it is demanded of them by graduate schools. The 

second finding pertains to students' opinions of how well their train

ing programs are preparing them for the job market. Compared with 

clinical students in academic departments, students in professional 

schools feel that they are being better prepared for their future jobs. 

An interesting aside is that non-applied students feel less well pre

pared for their futures than clinical students. 

Professional Schools 

Since the sample of students from Professional Schools was 

small, the results are only preliminary. However, it does appear that 

Professional programs have not entirely abandoned research either. 

Though Professional School programs are clearly practitioner oriented, 

83 percent of the sample reported that a dissertation is required as 

part of their program. This finding is tempered by the fact that the 

Professional School's definition of a dissertation is quite general and 

may include a case study, historical treatise or theoretical expo

sition. Nevertheless, of all the comments made about research and/or 

graduate school by Professional program students, the most frequent 

comment, accounting for 21 percent of all comments, stated that 

research is very important because psychology is a data-based science. 

On the other hand, 19 percent of students expressed the complaint that 

research is overemphasized in their programs. 
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Research and the Art of Criticism 

There is a saying that being a scientist is not an occupation 

but rather a way of life. Results from this study suggest that this 

saying has some basis in reality. At the end of the questionnaire 

used in this research, students were invited to comment. Most comments 

pertained to the subject matter at hand (research and graduate school) 

but many students saw fit to address their comments, instead, to the 

nature of the questionnaire. Comments about the questionnaire were 

classified as either 1) positive in nature, 2) globally negative or 3) 

specific negative feedback including a critique of questionnaire items. 

On a consistent basis, students who were more interested in research, 

compared with those less interested in research, made fewer positive 

comments about the questionnaire, about the same number of general 

negative comments and more specific, negative comments about the sur

vey. Similarly, as students progressed in their graduate training, the 

frequency of positive comments decreased and the frequency of specific 

negative comments increased. A pattern emerged in which research 

training was associated with an increase in criticism of the question

naire. This criticism was of a specific nature and focused on cri

tiquing questionnaire items. For example, the most frequent type of 

criticism suggested alternate or additional response categories for 

particular items. 

There are two different ways of interpreting the finding that 

research training is associated with a critical attitude toward the 

survey. First, it is possible that students perceived the 
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questionnaire as being anti-research. As a result, those who were 

enthusiastic about research might have found the questionnaire offen

sive. While this explanation would predict an increase in negative 

reactions to the questionnaire, this explanation would not adequately 

account for the specific nature of the negative comments. 

An alternate, more plausible explanation assumes that the 

questionnaire did, in reality, have flaws. Apparently, these flaws 

were simply overlooked by those with less research training who 

responded primarily to the content of the questionnaire. Those whose 

training in research was more extensive, however, were more aware of 

the questionnaire's flaws. Taught to be analytical and critical, they 

pointed out these flaws to the experimenter. Thus, it appears that, in 

one sense at least, research training is succeeding in teaching stu

dents to be scientists. Students are applying their knowledge of 

research to the tasks they encounter in their daily lives. 

It is reasonable, however, to raise the following question. Is 

the role of scientist appropriate to the situation? By this, two 

things are meant. First, students were not asked to critique the ques

tionnaire. They were asked to participate in the survey and not for 

their professional opinions regarding questionnaire construction. 

Whether students' responses are seen as appropriate depends largely on 

one's system of values. Secondly, can a practitioner simultaneously be 

a scientist? Is this helpful to clients? Though a psychotherapist 

must maintain some objectivity, the degree of objectivity desirable is 

not universally agreed upon. With research training seemingly having a 
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powerful effect upon students as people, clinical psychologists need to 

address themselves to these issues. Decisions based on value judge

ments may be necessary. 

Angry Student Voices 

The topic of research training is clearly an important one to 

graduate students. Sixty-two percent of the students who participated 

in the survey volunteered subjective comments about research and/or 

graduate school. Research training is also a topic which elicits 

strong feelings. By necessity, this dissertation has focused on quan

titative analysis and describing the majority of students. To some 

extent, students as individuals have been neglected and minority views 

have not been aired. There is definitely a group of very dissatisfied 

students. In order to convey their sentiments most effectively, com

ments representative of these students are quoted below without further 

explanation. Most of the comments were made by clinical students. 

Students are, in fact, being driven away from research by the 
'research emphasis' of the faculty, rather than being drawn to 
it. ... The vast majority of my classmates got into psychol
ogy to become professionals, not to do research, and the APA is 
living in a delusional world of their own creation if they 
think otherwise. 

Probably 95 percent of clinical students loathe the research 
they are forced to do. We (the 95 percent) will never do 
research after graduating and will never set foot in academia 
again. ... I hope your project brings changes. 

It seems to me that while it is egosyntonic to profess to be 
clinician/scientists, most of us are either one or the other 
and, for the purposes of obtaining our degree, spend 5 years 
Cor longer) masquerading as both. 

I believe that clinical psychology is an art, not a science in 
the sense that knowledge can or should lead to prediction. 
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Maybe the academic psychologist and the clinician are actually 
in 'separate' fields—like the M. D. and the biologist, the 
politician and the historian. 

Graduate training is basically offensive. It attempts to 
socialize students into professionals who believe that only 
'trained' degree holders can do or understand anything ... 
it is difficult to hold beliefs in the common good, to have 
faith and trust in people and at the same time research and 
analyze them. 

This graduate program concentrates on imparting as much trivia 
as possible to all students. The time required to memorize 
such trivia precludes the possibility of spending time thinking, 
doing research, integrating ideas—in short, learning anything 
about psychology or research. 

(Graduate programs) select for students who are more like 
MACHINES than like humans who they'll be dealing with as 
patients. 

I often feel like a trained monkey. 

I think a schism exists between research as a mandate or require
ment and research as a natural extension of curiosity and inter
est. Mandatory research requirements (i.e., productivity) deters 
many from exploration of many areas that are not so easily 
studied but of great importance to the discipline of psychology. 

I've never read such bullshit in my life as some of the studies 
accepted in some of our most prestigious journals. 

Not surprisingly, the type of views quoted above have generated some 

equally strong reactions from both within and outside of the student 

community. In order to achieve a sense of balance, a student on the 

other side of the issue is quoted below. 

I am wondering what you are trying to demonstrate herein. ... 
The Psy. D. approach (clinical training without research train
ing) and the Ph. D. program which ignores research suffers from 
the same degree of intellectual myopia which has held back the 
practice of psychotherapy during the past years. These programs 
stress clinical skills training rather than the application of a 
unified entity called psychology. Clinical students question 
the relevance of experimental psychology courses; now they ques
tion research. If you want to learn skills, but not research, 
call yourself a counselor, but don't dare call yourself a 
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psychologist ... lack of research training (in clinicians) 
leads to a stunted growth as a practitioner. Pedal your 
myopia elsewhere! 

Lastly, the following quote expresses a feeling verbalized by many stu

dents . 

THANK YOU for finally soliciting student opinion and acknowl
edging that we do have some useful opinions to contribute to 
the reform of graduate education! 

Relationship Between this Study and 
Previous Research 

In general, findings of this study are consistent with the 

results of previous research which has appeared in the psychological 

literature. One specific subject that has received considerable atten

tion in the literature is the preferred theoretical orientation of 

clinical psychologists. In Kelly's (1961) survey, 41 percent of clin

ical psychologists sampled identified themselves with psychoanalytic 

and related orientations and 40 percent of the sample considered them

selves to be eclectics. Learning theory and humanistic together 

attracted only 11 percent of the sample. In Lubin's (1962) survey, 39 

percent of the clinical psychologists sampled preferred analytic and 

related orientations, 19 percent embraced eclecticism, and Rogerian and 

learning theory were popular with a total of 11 percent of the sample. 

In 1969, Goldschmid et al. again surveyed clinical psychologists. He 

found the sample professing the following theoretical orientations: 

analytic, 29 percent; eclectic, 24 percent and behavioral, 12 percent. 

More recently, Garfield and Kurtz (1976) sampled a third of the 

membership of APA Division 12, the Division of Clinical Psychology. 
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Garfield and Kurtz found that only 19 percent identified primarily with 

psychoanalytic orientations whereas 55 percent of the sample described 

themselves as eclectic. Learning theory attracted another 10 percent 

of the sample, Rogerian and humanistic combined appealed to 4 percent 

of the sample and other orientations accounted for the remaining 12 

percent. Comparing these statistics to those from earlier studies, it 

can be seen that there has been a trend, over the years, for the 

psychoanalytic orientation to lose adherents and the eclectic position 

to gain. The present study, although it sampled graduate students 

instead of professionals, supports this finding. Among clinical 

psychology graduate students, 16 percent identified themselves as 

psychodynamic in orientation and 53 percent described themselves as 

eclectic. These are almost the identical figures found by Garfield 

and Kurtz. In the graduate student sample, 18 percent identified with 

a behavioral orientation, 7 percent preferred humanistic and 6 percent 

embraced community/ecological. It is interesting to compare these 

figures to those of students from Professional School programs: 

psychodynamic, 39 percent; eclectic, 29 percent; behavioral, 21 per

cent; humanistic, 4 percent; and community/ecological, 7 percent. 

Clearly, among students in Professional Schools, the psychodynamic 

orientation has not lost its foothold. 

In 1967, Clement and Sartoris conducted a survey of clinical 

psychology graduate students' opinions about their training programs. 

In spite of the fact that over a decade has elapsed between their work 

and the present study, the results of the two surveys are similar. One 
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interesting difference, however, is in the ratio of males to females. 

In 1967, three-quarters of Clement and Sartoris' sample was male and 

only one-quarter was female. Today, the distribution is more equitable 

with 57 percent males and 43 percent females. Clement and Sartoris 

found that 82 percent of their sample favored the requirement of a 

doctoral dissertation. In the present study, 81 percent of clinical 

students reported that they believe it is realistic for a doctoral pro

gram to involve at least a thesis or a dissertation. In discussing the 

results of their study, Clement and Sartoris wrote, "The presient 

results show that clinical students do perceive themselves as 

researchers" (p. 60). "Although a few students want to be practitioners 

exclusively, most clinical trainees want to hang onto their identifi

cation with research" (p. 60). However, "... there can be no ques

tion that a majority of them feel that their primary role is that of a 

professional. The scientist role is seen as an important one too, but 

this role is clearly in a secondary relationship to the professional 

role" (p. 60). Findings from the present study are totally in accord 

with these conclusions. 

When the California School of Professional Psychology was 

established in 1970, Pottharst wrote, "We are proposing a concept of 

training that diverges far less from the Boulder concept in its aim 

than in its methods of implementation. ... Since we are professionals, 

we simply propose to reverse the priorities and train psychologists who 

are professionals first and scientists second, clinicians who are 

clinicians first and researchers second" (p. 124). Though the 
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Professional Schools have often come under fire for eschewing research, 

the results of this study suggest that this has not taken place. 

Rather, Professional Schools have, as Pottharst intended, simply 

reversed the priorities. 

Thelen, Devol, and Ewing (1975) surveyed academic and applied 

clinicians. One of their most interesting findings reemerged in the 

present study. In examining the attitude patterns of their sample, 

they observed that what the respondents liked, they thought ought to 

be. For example, if a respondent liked doing therapy, he or she tended 

to think that there should be a stress on therapy in graduate educa

tion. This pattern was apparent for both the academic and the applied 

groups but appeared more prevalent among academicians. In the present 

study, a similar phenomenon was discussed under the heading entitled 

"What's Good for Me is Good for You." Whether this pattern is peculiar 

to psychologists or is universal deserves further investigation. 

Porter and Wolfle (1975) studied a sample of recipients of 

doctoral degrees in psychology. When specialty areas were analyzed 

separately, it was found that those in clinical published the least and 

were cited least often by their colleagues. In contrast, those in 

research and research/teaching published the most and received the most 

citations. The present study shows that this differential publishing 

rate is already evident in graduate school. Whereas clinical students 

have authored a mean of .7 publications, peers in non-applied special

ties have authored a mean of 1.1 publications. Though there is a con

siderable literature on the publishing habits of clinical psychologists 
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(for example, Levy, 1962; Pasewark et al., 1973), this sort of com

parison of clinicians with other specialties is rare. It is important 

to compare clinical with non-clinical psychologists and clinical with 

other graduate students. This allows one to put trends within clinical 

psychology into proper perspective. 

Finally, research into the quality of graduate psychology 

departments has been popular (for example, Roose and Anderson, 1970; 

Cox and Catt, 1977; Endler et al., 1978). However, no previous 

research has studied the relationship between characteristics of 

faculty and students. From the present study, it is apparent that the 

school which a student attends and the quality and activities of the 

faculty are closely related to the research activities of the graduate 

student. This interaction needs to be explored further in future 

research. 

Pasewark's Hypotheses Revisited 

This dissertation began with a discussion of the fact that the 

majority of clinical psychologists produce little research. A major 

purpose of the study was to attempt to provide an explanation for this 

phenomenon. Pasewark (Pasewark et al., 1973) suggested that at least 

four possible explanations can be offered to account for the failure of 

clinicians to fulfill expectations of their role as scientists. Though 

Pasewark's hypotheses were discussed in detail earlier, they will be 

reconsidered in light of the data. Results from the study suggest that 

an explanation of clinical psychology's present situation will be com

plex. Several of Pasewark*s hypotheses appear to contain some truth. 
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The first hypothesis Pasewark suggests to account for the fact 

that clinical psychologists produce so little research is that there 

may be no real commitment to the scientist model among faculty in 

clinical training programs. As a result, students may never really be 

taught to be scientists. Results of this study suggest that this is 

probably not the case. Since the majority of clinical graduate stu

dents are interested in research and become more interested in research 

during graduate school, it would seem that faculty must play some role 

in encouraging a research atmosphere. Results of the study do suggest, 

however, that the situation varies from school to school. Faculty 

research productivity is positively related to student research pro

ductivity. 

A second, alternate hypothesis proposed by Pasewark is that 

clinicians may be, by nature, not inclined to the scientist model. 

Pasewark suggests that they may enter training with the goal of becom

ing practitioners and simply tolerate the scientist model to get 

through graduate school. Data from this study indicate that there is 

at least a grain of truth to this explanation. The majority of clini

cal students surveyed want to spend most of their time in practice; a 

vocal minority has no interest in research at all. In addition, 

although graduate admissions are biased toward those with research 

backgrounds, many students conduct research specifically to get into 

graduate school. However, even if clinicians are less inclined toward 

research than those in other specialties, this study found unambigu

ously that most clinical students are interested in research. 
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Another possible explanation for clinician's disinterest in 

research is the possibility that graduate training programs, rather 

than inspiring students to pursue research careers, are actually dis

couraging students from doing research. The primary contribution of 

the present study is in ruling out this hypothesis as an explanation. 

Results of this study clearly indicate that clinical psychology 

graduate students are interested in research. In addition, their 

interest in research increases as they progress in their training. 

Therefore, one can only conclude that loss of interest in research must 

occur some time after the completion of graduate school. 

The conclusion that a clinician's loss of interest in research 

seems to occur after the completion of graduate school is closely 

related to the last of Pasewark's hypotheses. Pasewark's final pro

posed explanation for the fact that clinicians produce so little 

research is that, in the employment setting, demands and rewards for 

clinical activities are greater than for research. Campbell and Hodges 

(1975) state that "... applied settings place little emphasis upon 

research activity and in many cases agencies overtly or covertly dis

courage research. In those settings where research is given some 

priority, it is clearly not of the type typically taught and encouraged 

in graduate departments" (p. 7). The present study suggests that this 

hypothesis may be a plausible one. However, no data in this study 

directly bear on the validity of this hypothesis as an explanation. 

The needed companion study to the present one is a study that 

would follow up the place of research in the careers of the students 
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surveyed. For these students, graduate school has succeeded in 

instilling the desire to do research. Will these individuals, in fact 

engage in research to the extent that they say they wish to as gradu

ate students? If not, what are the factors involved in that decision? 

How realistic is their interest in research for practice in the real 

world? Perhaps, as Pasewark suggests, it is the employment setting 

that discourages the clinician's pursuit of research. If so, graduate 

schools are being unrealistic in training students for jobs which will 

not be available. Yet, this explanation does not account for the fact 

that clinicians utilize research findings infrequently in their work 

and suggests that perhaps the issue is an even broader one. It is 

possible that there may be something intrinsic to involvement in clini

cal work that discourages a research orientation. In other words, as 

clinicians become more invested in the practice of their professional 

role, their interest in the pursuit of research may simultaneously 

dwindle. This hypothesis, too, is deserving of investigation in future 

research. 



APPENDIX A 

SURVEY OF GRADUATE STUDENTS' ATTITUDES 
TOWARD PSYCHOLOGICAL RESEARCH 

Survey Questions and the Corresponding Code Names for Variables 
being investigated. Percentages of students choosing each response 
alternative are shown for the University Psychology Department samplea 

(N = 1893), Clinicalb (N = 746), Applied0 (N = 285), Non-appliedd 

Students (N = 862), and Students from Professional Schoolse (N = 139). 

SCHLNO school number, coded by investigator 

IDNO student's identification number, coded by investigator 

1. Please indicate your sex and age. 

SEX AGE 
male: 56a, 57b, 54c, 56d, 49e Mean ~ 27, 27, 27, 27, 27 
female: 44, 43, 46, 44, 51 

2. Are you a full-time or a part-time student? 

FORPTIME 
full-time: 94, 95, 90, 94, 88 
part-time: 6, 5, 10, 6, 12 

3. What year is this in your graduate school training? 

YEARGRAD 
1st: 20, 23, 17, 19, 28 4th: 19, 18, 20, 20, 13 
2nd: 19, 20, 20, 18, 25 5th: 19, 15, 19, 22, 11 
3rd: 23, 24, 24, 21, 24 

4. What is your major area of specialization? 

MAJOR 
clinical: 39, 100, 0, 0, 83 organizational, industrial, human 
community: 1, 0, 100, 0, 0 factors: 7, 0, 100, 0, 0 
counseling: 3, 0, 100, 0, 0 personality: 2, 0, 0, 100, 0 
developmental: 8, 0, 0, 100, 0 physiological, comparative: 7, 
educational: 0, 0, 0, 100, 0 0, 0, 100, 0 
environmental: 0, 0, 0, 100, 0 psycholinguistics: 0, 0, 0, 
experimental (perception/ 100, 0 

learning): 8, 0, 0, 100, 0 school: 3, 0, 100, 0, 16 

91 
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social: 10, 0, 0, 100, 0 other single major: 1, 0, 0, 
statistics: 1, 0, 0, 100, 0 100, 0 
neuropsychology: 1, 0, 0, 100, 0 clinical/community: 2, 0, 100, 
cognitive: 2, 0, 0, 100, 0 0, 0 
program evaluation: 0, 0, 0, 100, social/personality: 1, 0, 0, 
0 100, 0 

applied Master's: 0, 0, 100, 0, 0 organizational/statistics: 0, 0, 
behavioral medicine: 0, 0, 0, 0, 100, 0 
100, 0 other combination: 4, 0, 0, 

100, 1 

5. What is the highest degree that you expect to receive from your 
present graduate school training program? 

DEGREE 
M.A. or M.S.: 3, 1, 9, 2, 2 Psy.D: 0, 0, 1, 0, 58 
Ph.D.: 97, 99, 90, 97, 40 Other: 0, 0, 0, 0, 0 

6. When you finish graduate school, what percentage of your work week 
would you ideally like to devote to the following activities? 

TIME1P 
Professional Practice (individual and group therapy, diagnosis and 
assessment, clinical supervision, consultation, community organi
zation and agency administration): Mean = 40, 60, 57, 16, 70 

TIMEIT 
Teaching (classroom teaching, scholarly reading and writing, serv
ing on committees, departmental business and administration): 
Mean =» 25, 18, 19, 33, 16 

TIMElR 
Research (conducting research, research supervision, related read
ing and writing): Mean =35, 22, 24, 51, 14 

7. In your opinion, how well is your graduate training program pre
paring you for the job that you would ideally like to have? 
(Circle one number on the line below.) 

very inadequately adequately very 
poorly well 

J0B1 
Mean = 4.5, 4.6, 4.4, 4.3, 5.2 
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8. When you finish graduate school, what percentage of your work week 
do you expect to devote to the following activities? 

TIME2P 
Professional Practice (individual and group therapy, diagnosis and 
assessment, clinical supervision, consultation, community organi
zation and agency administration): Mean = 43, 67, 62, 16, 76 

TIME2T 
Teaching (classroom teaching, scholarly reading and writing, serv
ing on committees, departmental business and administration): 
Mean = 28, 16, 17, 42, 14 

TIME2R 
Research (conducting research, research supervision, related read
ing and writing): Mean = 29, 17, 20, 42, 10 

9. In your opinion, how well is your graduate training program pre
paring you for the type of job that you expect to have? (Circle 
one number on the line below.) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

very inadequately adequately very 
poorly well 

JOB 2 
Mean = 4.5, 4.6, 4.5, 4.4, 5.3 

10. Rank order the following orientations according to their con
gruence with your own views. Place the number "1" beside the 
orientation that is most similar to your own, a "2" beside the 
next most similar orientation, and so on. 

0RIENT1 orientation ranked number one 
behavioral - 24, 18, 18, 31, 21 
community/ecological - 9, 6, 14, 10, 7 
eclectic - 49, 53, 46, 47, 29 
humanistic - 9, 7, 18, 8, 4 
psychodynamic - 8, 16, 4, 3, 39 
o t h e r  -  1 ,  0 ,  0 ,  1 , 0  

0RIENT2 orientation ranked number two 

0RIENT3 orientation ranked number three 

0RXENT4 orientation ranked number four 
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ORIENTS orientation ranked Last 
behavioral - 22, 27, 21, 17, 42 
community/ecological - 13, 16, 10, 11, 16 
eclectic - 4, 3, 6, 5, 6 
humanistic - 12, 11, 8, 16, 11 
psychodynamic - 48, 43, 55, 51, 25 
other - 0, 0, 0, 0, 0 

11. Is a Master's thesis a requirement of your program? 

THESISRQ 
yes - 76, 83, 77, 70, 37 no - 24, 17, 23, 30, 63 

If it is, how far along are you on your thesis? 

THESIS 
have not yet collected data - 36, 42, 33, 32, 29 
completed data collection - 13, 12, 17, 13, 18 
thesis is finished - 51, 46, 50, 55, 53 

12. Is a doctoral dissertation a requirement of your program? 

If it is, how far along are you on your dissertation? 

DISSERT 
have not yet begun - 83, 88, 81, 80, 93 
have begun but have not yet completed data collection - 7, 5, 5, 

completed data collection - 8, 6, 11, 9, 7 
dissertation is finished - 2, 2, 2, 2, 0 

13. In general, how satisfied are you with your own research? 
(Circle one number on the line below.) 

DISRQ 
yes - 98, 99, 93, 99, 83 no - 2, 1, 7, 1, 17 

9, 0 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

very 
satisfied 

somewhat 
satisfied 

somewhat 
dissatisfied 

very 
dissatisfied 

SATISF 
Mean = 2.8, 2.8, 2.9, 2.8, 2.9 
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14. In your most recently analyzed research (thesis, dissertation or 
comparable research project), was your main hypothesis supported 
by your findings at a statistically significant level (p <• .05)? 

HYPOSIG5 
yes - 46, 41, 36, 53, 26 
no - 18, 21, 21, 15, 11 
have not yet analyzed any data - 22, 25, 27, 17, 30 
not applicable to my current data - 14, 12, 16, 15, 33 

15. Have you done any non-required research while in graduate school? 

NONRQG 
Yes - 62, 46, 58, 76, 35 no - 38, 54, 42, 24, 65 

16. Did you do any non-required research as an undergraduate? 

NONRQU 
yes - 64, 65, 50, 69, 49 no - 36, 35, 50, 31, 51 

If you did, was this primarily motivated by your interest in the 
projectCs) or by your desire to get into graduate school? 

NONRQWHY 
answered "no" to NONRQU - 35, 35, 50, 31, 51 
interested in the projectCs) - 34, 26, 25, 43, 31 
desire to get into graduate school - 20, 27, 15, 14, 12 
interested in project and desire to get into school, equally 

- 7, 8, 6, 7, 2 
desire to learn about research in general - 2, 1, 2, 3, 1 
job or assistantship - 1, 1, 1, 1, 1 
other (frequently to graduate with honors) - 2, 2, 2, 1, 2 

17. Are you an author on any research which has been published or 
accepted for publication? 

AUTHOR 
yes - 39, 33, 33, 45, 22 no - 61, 67, 67, 55, 78 

If so, how many publications and/or acceptances for publication 
do you have? 

NOPUBS 
Mean = .9, .7, .8, 1.1, .5 
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18. Have you ever presented your research at a Convention? 

PRESEN 
yes: 34, 27, 26, 43, 15 no: 66, 73, 74, 57, 85 

If you have, how many times? 

NOPRESEN 
Mean = .7, .5, .4, .9, .3 

19. Which of the following alternatives appeals to you the most as a 
description of research involvement in a Ph. D. program? 

ALTAP alternative that is most appealing 
not doing or learning about research: 0, 1, 0, 0, 2 
learning about but not doing research: 3, 4, 5, 1, 18 
doing research but not a thesis or dissertation: 11, 12, 13, 10, 
21 

doing a thesis OR dissertation: 21, 29, 16, 14, 40 
doing a thesis OR dissertation and additional research: 1, 1, 1, 
2, 0 

doing a thesis AND dissertation: 17, 23, 20, 11, 8 
doing a thesis, dissertation and additional research: 47, 30, 45, 
62, 10 

20. Taking the job market into consideration, which of the following 
research alternatives sounds the most realistic for students in a 
Ph. D. program? 

ALTREAL alternative that is most realistic 
not doing or learning about research: 1, 1, 1, 1, 1 
learning about but not doing research: 3, 6, 2, 0, 10 
doing research but not a thesis or dissertation: 10, 12, 10, 7, 
15 

doing a thesis OR dissertation: 16, 22, 18, 9, 43 
doing a thesis OR dissertation and additional research: 1, 0, 1, 

1, 0 
doing a thesis AND dissertation: 17, 23, 21, 71, 11 
doing a thesis, dissertation and additional research: 54, 36, 47, 

71, 20 

21. Do you think that all candidates for a doctorate in psychology 
should be trained to conduct research? 

ALL 
yes: 75, 70, 76, 80, 50 no: 25, 30, 24, 20, 50 
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22. How do you, personally, feel about your research activities in 
graduate school? (Circle one number on the line below.) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

very somewhat somewhat very 
enthusiastic enthusiastic unenthusiastic unenthusiastic 

ENTHUSR 
Mean = 2.6, 2*9, 2.8, 2.3, 3.2 

23. How interested are you in research compared with when you first 
began graduate school? 

CHANGE 
more interested now: 47, 47, 50, 45, 34 
less interested now: 16, 17, 14, 15, 17 
interest level has not changed: 38, 36, 37, 40, 49 

If there has been a change, why? 
Answer scored along with COMMENTS. 

24. In your opinion, how relevant to professional practice are the 
results of research studies published in APA-type journals? 

RELEVANT 
very relevant: 24, 17, 22, 30, 20 
somewhat relevant: 66, 69, 68, 62, 70 
irrelevant: 11, 14, 10, 8, 10 

25. Overall, how do you, personally, feel about your non-research 
activities as a graduate student in psychology? (Circle one 
number on the line below.) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

very somewhat somewhat very 
enthusiastic enthusiastic unenthusiastic unenthusiastic 

ENTHUSNR 
Mean = 2.4, 2.0, 2.2, 2.9, 1.7 

Comments:: 

COMMENTS Comments about research and/or graduate school. Percent
ages reported are based on the number of students who made 
comments about research and/or graduate school in each 
group (N = 1173, 279, 187, 519, 76). 
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Philosophical. Definition of psychology as a science. Research is 
important and valuable. Psychology is a data based science. There is 
a need for accountability. 6, 5, 6, 6, 21 

Personal. My own research experience has been rewarding, gratifying, 
involving. Questions being investigated are exciting, meaningful and 
relevant. 20, 22, 15, 20, 13 

Professional. My knowledge, skills, competence have increased. My 
understanding and/or appreciation of research have increased. 19, 14, 
23, 23, 7 

Positive comments about graduate school or expression of general satis
faction with research training and/or graduate program as it exists. 
Support for the scientist/practitioner model. 6, 7, 9, 4, 7 

Faculty involvement with research has served as a model and increased 
interest in research. 3, 3, 3, 3, 1 

My goal is to be a clinician. Learning to do research should be 
optional for clinicians (may or may not want to learn about research). 
3, 4, 4, 1, 11 

My primary goal is to be a clinician. Doing research interests me but 
clinical work interests me more. 4, 6, 4, 1, 8 

Concerns about the quality and/or relevance of research. Quality needs 
to be upgraded or definition of acceptable research needs to be 
broadened to include theoretical papers and applied research. 9, 9, 
10, 10, 3 

Faculty does not model or encourage interest in research. 3, 2, 3, 5, 
1 

Faculty is not supportive of students pursuing their own research 
interests. Pressure to work in areas of faculty interest. 2, 2, 1, 
2, 3 

Frustrated by own research which has been fraught with difficulty. 
Complaints pertaining to required format, procedural difficulties, 
problems of working in applied settings, time pressures, problems of 
working with a committee, red tape. 5, 6, 3, 5, 5 

Other negative comments about graduate school and/or general dissatis
faction with graduate program. 13, 12, 12, 15, 11 

Other comments not classifiable above. 7, 6, 7, 7, 11 
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COMQUEST Comments about the questionnaire. Percentages reported 
are based on the number of students who made comments 
about the questionnaire in each group. 
(N = 348, 97, 59, 192, 16) 

positive comments: 40, 54, 58, 27, 44 
general negative comments: 19, 12, 17, 23, 31 
negative comments including critique of specific items: 

41, 34, 25, 49, 25 

COMCODE Comments about the code used for sampling. Percentages 
represent the proportion of students in each group who 
made comments of any sort about an inconspicuous code on 
the back of the questionnaire. 

comments: 6, 4, 6, 7, 3 
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CHI SQUARE COMPARISONS OF SELECTED QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM PAIRS 

IN THE UNIVERSITY PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT, CLINICAL, 

AND PROFESSIONAL SCHOOL SAMPLES 
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Table B-l. Chi Square Comparisons of Selected Questionnaire Item Pairs 
that were Significant in the University Psychology Depart
ment Sample (N = 1893) 

. Phi Coefficient or 
Variables df tc. Cramer's Statistic*2 

SCHLNO by J0B1 32 85.95f .21* 
SCHLNO by JOB2 32 75.48f .20* 
SCHLNO by 0RIENT1 128 325.12* .23* 
SCHLNO by ORIENTS 128 310.72f .22* 
SCHLNO by SATISF 32 52.33d .17d 

SCHLNO by NOPUBS 66 115.50f 
*17f 

SCHLNO by ENTHUSR 32 70.81 .20* 
SCHLNO by CHANGE 32 54.04® .22® 
SCHLNO by ENTHUSNR 64 113.65= .17= 

SCHLNO by COMQUEST 128 118.55 .41* 

SEX by 0RIENT1 5 14.49d .09d 

SEX by ORIENT5 4 16.58 .10d 

AGE by SEX 2 12.22e .08e 

AGE by FORPTIME 2 63.57f .19* 
AGE by MAJOR 4 11.07d .05d 

AGE by NOPUBS 4 29.30* .09* 
AGE by ALL 2 6.62 .06 
AGE by ENTHUSR 2 12.10e ,08e 

YEARGRAD by ORIENT1 8 16.85d .07d 

YEARGRAD by THESIS 8 1,073.06* .60* 
YEARGRAD by DISSERT 12 581.32f .33* 
YEARGRAD by NOPUBS 4 167.39= 

*21f 
YEARGRAD by NOPRESEN 4 158.10* .20* 
YEARGRAD by ALTAP 6 16.45 .07 
YEARGRAD by ALL 4 12.29d .08d 

YEARGRAD by RELEVANT 4 12.49d .06d 

YEARGRAD by ENTHUSNR 4 10.60d .05d 

MAJOR by 0RIENT1 8 156.76* .21* 
MAJOR by ORIENTS 8 51.58* .13* 
MAJOR BY NOPUBS 2 19.45* .16* 

DEGREE by MAJOR 2 48.00* .16* 
DEGREE by ORIENT1 4 9.90d .07d 

DEGREE by ENTHUSR 1 4.13d .05d 

TIMEIP by JOB1 1 4.86d .05d 
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Table B-l. Comparisons of Questionnaire Item Pairs in the University 
Psychology Department Sample—Continued 

Phi Coefficient or 
Variables*5 df TC Cramer's Statistic0 

TIME1R by SATISF 1 
TIMElR by HYPOSIG5 1 
TIMElR by ALTAP 3 
TIMElR by ALL 1 
TIMElR by ENTHUSR 1 
TIMElR by COMMENTS 1 
TIMElR by COMQUEST 2 
TIMElR by COMCODE 1 

TIME2P by ORIENTl 4 
TIME2P by ENTHUSNR 2 

TIME2R by NONRQG 1 
TIME2R by ALTREAL 3 
TIME2R by ALL 1 
TIME2R by RELEVANT 2 

SATISF by HYPOSIG5 1 
SATISF by NONRQG 5 
SATISF by NONRQU 5 
SATISF by NONRQWHY 30 
SATISF by CHANGE 10 

.22 f  

. 27f 

. 52?  
.34 

*12f .14f 

.20* 

*17f .llf 

.08d 

.15f 

HYPOSIG5 by ALTAP 3 16.74f .12f 

HYPOSIG5 by ENTHUSR 1 25.61f .15f 

HYPOSIG5 by CHANGE 1 5.86d .09d 

NOPUBS by NOPRESEN 4 401.10f ,32f 

ALTAP by ALTREAL 9 895.56f .40f 

ALL by ALTAP 3 161.50f .30f 

ALL by ALTREAL 3 95.34f ,23f 

ENTHUSR by MAJOR 2 88.09f .22f 

ENTHUSR by ORIENTl 4 32.00f ,14f 

ENTHUSR by ORIENTS 20 48.54f .08f 

ENTHUSR by NONRQWHY 1 27.07* .15* 
ENTHUSR by NOPUBS 2 53.44f .21f 

ENTHUSR by ALL 5 115.82f .25f 

47. 81f 

25. 66f 

304. 82f 

52. 41f 

288. 63* 
32. 59 
34. 12f 

4. 53d 

79. 37f 

134. 49 f 

176. 39? 
201. 45 
24. 88f 

33. 28f 

45. 
71f 

52. 55f 

21. 36 
51. 73d 

82. 15f 

16. 74f 

25. 61f 

5. 86d 

401. 10 f 

895. 56f 

.17£ 

• 15f 

.41f 

,17f 

.40* 
f .18 

.32 

.05 
32f 
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Table B-l. Comparisons of Questionnaire Item Pairs in the University 
Psychology Department Sample—Continued 

Variables^3 df 
Phi Coefficient or 
Cramer's Statistic0 

ENTHUSNR by MAJOR 4 
ENTHUSNR by 0RIENT1 8 
ENTHUSNR by ORIENTS 8 

COMMENTS by ENTHUSR 1 
COMMENTS by CHANGE 1 
COMMENTS by COMQUEST 2 

COMQUEST by YEARGRAD 8 
COMQUEST by MAJOR 4 
COMQUEST by SATISF 2 
COMQUEST by ENTHUSR 2 

214.62f 

43..25^ 
40.00 

160.03f 

451.63f 

6.02d 

17.55d 

29.51f 

12.77e 

16.80f 

,24f 

,u 
,11£ 

,39* 
, 70f 

• 17d 

• 16d 

f21f 

,20e 

,22 f  

aSeventy-six chi squares tested out of 124 reached statistical 
significance. 

^Interpretation of variable code names can be found in 
Appendix A. Variables are listed in the order in which they appear on 
the questionnaire. 

cThe phi coefficient is used when df = 1. If df > 1, Cramer's 
statistic is used. 

dp < .05 

ep < .01 

fp < .001 
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Table B-2. Chi Square Comparisons of Selected Questionnaire Item 
Pairs that were Significant3 in the Clinical Sample 
(N = 746) 

Phi Coefficient or 
Variables df x Cramer's Statistic0 

SCHLNO by TIMElP 32 74.55f .32* 
SCHLNO by TIMElR 32 90.68f .35* 
SCHLNO by JOB1 32 100.22* 

*37f 
SCHLNO by JOB2 32 126.71f .42* 
SCHLNO by ORIENTl 128 481.23* .40* 
SCHLNO by 0RIENT5 128 408.67f .38* 
SCHLNO by NOPUBS 64 85.85d ,24d 

SCHLNO by ENTHUSR 32 51.50d . 27d 

SCHLNO by ENTHUSNR 64 97.25e . 26e 

AGE by ALL 2 9.98e .18® 

AGE by ENTHUSR 2 6.63d .10d 

YEARGRAD by ORIENTl 8 21.03® 
*12f 

YEARGRAD by ORIENTS 8 29.17 .14* 
YEARGRAD by NOPUBS 4 19.38* .11* 
YEARGRAD by NOPRESEN 4 24.98~: .13* 
YEARGRAD by RELEVANT 4 19.42 .11* 

TIMElR by SATISF 1 20.66* .3.8* 
TIME1R by ALTAP 3 133.33f .43* 
TIMElR by ALTREAL 3 34.80* .22* 
TIMElR by ALL 1 15.04 .15* 
TIMElR by ENTHUSR 1 111.40f .40* 
TIMElR by COMMENTS 1 14.96f .19* 
TIMElR by COMQUEST 2 6.44d . 26d 

TIME2P by ORIENTl 4 12.71d .13d 

TIME2R by ALTAP 3 84.21f . 34* 
TIME2R by ALTREAL 3 35.12f .26* 
TIME2R by ALL 1 11.07f .13* 
TIME2R by RELEVANT 2 12.66e .13e 

SATISF by HYPOSIG5 1 14.00* .18* 
SATISF by NONRQG 1 16.25* .16* 
SATISF by NONRQU 1 4.03* .08* 
SATISF by NONRQVJHY 1 4.27 .10d 

SATISF by CHANGE 1 15.12* .19* 
SATISF by COMQUEST 2 9.41e .33e 
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Table B-2-* Comparisons of Questionnaire Item Pairs in the Clinical 
Sample—Continued 

Variables*5 df * 2  
1 Phi Coefficient or 

Cramer's Statistic0 

NOPUBS by NOPRESEN 4 133. 09f .30f 

ALTAP by ALTREAL 9 290. 22f .36f 

ALL by ALTAP 3 68. 46f .31f 

ALL by ALTREAL 3 44. 00f .25f 

ENTHUSR by ORIENTl 4 16. 82e .15e 

ENTHUSR by ORIENTS 4 15. 02e .15e 

ENTHUSR by HYPOSIG5 1 9. 36e 
•15? 

ENTHUSR by NONRQWHY 1 13. 95* 
•18f 

ENTHUSR by NOPUBS 2 19. oei 
*16f 

ENTHUSR by ALL 1 32. 41 .21 
ENTHUSR by COMQUEST 2 10. 23e .32e 

ENTHUSNR by 0RIENT5 8 24. 07e .13e 

COMMENTS by CHANGE 1 171. 80f 
*67f COMMENTS by ENTHUSR 1 57. 24f .37f 

COMMENTS by COMQUEST 2 6. 13d .31d 

aFifty chi squares tested out of 96 reached statistical sig
nificance. 

Interpretation of variable code names can be found in Appendix 
A. Variables are listed in the order in which they appear on the ques
tionnaire. 

cThe phi coefficient is used when df = 1. If df > 1, Cramer's 
statistic is used. 

dp < .05 

ep < .01 

fp <r .001 
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Table B-3. Chi Square Comparisons of Selected Questionnaire Item Pairs 
that were Significant? in the Professional School Sample 
(N = 139) 

Variables'3 df x2 
Phi Coefficient or 
Cramer's Statistic0 

SCHLNO by 0RIENT1 8 56.42* 
•45f 

SCHLNO by ORIENTS 8 55.79* 
•47H 

SCHLNO by SATISF 2 8.61 .30 

YEARGRAD by THESIS 2 30.79^ 
*78f 

YEARGRAD by DISSERT 2 26.30 .48f 

MAJOR by J0B1 1 4.82d .21d 

MAJOR by JOB2 1 4.05d . 20 
MAJOR by RELEVANT 2 9.23e .26e 

DEGREE by MAJOR 4 15.17e . 23e 

DEGREE by J0B1 1 6.89e .24e 

DEGREE BY JOB2 1 5.97d .23d 

DEGREE by ALL 1 13.35 .33 

NOPUBS by NOPRESEN 4 13.64e .32e 

ALTAP by ALTREAL 9 60.09f .39f 

ALTAP by ALL 3 13.64e .32e 

ENTHUSR by ALL 5 17.86e .38e 

aSixteen chi squares tested out of 39 reached statistical sig
nificance. 

Interpretation of variable code names can be found in 
Appendix A. Variables are listed in the order in which they appear on 
the questionnaire. 

cThe phi coefficient is used when df = 1. If df 1, Cramer's 
statistic is used. 

dp < .05 

ep < .0*1 

fp < .001 
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