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ABSTRACT
SCIENTIST-PRACTITIONER INTERESTS, RESEARCH SELF-EFFICACY,

PERCEPTIONS OF THE RESEARCH TRAINING ENVIRONMENT AND
THEIR RELATION TO DISSERTATION PROGRESS

by

Carol Catherine Geisler

This study was designed to explore scientist interests,
practitioner interests, research self-efficacy, perceptions
of the research training environment and their relation to
dissertation progress in doctoral students who entered APA-
approved Counseling Psychology Programs between the years
1987 and 1991. Surveys including the following instruments,
Scientist-Practitioner Inventory, Self-Efficacy Research
Measure, Research Training Environment Scale, and the
Dissertation and Demographic Questionnaire, were mailed to
23 programs. A total of 255 subjects returned usable
surveys.

The major findings at the .05 level of significance of
this study were that: (a) research self-efficacy was
positively related to dissertation progress, (b) perceptions
of the research training environment were not significantly
related to dissertation progress, (c) scientist interest and
research self-efficacy were positively interrelated, (4)
perceptions of the research training environment varied
across programs, and (e) using discriminant function

analysis, research self-efficacy was the most influential



predictor of dissertation progress (other variables did not
make a significant contribution). Implications of these
findings for training of counseling psychologists are

discussed.
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- INTRODUCTION

Counseling Psychology has traditionally espoused the
scientist-practitioner model of education and training first
discussed at the Boulder Conference in 1949 and more
recently at the Georgia Conference in 1987. An underlying
assumption of this model is a balance of training in
research and practice with the aspiration that counseling
psychologists will value and use both professionally.
However, Counseling Psychology has traditionally focused and
placed more importance on the practitioner side of the model
(Magoon & Holland, 1984). In a survey of APA-approved
counseling psychology training directors, Galassi, Brooks,
Stoltz, and Trexler (1986) found that programs indeed
perceive themselves as placing more emphasis on the
practitioner dimension of training. Watkins, Lopez,
Campbell, and Himmell (1986) surveyed 716 APA members who
were either counseling psychologists or clinical
psychologists, and found that both professions primarily
identify with the practitioner role.

Mike Patton chose the theme of his year as President of
APA Division 17 (1990-1991) "Science into Practice, and
Practice into Science." 1In a Division 17 Newsletter (1990),
he stated that the basic premise of the scientist-
practitioner model is the underlying theme that unites all

1
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counseling psychologists, regardless of their theoretical
orientation or interests. He strongly suggests that
building a more effective interface between science and
practice may be the field’s key to the future. In his final
letter as President (Division 17 Newsletter, 1991), Patton
outlined the top 10 problems and challenges he saw facing
counseling psychologists. 1Included in the list was:

...education in the scientist-practitioner

tradition. Too many doctoral programs do not

integrate science and practice throughout the

curriculum, and too many internship centers ignore

science altogether. The danger for us is

producing highly credentialed graduates who can

function only as skilled technicians, not as

thoughtful scientist/practitioners (p. 1).

A task force, Project to Integrate Practice and Science
(PIPS), was established in 1991 to examine the scientist-
practitioner model of training. One goal included promoting
the integration of science and practice in both research and
practice settings, and a second was conducting descriptive
studies of the Scientist/Practitioner to better understand
how they think and function.

Examining graduate students as they are developing into
scientist-practitioners, as this dissertation does, can
provide useful information. The dissertation, typically,
plays a key role in the development of the scientific
dimension of training for counseling psychologists and may

impact future research productivity. Therefore, it is worth

examining how scientist interests and practitioner interests
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influence dissertation progress in counseling psychology

graduate students.






REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Garcia, Malott & Brethower (1988) report that "of all
students entering graduate school, as many as one half drop
out before obtaining the M.A. or Ph.D. Degrees" (p. 186).
In addition, of those who do drop out, 25% do so after
completing their courses but before completing their
dissertations. Porter, Chubin, Rossini, Boeckmann, and
Connolly (1982) found that if a person with a doctorate did
not publish an article within two years after graduation,
that person was not ever likely to do so.

Gelso (1979) suggested that students enter into a
counseling psychology program with some ambivalence about
research and often the positive end of this ambivalence is
not adequately tapped and nurtured in research training
environments. He suggested 10 key ingredients for
positively influencing students’ attitudes towards research.
They include: 1) faculty modeling appropriate scientific
behavior; 2) faculty and the environment reinforcing
scientific activity among students; 3) early and minimally
threatening involvement in research; 4) separating research
and research design from statistics; 5) "looking inward" for
research questions and ideas 6) teaching students how
science could be partly a social experience as well as an

isolated, private one; 7) making students aware that all
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experiments are flawed and limited; 8) teaching and modeling
a variety of research styles; 9) encouraging students to do
research that applies directly to their clinical experience;
and 10) focusing training on how research gets done in
agencies. Royalty, Gelso, Mallinckrodt, and Garrett (1986)
found in a survey of 358 students from 10 APA-approved
Counseling Psychology programs that training programs varied
in both their impact on research attitudes as well as
perceptions of research training environments.

Holland (1986) purported that the lack of research in
the field of Counseling Psychology arises because of the
pergonality types that are drawn to counseling psychology.
Social types may be less prone to doing research than
Investigative types. Studies have shown that counseling
psychology, on average, tends to attract more "Social" types
than "Investigative" types on the Holland Codes (Holland,
1986) . Students who are in graduate programs may be doing
research out of necessity rather than desire (Betz, 1986).

DeMuse’s (1987) study of 39 Industrial/Organizational
psychology programs suggested a strong relation between
students’ opinions of program quality and research
productivity. In at least two studies (Gelso, 1979;
Watkins, Lopez, Campbell & Himmell, 1986) the modal number
of annual publications for counseling psychologists was
found to be zero. Royalty et al. (1986) examined ten

Counseling Psychology programs and found that programs had
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differing impacts on students’ attitudes towards research.
Thus, perceptions of research training environments seem to
be an important factor in dissertation progress.

Shemberg, Keeley, and Blum (1989) surveyed 62 directors
of clinical training and found that non-traditional research
(e.g., phenomenological studies, surveys, library research,
and case histories) were not as accepted or valued as
traditional methods of research for completing
dissertations. Thus, most graduate students who complete
research have traditional empirical designs. "Many continue
to define science narrowly in very traditional terms"
(Shemberg, Keeley & Blum, 1989, p. 192).

Many practicing clinical psychologists do not
contribute to or even read the empirical literature (Barlow
et al., 1984; Haynes, Lemsky, & Sexton-Radek, 1987). The
Georgia Conference Research Work Group proposed that
research self-efficacy in graduate training be examined
(Gelso, Betz, Friedlander, Helms, Hill, Patton, Super, &
Wampold, 1988). Bandura (1977) first introduced the concept
of self-efficacy, which represents one’s beliefs about the
ability to perform a certain task or behavior. Bandura
(1986) suggested four sources of information from which one
derives his/her self-efficacy: personal performance, or
accomplishments; vicarious experience, that is learning
through another person’s experience; social persuasion, or

verbal persuasion; and finally, emotional arousal or one’s
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physiological state. Bandura suggested that these sources
of information continually interact to determine one’s
behavior. In addition to the sources of self-efficacy,
Bandura defined three dimensions of self-efficacy: level,
or the degree of difficulty of a behavior that one feels
capable of performing; strength, or the confidence which a
person has to complete a given task; and generality, or the
span of circumstances in which a person considers
him/herself to be successful.

Phillips (1991) examined the relationship of research
self-efficacy and perceptions of the research training
environment to research productivity for graduate students
in counseling psychology. Research self-efficacy was
significantly related to both research productivity and
perceptions of the research training environment.

Mallinckrodt, Gelso, and Royalty (1990) found that
training environments, persons and person-environment
interactions all influence research interest. More
specifically, they found that

positive change in research interest was related

to (a) conveying to students that all experiments

are flawed and that a particular study need not

make a great contribution to knowledge to be worth

doing and (b) ‘wedding science to practice’ - that

is, teaching students to use their clinical

experiences as a source of research ideas (p. 30).
They suggested that changes in the research training

environment may increase levels of student research

productivity.
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For many graduate students, the dissertation may be
their first experience with research and this may profoundly
influence their subsequent thoughts and attitudes about
research. By examining some of the internal factors, such
as research self-efficacy, and external factors such as the
nature of the research training environment, this study may
be helpful in discovering which factors predict a successful
first research experience. Such information could prove
valuable in re-designing a scientist dimension of training
programs in counseling psychology.

A comprehensive literature review produced no articles
on dissertation progress in Counseling Psychology.
Muszynski and Akamatsu (1991) examined delay in completion
of doctoral dissertations in clinical psychology and found
that "cognitive and affective factors related to
procrastination are predictive of delay in completion of
dissertations among clinical psychology students" (p. 122).
However, several articles related to dissertation progress
were found in other fields (e.g., Jacks, Chubin, Porter, &
Connolly, 1983; Monsour & Corman, 1991). These studies
examined a wide range of variables such as advisor/advisee
relationship, student relationship with the dissertation
committee, finances, family obligations, procrastination,
job offers, and internal vs. external locus of control. 1In
general, there has been little consistency in the variables

examined across studies.
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The doctorate is the standard entry level
accomplishment for counseling psychology and a dissertation
is required in all APA-apéroved Counseling Psychology
programs. Yet, a review of the literature suggests that
little is known about what predicts successful completion of
a dissertation in Counseling Psychology. I intend to
examine this issue. 1In addition, this study may provide
some insight as to why the modal rate of annual publications
in Counseling Psychology is zero (Gelso, 1979; Watkins,
Lopez, Campbell, & Himmell, 1986), in spite of the fact that
most training programs espouse a scientist-practitioner
model of training.

Problem Statement

There is a need to examine variables that predict
successful dissertation progress in APA-approved Counseling
Psychology programs.

The purpose of this study is to expand the empirical
base of information regarding the training of counseling
psychologists in the area of research. Specifically, this
study will examine scientist-practitioner interests,
perceptions of the research training environment, and
research self-efficacy and their relation to dissertation

progress.



METHOD

Desian

This exploratory study was a descriptive field study
with a passive design using cluster sampling and survey
analysis. Heppner, Kivlighan, and Wampold (1992) describe
descriptive designs as,

... research strategies that enable the

investigator to describe the occurrence of

variables, the underlying dimensions in a set of

variables, or the relationship between or among

variables (p. 194).
The study was designed to garner more information about
variables that may be related to dissertation and program
completion. Participants were not assigned to groups and
the independent variables were not intentionally
manipulated, therefore the design is best described as a
passive design. Doctoral programs in Counseling Psychology
were used as clusters for the cluster sample and individuals
within the programs were surveyed for the analyses.
Scheaffer, Mendenhall, & Ott (1986) describe as a cluster
sample as, "A simple random sample in which each sampling
unit is a collection, or cluster, of elements" (p. 197).
Sample

Computations for a one-stage cluster-sampling design

were used to determine the number of APA-approved Counseling

Psychology programs necessary for this study. There were

10
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fifty-eight fully accredited APA-approved doctoral programs
in counseling psychology (APA, 1993), thus the total number
of clusters in the population was 58. Provisionally
approved programs were not considered for this study.
Because all programs met APA standards, clusters were
assumed to be fairly similar. The average size of a cluster
was determined by calculating the average number of students
admitted each year to all APA-approved Counseling Psychology
programs. The following variables were taken into
consideration as elements in the cluster that may be related
to dissertation progress: (a) number of full-time and part-
time faculty; (b) whether or not the program accepted only
those students who already had a master’s degree; (c) the
number of degrees awarded per year; (d) the number of
applications received per year; (e) the number of students
enrolled on a full-time and part-time basis; (f) the
percentage of students who completed a program once they
were accepted; (g) the number of hours needed to complete a
doctorate degree; (h) whether or not pre-dissertation
research was required; and (i) self-identification as a
scientist-practitioner program. Taking the aforementioned
variables into account, a cluster sample size of twenty-four
programs was calculated.

Twenty four APA-approved Counseling Psychology programs
were then randomly selected to participate in the study.

Twenty of the original twenty-four programs that were
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selected agreed to participate, two declined to participate
due to policy reasons, and two did not respond to phone and
letter inquiries. Therefore, four more programs were
randomly selected; of these, three participated and one did
not. The final number of programs participating was twenty-
three. Two programs were located at the same university,
but in different departments.

Approximately 870 surveys were sent to the twenty-three
selected programs. Three hundred thirty-one subjects
completed usable surveys. However, only 255 surveys were
used in the data analyses because these represented students
who entered their doctoral programs during the years 1987-
1991 (see Table 1). These years were pre-selected because
they should comprise those students who have recently
completed their dissertation or have been in the final
stages of dissertation completion, which was the topic of
interest in this study. There was a fairly even
distribution of subjects from the years of interest
(1987=38, 1988=53, 1989=54, 1990=52, 1991=58). The lower
number for 1987 may be attributed to those students having
been out of their programs for a longer period of time and
therefore being more difficult to locate.

The initial count of 870 surveys was based upon an
estimate of the number of students admitted during the years
of interest. This number represented an overestimate, as

some requests by programs for surveys may have been
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Table 1.

Distribution and Return of Surveys from Each Program.

Survey sent

Directly to

Number Number  Subject by Return

Program Mailed Returned Researcher Rate
Program 1 & 2 60 15 No 25%
Program 3 46 17 No 37%
Program 4 44 22 Yes 50%
Program 5 41 13 No 32%
Program 6 42 9 No 21%
Program 7 25 6 Yes 24%
Program 8 53 7 Yes 13%
Program 9 52 15 Yes 29%
Program 10 25 8 Yes 32%
Program 11 13 3 Yes 23%
Program 12 54 22 Yes 41%
Program 13 18 5 Yes 28%
Program 14 31 8 Yes 26%
Program 15 86 9 Yes 10%
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Table 1 continued

Program 16 24 8 Yes 33%
Program 17 20 9 Yes 45%
Program 18 26 11 Yes 42%
Program 19 20 5 No 25%
Program 20 65 25 No 38%
Program 21 30 7 Yes 23%
Program 22 35 9 No 26%
Program 23 60 22 No 37%
Total 870 255 30%

exaggerated, given the actual number of students enrolled.
For example, APA’s Graduate Study in Psychology (1993)
reports one program as having approximately 45 full-time
students, but that program requested 65 surveys.

In addition, several incomplete or unusable surveys
were returned to the researcher. Examples include: The
participant was not admitted during the years of interest;
the participant was not in the counseling psychology
program, but in a different program in the same department;

and the participant was no longer at the current address.
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The overall response rate based on initial counts requested
by programs varied from 10% to 50%, with an average of 30%.

Table 2 contains demographic information about the
sample. The sample consisted of 171 females (67%) and 84
males (33%). Their ages ranged from twenty-five to fifty-
six (M=36, SD=6.834). The majority (85%) of the subjects
self-identified as Caucasian, followed by Chicano/Latino
(4%), African American (4%), Other (3%), Asian American (2%)
and Native American (2%). In terms of partner status, most
subjects were married (57%), followed by those who were
single (22%), living with partner (9%), in a committed
relationship but not living together (5%), divorced (4%),
widowed (2%), and separated (1%). Psychology was the most
frequently reported undergraduate major (64%), with the
other 39 reported majors varying from nursing to mechanics.

Demographic information about graduate students in
Counseling Psychology programs was not readily available.
However, Gelso et al. (1986) surveyed 358 graduate students
in ten counseling psychology programs. Their sample
included 167 males (45%) and 190 females. Ethnicity and
partner status were not reported. The age range for Gelso’s
sample was 22 - 52 with a mean of 31 years. The current
sample reports having more females, which should be expected
given the nine year time difference. The age range is

similar to that in Gelso’s study.
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Table 2.
rcentages of Sa Dem ics.
Percentage

Gender Male 33%
Female 67%

Age 25-30 24%
31-35 26%
36-40 22%
41-45 14%
46-50 11%
51-56 3%

Ethnicity Caucasian 85%
Chicano/Latino 4%
African American 4%
Other 3%
Asian American 2%

Native American

2%
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Table 2 Continued

Partner Status Married 57%
Single 22%
Living with 9%
Partner
Committed 5%

Relationship but

not Living

Together

Divorced 4%
Widowed 2%
Separated 1%

Instruments
The Scientist-Practitioner Inventory for Psychology.

The Scientist-Practitioner Inventory for Psychology (SPI)
(Leong & Zachar, 1991) (Appendix A) is designed to measure
scientist and practitioner interests of psychology students.
Research indicates that "graduate students in psychology
tend to be interested in either science or practice, but
rarely both" (Leong & Zachar, 1991, p. 340). The inventory
consists of 42 items. Twenty-one items measure scientist

interests and 21 items measure practitioner interests, using
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a four-point Likert scale. Test reliability was
demonstrated by the authors to be .85 for the scientist
scale and .93 for the practitioner scale. The scientist
scale has been positively correlated with Holland’s VPI
Investigative occupational interests, and the practitioner
scale positively correlated with Holland’s VPI Social
occupational interests, demonstrating initial construct
validity for the instrument (Leong & Zachar, 1991). The
seven subscales of the SPI were not used for this study
because of low reliability rates reported by the authors.

he Research Tr in i ent Scale. The Research
Training Environment Scale (RTES; Royalty et al., 1986;
Appendix B) is a forty-five item inventory based on nine of
the ten "ingredients" Gelso (1979) proposed to enhance
research training environments: faculty modeling of
scientific behavior, reinforcement of student research,
early involvement in research, untying of statistics and
research, facilitating students, looking inward for research
ideas, science as a partly social experience, teaching that
all experiments are flawed and limited, focusing on varied
styles of investigation, and the wedding of science and
clinical practice. The overall reliability for the
instrument is good (alpha = .92) as is the test-retest
reliability, .83. 1In addition to a total score, there are

nine subscales which vary in reliability (r = .57 to r =
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.84). These subscales were not used in this study, but may

be used in further analysis of the data.

Self-Effic e easure. The Self-Efficacy

Research Measure (SERM; Appendix C) was developed by

Phillips (1991) using a procedure suggested by Bandura
(1977) to measure self-efficacy within a specific area.
Phillips used factor analysis to evaluate four areas:
research design; practical research skills; quantitative and
computer skills; and writing skills. Graduate students were
asked to generate a list of tasks related to the four areas.
The tasks were then randomly ordered and participants were
asked to respond to each task, using a 10-point Likert-type
scale. The total score is the mean strength of overall
research self-efficacy. The instrument consists of thirty-
three items and internal consistency reliability was
reported at alpha = .96.

The Demographic and Dissertation Questionnaire. The
Demographic and Dissertation Questionnaire (DDQ; Appendix D)
was developed for this study, and pilot tested on graduate

students in the APA approved Counseling Psychology program
at the University of Utah. The first section of the DDQ
asks several demographic questions such as age, gender,
ethnicity, year in program, marital status, number of
children, and partner status. Several items related to
Program progress, including thesis status, comprehensive

exam status, internship status, and dissertation status are
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asked in the second section. The third section asks
participants to self-identify their Holland codes. Tasks
necessary to complete a dissertation are listed in the
fourth section, and participants are asked to check all that
apply. A similar system is used in obtaining information
about previous research experience. Subjects are then asked
to rank order their preferred place of employment after
graduation. The final section includes several qualitative
questions about their graduate school experience.
Procedure

Pilot study. In March of 1994 a cover letter and a
copy of the most current DDQ were sent to the twenty-five
students who entered the doctoral program in Counseling
Psychology at the University of Utah between the years 1989
and 1992. The participants were asked to fill out the
survey and provide feedback on how to improve the survey.
Sixteen students responded which resulted in a return rate
of sixty-four percent. Of those who responded, eighty
percent were female and twenty percent male and the mean age
was thirty-six (SD = 6.834). The majority were Caucasian
(86%) followed by Asian (7%) and Asian American (7%). Forty
percent were single, forty percent married, thirteen percent
divorced and seven percent living with a partner. 1In terms
of progress in the program, forty-seven percent had passed
comprehensive exams and fifty-three percent had completed

all of the required coursework. Although no one had
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completed internship, one third of the students were
currently at their internship site.

None of the participants in the pilot study had
completed their dissertation. About half of the students
had selected their chairperson and had picked a topic.
Forty-four percent had started writing their proposal, and
approximately one-third of the students had defended their
proposals. Participants were asked when they expected to
complete the dissertation and the response range was five
years, 1994 to 1998. Sixty percent of the students planned
to do a qualitative dissertation.

Overall, students in the pilot study reported a high
rate of involvement with research prior to, or concurrent
with their dissertation. Seventy-five percent had worked
with a faculty member on a research project, forty-four
percent reported having a research mentor, and all of the
students had collected data.

Feedback was used from the pilot study to make minor
revisions of the Demographic and Dissertation Questionnaire.
For example, the format of several questions were changed to
make the survey easier to read, and the wording on the types
of dissertation was clarified.

Primary Study

The secretary, the administrative assistant, and/or the

training director at each of the selected schools was

contacted, and he or she assisted in facilitating the
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distribution and collection of survey materials. Complete
mailing lists were requested from each school for students
who met the criteria for the study. Fifteen schools were
willing to cooperate and sent names and addresses of
students with whom they maintained contact. There were
several problems with this approach, however. Few schools
keep track of students who have graduated from their
programs and therefore did not have current addresses. For
those schools which could provide names of students who had
met the selection criteria, but who had not current
addresses, the researcher worked with the alumni office or
other students in that cohort to attempt to locate
participants. This process resulted in a minimal degree of
success. Eight schools had policies which prohibited
providing names and/or addresses of current and/or past
students. Surveys were mailed to these schools and then a
contact person was responsible for either putting the
surveys in students’ mailboxes, or addressing pre-paid
envelopes and mailing the surveys.

The survey packet included a cover letter (Appendix E),
The SPI (Leong & Zachar, 1991), The RT<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>