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The internship is one of the most important components of doctoral training in 

professional psychology.  Given the serious problem of the internship imbalance, applicant and 

program characteristics that constitute a good “fit” with internship training programs have 

become of greater interest as securing an internship becomes a more competitive process.  This 

study surveyed internship applicants from programs part of the Council of University Directors 

of Clinical Psychology (CUDCP), before and after the 2010 and 2011 match days. Number of 

interview offers was found to be the factor most consistently associated with successfully 

matching, and several other applicant characteristics salient to matching and obtaining interview 

offers were identified, including applicant personality.  Additionally, personal accounts, but not 

empirical evidence, of going unmatched have attested to the psychological distress associated 

with this event. In the current study, while going unmatched was not found to be equitable to a 

traumatic stressor, evidence was found to support significant decrease in subjective well-being 

with respect to immediate distress.  Findings are discussed in terms of the predictability of and 

implications for the match process and internship imbalance, and recommendations are made for 

future research directions.  
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INTRODUCTION 

The internship is an essential aspect of a doctoral education in professional psychology.  

It represents a capstone experience of professional development and an integration of the 

knowledge acquired during one’s graduate career, and is one of the final steps toward earning the 

doctorate (Collins, Callahan, & Klonoff, 2007; Lamb, Baker, Jennings, & Yarvis, 1982). The 

internship experience is also a requirement for all American Psychological Association (APA) 

accredited programs (Committee on Accreditation, 2008).   Thus, much of graduate training is 

aimed at preparing students to secure a quality internship that is consistent with their desired 

training and career goals (Stedman, 2007).  For at least the last decade, however, our field has 

been faced with the problem of the ever-growing internship match imbalance (Baker, 

McCutcheon, & Keilin, 2007; Baker, McCutcheon, & Peranson, 2007; Keilin, Thorn, Rodolfa, 

Constantine, & Kaslow, 2000; Thorn & Dixon, 1999; Oehlert & Lopez, 1998).  Conceptualized 

by many as a supply-demand or “bottleneck” problem (e.g., Baker, McCutcheon, & Keilin, 

2007; Keilin, Baker, McCutcheon, & Peranson, 2007; Rodolfa, Bell, Bieschke, Davis, & 

Peterson, 2007), the number of applicants simply exceeds the number of available internship 

sites, resulting in a large number of unmatched students each year—over 800 in the most recent 

match.  There does not seem to be improvement in these statistics, either.  The percentage of 

students unmatched each year has stayed within the range of about 21-25% since 2007 (APPIC 

Match Statistics, 2011) and some predict an increase in this rate as there is more “carry-over” 

each year consisting of unplaced applicants from the previous match (Keilin et al., 2000).  The 

crisis of the internship imbalance is well-recognized, and there have been a number of suggested 

solutions from many perspectives on this problem (e.g., Collins, Callahan, & Klonoff, 2007; 

Hatcher, 2011, Rodolfa et al., 2007, Baker et al., 2007, Madson et al., 2007).  Certainly, the 
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internship shortage is and should be considered an urgent problem.  At the same time, it is also 

important that factors associated with successfully matching are adequately examined (Callahan, 

Collins, & Klonoff, 2010; Ginkel, Davis, & Michael, 2010). As the imbalance grows, 

competition among applicants vying for internship positions increases, drawing greater attention 

to applicant characteristics that increase the chances of successfully matching (Ginkel, Davis, & 

Michael, 2010).  

 

What Makes a Good “Match” in the Match? 

The assumption is often made by both graduate students and faculty that students who 

acquire a competitive number of clinical hours, publications, integrated reports, etc. during their 

graduate training will be more likely to successfully match (Bieschke, Davis, Peterson, Bell, 

Hatcher, & Rodolfa, 2011).  However, recent findings indicate that these kinds of educational 

factors together only account for a small proportion (about 4%) of the variance in match 

outcomes (Callahan, Collins, & Klonoff, 2010).  At the same time, type of training and other 

characteristics do have some influence on match rates.  For instance, students trained within a 

scientist-practitioner model generally have higher match rates than students in programs with a 

greater emphasis on practice (Neimeyer, Rice, & Keilin, 2007).  Regardless, consideration of 

only applicant characteristics, while useful and important, does not fully elucidate the process of 

matching successfully.  A competent, well-qualified applicant with a training focus in one area 

may not be preferred by an internship placement with a focus in a different area—degree of “fit” 

between an applicant’s training and type or setting of the internship may be one of the most 

important factors considered by internship sites (Neimeyer et al., 2007; Ginkel, Davis, & 

Michael, 2010; Rodolfa et al., 1999). Therefore, although there are expected pre-existing, entry-
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level competencies that continue to develop during the internship year (Collins, Callahan, & 

Klonoff, 2007), it may be more useful to examine applicant characteristics and match outcomes 

as they relate to securing particular kinds of internships (Callahan, Collins, & Klonoff, 2010; 

Collins, Callahan, & Klonoff, 2007).   

 

Applicant Personality and “Fit” 

Goodness of fit between the applicant and the internship site appears to be crucial.  

Internship sites look for a good match between their training program and an applicant’s career 

goals (Rodolfa et al., 1999).  But there is also indication that they are interested in personal 

characteristics of applicants, including personality, which provide a foundation for developing 

competencies (Collins, Callahan, & Klonoff, 2007).  It is generally acknowledged that graduate 

programs in psychology value applicants with certain personality characteristics, such as 

emotional maturity and integrity (Appleby, Keenan, & Mauer, 1999), as well as other common 

selection criteria such as research experience (Norcross, Kohut, & Wicherski, 2005; Landrum, 

Jeglum, & Cashin, 1994).  Research examining inclusion and exclusion criteria utilized by 

internship site directors in selecting applicants during the APPIC match has similarly found 

fairly consistent results, with educational and program factors such as APA accreditation, broad 

clinical experience, letters of recommendation, and lack of uncompleted academic requirements 

carrying a significant amount of weight, behind fit (e.g., Rodolfa, 1999).  However, a more 

recent investigation by Ginkel, Davis, and Michael (2010) reexamined selection criteria used by 

training directors, and found that while fit and educational requirements remain important, a 

greater weight was placed on applicant personality characteristics than previously indicated.  
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However, no research has been conducted to determine which, if any, specific personality traits 

are consistently valued by internship sites or are associated with successfully matching.   

In considering the role of personality characteristics, it is notable that both Rodolfa et al. 

(1999) and Ginkel, Davis, and Michael (2010) found the internship interview to be a significant 

exclusion criterion in the selection of interns, with the interview ranked as much more important 

in 2010 than in 1999.  Ginkel, Davis, and Michael (2010) also found that professional demeanor 

and personal reactions to the applicant were within the top 10 exclusion criteria, and suggest that 

as competition increases due the shortage of internships and glut of applicants, that “personality 

characteristics might be the deciding factor that separates [applicants] from their peers” (p. 217).    

Furthermore, research examining the Big Five personality traits and job interview success 

suggest that personality characteristics are important in both obtaining an interview and in 

interview performance (e.g., Caldwell & Burger, 1998).  The authors suggest that personality 

traits influence factors such as interview preparation behaviors as well as the way one is 

perceived by an interviewer.   

 

Psychological Reactions of Unmatched Applicants 

The persisting assumption that students who successfully match are competent and well-

prepared naturally leads students who do not match to question themselves (Baker et al., 2007; 

Veed et al., 2009). Not matching is considered to be a devastating experience (Madson et al., 

2007) associated with negative emotional effects (Lopez, Draper, & Reynolds, 2001), which may 

range from shock and denial to doubt that he or she belongs in the chosen profession (Veed et al., 

2009).  However, applicant distress following going unmatched has not yet been empirically 

established. 
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The emotional stress associated with not matching may also extend to those close to the 

applicant, such as family members, and may potentially influence a student’s ability to work 

effectively with clients.  Furthermore, not securing an internship can have practical consequences 

such as accruing another year of educational debt and spending another year in graduate school, 

thus delaying entry into the job market (Madson et al., 2007).  Regardless of the explanation for 

not matching, it seems to have serious potential psychological and other consequences.   

 

The New Match 

 In 2011, APPIC introduced a new match process, Phase II, which replaced the match 

clearinghouse and was in part geared toward reducing distress of unmatched applicants.  Prior to 

2011, students applying for internship who did not match to an internship site on match day then 

had the option of entering into the APPIC match clearinghouse in order to attempt to secure an 

internship.  Clearinghouse was a rapid, extremely stressful process occurring the following 

Monday after match day.  Internship sites with vacant positions were made available to 

unmatched students, who, experiencing the demoralization of finding out they did not match, 

frantically submitted applications and cover letters-- often with the help of trusted colleagues 

(Veed et al., 2009).  Sites so quickly interviewed students via telephone and made offers, that 

some positions were inevitably filled before all applicants were able to respond or apply.  

Needless to say, clearinghouse was a chaotic experience for both applicants and internship sites.  

Alternately, Phase II can be described as an accelerated process nearly identical to the match 

(now called Phase I).  Students who do not match and sites with unfilled positions after Phase I 

are offered participation in Phase II, a separate match process lasting about a month from the 

time that applicants submit applications to the time of Phase II match day (when applicants 
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receive notification of match outcome).   According to APPIC (2011), “The purpose of this 

second phase is to provide applicants with a more equitable, organized, and humane way of 

seeking unfilled internship positions.”  It is also noted on APPIC’s website that the new Phase II 

process is not meant to remedy the internship imbalance, although it is expected that most 

unmatched applicants from Phase I will obtain internships during Phase II. Unfortunately, 

APPIC reported that 21% of total applicants did not match in 2011.  For students that do not 

match in Phase II, APPIC will host a post-match vacancy service that will notify unmatched 

students of available internships if they become available later during the year.  To date, no 

research exists comparing match rates and applicant distress in clearinghouse, last occurring in 

2010, to Phase II, implemented in 2011.   

 

The Present Study 

 The present study sought to build upon and extend research looking at the 2009 APPIC 

match (Callahan, Collins, & Klonoff, 2007) by examining a large number of applicant and 

program characteristics associated with matching in 2010 and 2011.  Students in this present 

study were educated in programs that are members of the Council of University Directors of 

Clinical Psychology (CUDCP).  Personality characteristics associated with both matching and 

securing internship interviews are also explored.  

 A third purpose of this study was to quantify psychological distress of unmatched 

applicants both in 2010 and 2011, with respect to both immediate and long-term distress.  It was 

hypothesized that the experience of not matching, which is generally considered highly 

distressing, may result in symptoms similar to a traumatic stressor.  
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METHODOLOGY 

 Data for this study was obtained via recruitment of directors of clinical training (DCTs) at 

Council of University Directors of Clinical Psychology (CUDCP) member programs, and 

consisted of both a pre and post-match survey for students .  All participants in this study were 

treated ethically in adherence to the ethical principles of psychologists (American Psychological 

Association, 2002), with approval of the Institutional Review Board.  Immediately after the 

deadline for ranking of internship site preference, DCTs were asked to forward a recruitment 

email to internship applicants in their programs asking them to complete a pre-match survey.  

Applicants used curriculum vitae and their APPI information to answer the questions in order to 

obtain the most recent information about applicant characteristics at the time of internship 

application.  Because it was anticipated that the outcome of match day might influence student 

responses on the survey, it was required that surveys be submitted prior to “match day,” when 

students find out whether they “matched” at an internship site. Applicants were then contacted 

via an email they provided to request participation in post-match surveying.  To maintain 

confidentiality, applicants were asked to use a unique identifier that connected their pre and post-

match survey data.   

Measures 

Trauma Screening Questionnaire (TSQ).  The Trauma Screening Questionnaire (TSQ; 

Brewin et al., 2002) is based on the PTSD Symptom Scale—Self Report (PSS-SR; Foa et al., 

1993) and consists of 10 items.  There are 5 “re-experiencing” and 5 “arousal” items as they 

relate to PTSD, which are answered “yes” or “no.”  For example, one re-experiencing question 

reads, “Upsetting thoughts or memories about the event that have come into your mind against 

your will.”  A person who endorses at least 6 items is considered to screen positive for PTSD.  
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The TSQ has been found to be successful in predicting PTSD with very high sensitivity (.86) and 

specificity (.93), and is comparable to the Clinician Administered PTSD Scale (CAPS) in 

predicting PTSD (Brewin, 2005).  In the current study, the 10 questions are included within the 

2010 and 2011 pre and post-match surveys, where applicants were given the following 

instructions:  “For the remaining questions on this page, please consider the experience of being 

notified that you did not match as ‘the event’ referred to and describe how you have felt since the 

notification that you did not match.” Participants are then answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’ for each item.  

The TSQ within the pre-match surveys examines continued distress in applicants who did not 

match at all the previous year, and are again applying for internship.  The TSQ within the post-

match survey examines distress associated with the immediate aftermath of not matching in the 

current match process.  The TSQ within the pre-match surveys examines continued distress in 

applicants who did not match at all the previous year, and are again applying for internship.  The 

TSQ within the post-match survey examines distress associated with the immediate aftermath of 

not matching in the current match process.    

International Personality Item Pool (IPIP). The IPIP is a multi-scale measure of normal 

personality that consists of 300 self-report items, answered using a 5-point Likert-type scale.   

The version of the IPIP used here was designed to measure the domains and facets of Costa and 

McCrae’s (1992) NEO Personality Inventory, Revised (NEO-PI-R). The IPIP has five domain 

scales, each representing a Big Five personality trait, with each domain measuring several facets 

of the specified trait (i.e. neuroticism [anxiety, hostility, depression, self-consciousness, 

impulsivity, and vulnerability], extraversion [warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, activity, 

excitement-seeking, and positive emotions], openness [fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, actions, 

ideas, and values], agreeableness [trust, modesty, compliance, altruism, straightforwardness, and 
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tender mindedness], and conscientiousness [competence, self-discipline, achievement-striving, 

dutifulness, order, and deliberation]).  
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RESULTS 

Participation Rates 

 In 2010, 236 applicants completed the pre-match survey.  At the post-match follow-up, 

84.7% of these students participated.   A total of 365 students participated in the pre-match 

survey in the 2011 sample, with 70.4% participating in the Phase I match follow-up survey, and 

53.1% participating in the Phase II match follow-up survey.  

 

Applicant Characteristics 

 The present study first sought to replicate the analyses of Callahan, Collins, and Klonoff 

(2010) in examining the relationship of various applicant characteristics on match outcome.  

Applicants from the 2010 and 2011 samples were very similar and also closely resembled the 

2009 sample described by Callahan, Collins, and Klonoff (2010; see Table 1).  In the 2010 

sample of 236 applicants, the majority were female (79.1%), U.S. citizens (90.6%), White (non-

Hispanic; 82.9%), and heterosexual (92.7%).  In the 2011 sample of 373 applicants, most were 

also female (77.3%), U.S. citizens (94.2%), White (non-Hispanic; 78.7%), and heterosexual 

(91.7%).  The average age was 29.00 (SD = 3.70) in the 2010 sample, and nearly identical in the 

2011 sample (M = 29.16, SD = 3.80). Six (2.6%) applicants in 2010 and 16 (4.4%) in 2011 

reported having a disability, while 80% of disabled 2010 applicants and 23.1% of disabled 2011 

applicants indicated that their disability was evident during the application process. In 2010, two 

of the applicants (0.9%) indicate that they entered the match as a couple, and 55.4% reported that 

they were married or partnered.  Similarly, in 2011, 51.5% were married or partnered and 1.7% 

of applicants participated in the couples match.  Most applicants indicated no responsibility for 

dependents (84.6% in 2010 and 83.7% in 2011).   
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 Table 2 displays educational and program characteristics of applicants in the 2010 and 

2011 samples.  The majority of applicants in both samples came from clinical psychology Doctor 

of Philosophy (Ph.D) programs (98.7% in 2010 and 95.6% in 2011), as opposed to Doctor of 

Psychology (Psy.D) programs (87.6% in 2010 and 92.3% in 2011), and were trained within a 

scientist-practitioner model (76% in 2010 and 79.5% 2011).  Over 90% of students in both 

samples indicated their program was accredited by the American Psychology Association (APA) 

or the Canadian Psychology Association (CPA).  Sizes of incoming doctoral classes averaged 

approximately 9 students for the 2010 and 2011 samples, and number of students applying for 

internship from an applicant’s program averaged 8.82 (SD = 5.67) in 2010 and 7.65 (SD = 4.78) 

in 2011.  For both samples, students applying to internship had been enrolled in their programs 

for about 5 years.  Most students in both 2010 and 2011 (99.6% and 98.5%, respectively) 

completed their comprehensive exams prior to match day.  Additionally, the majority of students 

in both samples completed their dissertation proposals prior to the match (91.2% in 2010 and 

89.8% in 2011).  A small proportion of 2010 applicants (8.4%) and 2011 applicants (5.1%) in 

these samples completed their final dissertation defense before match day.  Students were also 

surveyed regarding their practicum setting experience during their doctoral training.  A majority 

of students in both samples (78.4% in 2010 and 69.9% in 2011) indicated experience in a 

department clinic, and at least half of students in both samples indicated practicum training in a 

medical hospital or clinic (55.5% in 2010 and 51.1% in 2011).  The proportions of students with 

experience in other settings were also very similar in both samples.  

 Table 3 displays match outcome characteristics for 2010 applicants that have completed 

the match process and for 2011 applicants that have completed Phase I of the new match.   

Match rate for the 2010 sample was 87.5% and in 2011 for Phase I was 89.5%. In 2010, 
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applicants submitted an average of 14.66 applications (SD = 4.10), while in 2011 this average 

increased to 15.95 (SD = 4.00).  Average number of interview offers was approximately 8 for 

both samples, with a corresponding mean of about 8 completed interviews in both 2010 and 

2011. Of students that matched in 2010 and 2011 Phase I, the largest proportion did so at their 

top-ranked internship site (45.1% in 2010 and 41.3% in 2011).  Most internship sites in both 

samples were APPIC member sites located within the U.S., with full time, paid internships. For 

students in both samples, over 90% indicated that it was their first time to participate in the 

APPIC match.  

Students who matched also answered questions indicating the setting of the internship 

they obtained.  In both samples, the largest proportion of students matched at VA medical 

centers (33.0% in 2010 and 34.1% in 2011) or medical schools (34.6% in 2010 and 30.1% in 

2011).   

 Information about applicants who completed the Phase II match follow-up survey in 2011 

is displayed in Table 4.  Most students who completed the follow-up survey had matched in 

February during Phase I (79.3%), while 4.7% indicated that they secured an internship in the 

Phase II match in March.  Twenty-two students (11.4%) who participated in the follow up survey 

remained unmatched after participating in Phase II.  Three students (17.6%) had secured an 

internship outside of the match, at the time of the follow-up survey.  Most students who matched 

during Phase II did so at their top-ranked internship site (58.8%), at an internship in the U.S. 

(100%), at an accredited program (72.2%), at an APPIC member program (85.7%), and at a 

setting that was full-time (93.8%) and paid (100%).  The majority of students in our sample who 

matched during Phase II did so at community mental health centers (55.6%) or child / adolescent 

psychiatry settings (54.5%).   
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Applicant Characteristics Associated with Match Outcome 

Bivariate and point-biserial correlations were conducted to determine whether significant 

correlations exist between a number of applicant characteristics and match outcome.  In the 2010 

sample, several characteristics were found to be associated with match outcome.  Number of 

interview offers obtained yielded the strongest correlation with successfully matching (rpb = .321, 

p < .001), which is consistent with previous findings of Callahan, Collins, and Klonoff (2010) in 

their 2009 sample (rpb = .352, p < .001).  This relationship also remained significant when 

controlling for number of applications submitted (r = .335, p < .001).   Secondly, number of 

internship applicants in a student’s program was also associated with match outcome (rpb = .147, 

p < .05), but was not significant after accounting for number of interview offers (r = .104, p = 

.150).  Two variables yielded negative relationships with matching: quantitative GRE score (rpb 

= -.185, p < .05) and having practicum experience in the area of child guidance (rpb = -.180, p < 

.05).  The latter relationship remained significant after controlling for both number of 

applications submitted and number of interview offers.  It is also notable that number of 

internship rankings submitted to APPIC was found to be associated with successfully matching 

(rpb = .275, p < .001), but became insignificant when controlling for number of interview offers 

(r = .021, p = .769). 

In the 2011 sample, receiving more offers to interview was also a significant predictor of 

match outcome (rpb = .313, p < .001) when controlling for number of applications submitted.  

Three other variables also yielded significant correlations with match outcome when controlling 

for both number of applications and number of interview invitations.  Type of degree sought was 

positively associated with matching (rpb = .154, p = .014), and a Fisher’s exact test indicated 

significant differences among students pursuing different kinds of doctorates (p = .010), with 
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Ph.D students having a match rate of 90.0% and Psy.D students having a match rate of 83.3%.  

Completing the final dissertation defense was associated with matching (rpb = -.130, p = .039).  

Lastly, applying a second, third, or more time to internship match was negatively associated with 

matching (rpb = -205, p = .001).  It may be that students in this sample who did not match the 

previous year did not make the sufficient changes as an applicant that would have resulted in a 

different match outcome their second time applying.   

 

Applicant Characteristics Associated with Interview Offers 

Partial and point-biserial correlations were conducted to determine applicant 

characteristics associated with obtaining interviews in the 2010 sample. After controlling for 

number of applications submitted, both the number of intervention and assessment hours (r = 

.252, p < .001) and the completion of comprehensive exams (rpb = .159, p = .019), were 

associated with obtaining more interviews.  Applicant age was negatively correlated with 

interview offers (r = -.150, p = .027). Callahan et al. (2010) also found that total number of 

assessment and intervention hours were associated with interview offers (r = .14, p = .014); 

however, they also reported significant correlations with total number of peer reviewed 

publications and completion of the dissertation proposal in their sample of 2009 match 

participants. In contrast, neither the total number of peer reviewed publications nor completion 

of the dissertation proposal were significantly related with number of interviews in the 2010 

sample.     

In contrast with the 2009 and 2010 samples, no significant relationship was found in the 

2011 sample between number of interview offers and number of intervention and assessment 

hours.  However, number of supervision hours were found to be positively associated with 
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obtaining interview offers, after controlling for number of applications submitted (r = .277, p < 

.001; number of applications submitted was associated with number of interview offers, r = .360, 

p < .001).  After controlling for number of applications, two other variables were associated with 

obtaining interview offers: practicum experience in a department clinic (rpb = .148, p = .009) and 

practicum experience in an inpatient psychiatric setting (rpb = .114, p = .044).  These 

relationships also remained significant after controlling for the number of supervision hours 

received.   Unlike the 2009 and 2010 samples, no relationship was found in 2011 between 

completion of major academic accomplishments such as the dissertation proposal (2009) or 

comprehensive exams (2010).    

 

Applicant Gender, Ethnicity, Sexual Orientation 

Data were examined for characteristic differences between different groups of applicants.  

No differences were found in the number of applications submitted, number of interview offers, 

or match status with respect to applicant gender, ethnicity, and sexual orientation.   

 

Responsibility for Dependents 

Responsibility for dependents did not have any bearing on match status for 2010 

applicants.  However, applicants in 2010 who were responsible for dependents submitted fewer 

applications than those with no dependents (t[231] = 3.86, p < .001).   

 Results of a Fisher’s exact test indicated that 2011 applicants with dependents were less 

likely to match than those with dependents (p = .043), but no differences were found in this 

sample in terms of number of applications or interview offers.  
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Geographical Restriction 

Although no differences in match rate were found between students who did not apply 

with geographical restriction and those who did, differences were found on several other 

variables. In the 2010 sample, geographically restricted applicants submitted fewer applications 

(t[122.31] = 2.72, p = .007), received fewer offers to interview (t[230] = 2.32, p = .021), 

submitted fewer rankings to APPIC (t[226] = 2.81, p = .005 , and completed fewer interviews 

(t[171] = 2.03, p = .044).  Applicants who geographically restricted themselves had higher verbal 

GRE scores than those who did not (t[166] = -3.62, p <.001). As geographical restriction did not 

have any bearing on matching or not matching in this sample, applicants who chose to restrict 

themselves geographically may have increased their competitiveness during interviews with their 

strong verbal skills.  

Similar findings were reflected in the 2011 internship applicants in this sample: 

geographically restricted applicants again submitted fewer applications (t[211.20] = 2.35, p = 

=.019), received fewer offers to interview (t[359] = 2.55, p = .011), and attended fewer 

interviews (t[222] = 2.01, p = .045) than applicants who did not.  In this sample, both verbal and 

quantitative GRE scores were found to be higher for geographically restricted applicants (Verbal 

GRE t[247] = 2.34, p = .019; Quantitative GRE t[248] = -3.41, p = .001); geographically 

restricted applicants in 2011 also had more publications on their CVs than other students 

(t[168.06] = -2.55. p = .012).  Geographical restriction was not significantly associated with 

matching or not matching in this sample.   

 

Disability 

Disability was not a predictor of match status in the 2010 sample. However, applicants 
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from the 2010 sample who were disabled submitted fewer applications (t[231] = 2.02, p = .045) 

and received fewer offers to interview (t[230] = 2.21, p = .028). Because number of applications 

submitted is significantly correlated with offers to interview in this sample, it may be that 

students who are disabled received fewer interview offers due to their lesser number of 

applications submitted, and not necessarily due to their disability.   

Alternately, more disabled applicants in the 2011 sample went unmatched than non-

disabled applicants (Fisher’s Exact Test, p = .032), but showed no differences from other 

applicants in terms of number of applicants submitted or number of interview offers.  However, 

applicants who indicated a disability were likely to have been enrolled in their doctoral program 

longer (t[354] = -3.56, p < .001) than non-disabled applicants. They also had more experience in 

department clinics than other applicants (Fisher’s Exact Test, p = .047).  Although our survey did 

not ask applicants to specify what kind of disability they had, applicants with physical 

disabilities may have encountered more practical challenges leaving campus for practicum than 

non-disabled applicants.   

 

Youth Socioeconomic Status 

Applicants in 2010 who reported their SES growing up as “upper class” submitted more 

applications than those who self-identified themselves as “lower-middle class” (F[4,193] = 2.91, 

p = .023).  Additionally, upper middle class applicants submitted more rankings than lower 

middle class applicants (F[4,191] = 2.59, p = .038).  However, match status in both 2010 and 

2011 samples was not influenced by self-reported youth socio-economic status.  

 
Citizenship 

Consistent with findings from the 2009 sample, U.S. citizens in the 2010 sample 
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submitted more applications than Canadian citizens (F[2,229] = 13.83, p < .001).  Additionally, 

applicants who answered the citizenship question with “other” submitted more applications than 

both U.S. and Canadian citizens.  However, citizenship did not determine match status in the 

2010 sample.  

Citizenship was also not a significant determinant of match status in the 2011 sample.  

However, U.S. citizens in the 2011 sample did receive more offers to interview (F[2, 356] = 

6.08, p = .003) than Canadian citizens.  

 

Degree Type 

A number of differences were found between Ph.D and Psy.D applicants that may reflect 

the typical differences in training emphases and educational philosophies between programs for 

each degree type.  Ph.D students in the 2010 sample reported a greater number of publications in 

peer-reviewed journals (t[51.08] = 6.51, p < .001), more in-print publications (t[211.16] = 11.34, 

p < .001) and more presentations on their CVs (t[71.20] = 10.23).  Psy.D program students 

indicated a larger cohort size (t[29.89] = -8.03, p < .001) and a larger number of students 

applying for internship (t[30.29] = -9.60, p < .001).  Ph.D applicants indicated a lower amount of 

education-related debt (t[195] = -1.99, p = .048), were enrolled in their program for a shorter 

period of time (t[231] = 4.03, p < .001), and submitted fewer applications (t[232] = -5.80, p < 

.001) than Psy.D students.  No difference in match status was found among Psy.D and Ph.D 

students in this sample.  

However, degree type was found to be significantly associated with match status in the 

2011 sample, with a greater proportion of Ph.D students successfully matching than Psy.D 

students, and a greater number of Psy.D students matching than students who indicated a 
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doctoral degree in the “other” category (Fisher’s Exact Test, p = .010). Ph.D internship 

applicants in 2011 also submitted fewer applications (t[355] = -5.94, p < .001), were enrolled in 

their programs longer (t[33.33] = 8.43, p < .001), published more (t[329] = 2.49, p = .013), and 

had more presentations (t[329] = 2.17, p = .030). Also similar to the 2010 sample, Ph.D 

applicants in 2011 had smaller cohort sizes (t[24.09] = -3.06, p = .007) and had fewer students in 

their program applying to internship (t[24.16] = -2.95, p = .007). Lastly, Ph.D applicants in 2011 

completed fewer interviews (t[218] = -2.29, p =.023), which may have been related to their lower 

number of applications compared to Psy.D applicants.   

 

Dissertation Status 

In both 2010 and 2011, both completing the dissertation proposal completing the final 

dissertation defense each did not significantly affect match status.  Additionally, no differences 

were found with respect to dissertation status on the number of applications submitted or the 

number of interview offers received.  

 

Prior Study 

For 2010 and 2011, no significant differences were found among students with varying 

levels of previous training with respect to match status. Number of interview offers were not 

significantly different in these groups; however, number of applications submitted differed by 

degree type for the 2011 sample only (F[4, 348] = 4.47, p = .002).  Applicants who had no prior 

graduate degree submitted more applications than those who had master’s degrees in 

psychology, and those who had a master’s degree in an unrelated field submitted more 
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applications than both those who had master’s degrees (in psychology or another field) and those 

who had no prior graduate training.  

 

Post-match Internship Attainment 

In 2010, unmatched applicants who then obtained an internship outside of the match or 

through the clearinghouse process were found to have obtained more offers to interview (t[22] = 

-2.49, p = .021).  However, no differences in number of applications submitted or number of 

interview offers were found in the 2011 sample of students who did not match during Phase I.   

 

Regression Analyses Predicting Match Outcome 

For further comparison to Callahan, Collins, and Klonoff’s (2010) findings for the 2009 

internship applicants, hierarchical logistical regressions were used to determine the variance in 

match outcome accounted for by number of interview offers, number of applications submitted, 

and other applicant characteristics.  

 The first block included variables over which applicants had little control, such as 

citizenship (U.S., Canada, or “other”), number of students in cohort, and type of degree sought 

(Ph.D, Psy.D, or “Other”).  These variables accounted for 4.5% of  the variance in match 

outcome in 2010, and .08% of the variance in 2011.   

 The second block included variables over which applicants had more control, including 

when the dissertation proposal was completed, the number of assessment and intervention hours, 

the number of supervision hours, and the total number of integrated assessment reports.  The 

variance in match status accounted for by these variables seemed to fluctuate from 2009 to 2010 

and 2011, from 6.3%, to 15.1%, to 10.3%, respectively.  
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 The third block included the number of applications submitted and also fluctuated 

similarly among the three samples.  In 2009 number of applications accounted for 6.7% of the 

variance, while in 2010 and 2011 number of applications accounted for 15.1% and 10.5%, 

respectively.  

 The last block examined number of interview offers and accounted for the highest 

percentage of the variance in match outcome in all three samples.  In 2009 interview offers 

accounted for 29.0% of variance in match outcome. In 2011, number of interview offers 

accounted for 26.5% of the variance in match outcome, a lower percentage than in 2010 (30.0%).  

 A final regression was conducted using combined data from both 2010 and 2011 

applicants, in order to maximize power.  The same variables were entered into each of the 4 

blocks as before and yielded similar findings (See Table 7), with slightly less variance in match 

outcome accounted for by number of interview offers (24.6%).    

 

Comparison to APPIC 

In comparison with results from APPIC’s 2010 

(http://www.appic.org/match/MatchStatistics/ApplicantSurvey2010.aspx) and 

2011(http://www.appic.org/match/MatchStatistics/ApplicantSurvey2011Part1.aspx) surveys of 

match participants, both years of applicants in this study appear mostly similar to the APPIC 

samples.  In 2010, 68% of applicants completed the APPIC survey, compared with 65% in 2011.  

Similar to this study’s samples, APPIC survey participants were 78% (2010) and 79% (2011) 

female, 92% (2010) and 91% (2011) U.S. citizens, 77% (2010) and 75% (2011) White (Non-

Hispanic), and 92% (2010 and 2011) heterosexual.  Mean age was also similar across samples; in 

2010 and 2011 APPIC reported mean ages of 30.2 (SD = 6.0) and 30.1 (SD = 5.5), respectively, 

http://www.appic.org/Match/MatchStatistics/ApplicantSurvey2010.aspx
http://www.appic.org/Match/MatchStatistics/ApplicantSurvey2011Part1.aspx
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while in our samples the mean age was approximately 29.  In 2010 54% of survey participants 

indicated they were married or partnered, compared with 55.4% of applicants in our 2010 

sample. Similarly, in 2011, about 50% of our sample was married or partnered and 53% of the 

APPIC sample was married/partnered.  In our 2010 and 2011 samples, the percentage of 

applicants indicating responsibility for dependents was 15%-16%; APPIC survey results in 2010 

and 2011 indicated respectively that 15% and 19% of applicants were responsible for 

dependents.  Regarding disability status, a larger percentage of applicants in the APPIC samples 

were disabled (8% both years) than in our samples (2010 =  2.6%; 2011 =  4.4%).  Similar 

findings were reported by Callahan, Collins, and Klonoff (2010), who attributed these results to 

possible measurement artifact; the APPIC surveys asked applicants to indicate specific types of 

disabilities, whereas surveys in these studies instead asked applicants to simply indicate yes or 

no to a question of whether they had a disability.   

 The match rates in the 2010 and 2011 samples (87.5% and 89.5%, respectively) were 

higher than those in the APPIC samples (80% for both years). APPIC survey respondents in 

2010 applied to 15.1 (SD = 5.5) sites and received an average of 6.4 (SD = 3.7) interviews, while 

APPIC applicants in 2011 submitted a mean number of 16 applications and also received an 

average of 6.4 (SD = 4.9) interviews.  In our samples, the number of interviews was higher 

(approximately 8 for both years) while the number of applications was similar. For the majority 

of students in all four samples, it was their first time to participate in the match (APPIC 2010 = 

92%; APPIC 2011 =  90%). In the APPIC samples, most students applying for internship were in 

their fourth year of their doctoral training (44% in 2010 and 46% in 2011), while in the current 

samples, most students were in their fifth year of training.   
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 Some notable comparisons can be made among the academic characteristics of applicants 

in the four samples.  Similar to the current samples, most applicants in the APPIC samples came 

from an APA accredited program (95% in 2010 and 94% in 2011).  In all four samples, most 

applicants were from clinical psychology programs (APPIC = 79% in both 2010 and 2011); 

however, this percentage was much larger in the current samples (2010 = 98.7%; 2011 = 95.6).  

Additionally, 58% of the 2010 APPIC sample and 54% of the 2011 APPIC sample were from 

Ph.D programs, while in the current samples, these percentages were higher (87.6% in 2010 and 

92.3% in 2011).  Similarly, although the majority of students in all four samples were trained 

according to a scientist-practitioner model, the percentages were lower for the APPIC samples 

(2010 = 48%; 2011 = 44%) than in the current samples (2010 = 76%; 2011 = 79.5%).   Students 

in the APPIC samples also indicated having larger incoming doctoral class sizes than the current 

samples.  Average cohort size in the APPIC 2010 sample was 22.4 (SD = 23.1) and 24.1 (SD = 

24.1) in 2011, while in the current samples, the 2010 mean was 9.47 students (SD = 5.42) and the 

2011 average class size was 9.13 (SD = 6.05). These findings are consistent with the number of 

students applying for internship in each program.  In the current samples, the number of 

internship applicants from each student’s program averaged at 8.82 (SD = 5.67) in 2010 and 7.65 

(SD = 4.78) in 2011.  However, in the 2010 APPIC sample, where the average cohort size is 

larger, an average of 18.7 (SD =  21.0) applied from each program, with a similar average in 

2011 (M = 19.4; SD = 20.7).  

 In the 2010 APPIC sample, 94% of applicants completed their comprehensive exams 

prior to match day, compared with 99.6% in the current 2010 sample. Similarly, APPIC 2011 

survey results indicated that 91% of applicants had completed their comprehensive exams prior 

to match; in the current 2011 sample this number was slightly larger at 98.5%.  The majority of 
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students in all four samples completed their dissertation proposals prior to match day.  However, 

percentages for the APPIC sample were smaller (81% in 2010 and 80% in 2011) than those 

obtained in both years of the current study, in which just above 90% of students completed this 

requirement prior to match day.  A very small proportion of the current samples included 

students who completed their final dissertation defense prior to match day (2010 = 8.4%; 2011 = 

5.1%).  In the APPIC sample, there were also a small proportion of students who completed their 

dissertation defense prior to match day—6% in 2010 and 7% in 2011.   

 Similar to previous findings (Callahan, Collins, & Klonoff, 2010), median number of 

clinical hours in the APPIC sample was lower than number of hours in the current samples.  The 

median number of assessment and intervention hours together in 2010 was 691 in the APPIC 

sample, and 835 in the present study’s sample.  Supervision hours in the 2010 APPIC sample 

were also lower (median = 306) than in the present study (median = 430).  For 2011, APPIC 

survey respondents indicated a median of 721 assessment and intervention hours, compared to 

913 hours in the current 2011 sample.  Median number of supervision hours in the 2011 APPIC 

sample was 303, and was 412 in the current sample.  

 

Applicant Personality Characteristics 

Big Five personality traits derived from 300 items from the International Personality Item 

Pool (IPIP) were examined to determine if personality characteristics were significant predictors 

of match outcome and number of interview offers in the 2010 and 2011 samples.  Each of the 

five traits (neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness) consists of 

6 related facet scales for which reliability was examined.  For the following analyses, it should 
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be noted that missing data was replaced by participants’ mean scores on items of the relevant 

scale.   

Facets of several personality traits were found to be associated with successfully 

matching.  However, no traits or facets were consistently significant across years.  Those who 

scored high on a facet of Agreeableness (Morality) were more likely to match in 2011 (r = .146, 

p = .026; t[233]= -2.246, p = .026), as were those who scored high on Self-Efficacy (a facet of 

Conscientiousness; r = .152, p = .020; t[233] = -2.34, p = .020).  Applicants scoring higher on 

Immoderation (a facet of Neuroticism) were less likely to match (r = -.134, p = .040; t[233] = 

2.07, p = .040) in 2011.  Within the combined 2010 and 2011 data, applicants with high 

Assertiveness (a facet of Extraversion) scores were more likely to match (r = .097, p = .048; 

t[414] = -1.99, p = .048).    

With respect to obtaining interview invitations, Trust (Agreeableness; r = .148, p = .043) 

in 2010 was the only facet found to be positively associated with obtaining more interview 

offers.  Orderliness (Conscientiousness) in both 2011 (r = -.122, p = .045) and within the 

combined data (r = -.103, p = .028) was found to be a negative indicator of obtaining interviews, 

as was Activity Level (Extraversion; r = -.158, p = .030) in 2010.  

 

Distress Associated with Going Unmatched 

The TSQ and Subjective Well-Being questionnaire were administered to quantify distress 

associated with not matching.  Again, it should be noted that data from 2010 and 2011 applicants 

was combined for these analyses in order to increase sample size.  At the time of the pre-match 

surveys, those who were applying for internship a second or more time endorsed some trauma-

related symptoms on the TSQ (M = 4.26, SD = 2.82) but did not meet the criteria for a positive 
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PTSD screen (score of ‘6’ or higher).  This suggests that while previously going unmatched is 

distressing and associated with some trauma-like symptoms, longstanding distress occurring 

approximately one year after not matching is not equitable to distress found in someone with 

likely PTSD.  The Subjective Well-Being questionnaire was also administered during the pre-

match survey, to applicants who were applying both their first and second or more times.  

Applicants who had not matched during the prior year obtained a mean score of 13.40 (SD = 

1.99), with the highest possible score being 20 (representing the highest level of well-being). An 

independent samples t-test yielded no significant difference in subjective well-being among 

applicants who were applying their first time versus their second or more time for internship.  It 

may be that while some trauma-like stress remains one year after going unmatched, that 

subjective well-being returns over the course of a year to levels similar to those of graduate 

students applying for internship for the first time.  

Levels of more immediate distress associated with not matching were examined by 

surveying unmatched applicants following match Day, in the post-match survey.   A paired-

samples t-test comparing pre-match and post-match levels of subjective well-being indicated 

significant decrease well-being following going unmatched (t[42] = 3.77, p < .001). Mean 

change scores on the TSQ for pre and post-match distress were also calculated and demonstrate 

that for those who go unmatched, level of trauma-like symptoms increase (M = 2.63, SD = 3.20) 

and subjective well-being decreases (M = -2.02, SD = 3.52).   

Finally, a moderation analyses was conducted to determine if unmatched applicant 

distress was moderated by scores on the IPIP Neuroticism scale.  Previous research (e.g., 

Tedeschi & Calhoun, 1996; LaFauci Schutt & Marotta, 2011) suggests that those who are high 

on Neuroticism experience higher levels of distress in response to a negative event.  However, in 
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this sample, the effect of match outcome on applicant subjective well-being was not found to be 

dependent upon an applicant’s level of Neuroticism.  
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DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was three-fold: to replicate previous findings about internship 

applicant characteristics associated with match outcome, to explore relationships between 

applicant personality characteristics and match success, and to quantify the psychological 

distress associated with going unmatched.  In light of the growing internship imbalance, the aim 

in pursuing these questions was to contribute to the small amount of existing literature about the 

APPIC internship match, in hopes that more empirical knowledge about the match overall might 

help inform future decisions and policy related to this problem.   

 Main findings, briefly stated, are: 

1) Number of interview offers received is the variable most strongly and 

consistently associated with successfully matching.  

2) Some personality variables were found to be associated with matching 

(Assertiveness, Self-efficacy, Morality) and obtaining interview offers (Trust), but 

no significant relationships were found to be consistent across years.  

3) Applicants experience a significant decrease in subjective well-being following 

news of going unmatched, but do not experience long-term distress.  Distress may 

include some trauma-like symptoms, but going unmatched is not equivalent to a 

traumatic stressor. 

 

Applicant Characteristics and Match Outcome 

Generally speaking, and consistent with previous literature (e.g., Callahan, Collins, & 

Klonoff, 2010), there appear to be few applicant characteristics that are consistently predictive of 
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match success aside from obtaining offers to interview, which held up across years and also 

accounted for the most variance in match outcome for all three CUDCP samples.  

Both of our samples from 2010 and 2011 APPIC matches were very similar 

demographically and educationally to applicants who participated in the APPIC survey and to 

the sample described by Callahan, Collins, and Klonoff (2010) in the 2009 APPIC match.  Match 

rates were also similar across study samples from 2010 to 2011 (87.5%, and 89.5%) but differed 

notably from the APPIC match rates (80% for both 2010 and 2011).   Additionally, despite 

similar numbers of applications submitted among samples, number of interviews was higher for 

students in the CUDCP samples than in the APPIC samples.  Although using students from 

CUDCP programs may therefore raise some questions of external validity, it was thought (as 

described by Callahan, Collins, & Klonoff, 2010) that because students from these programs tend 

to match at higher rates, that they may be able to provide more information about what factors 

contribute to a successful match.  

 Findings of Callahan, Collins, & Klonoff (2010) were not fully replicated with respect to 

those variables associated with obtaining interview offers.  We did not find in our samples that 

number of peer-reviewed publications and completion of the dissertation proposal were 

significantly associated with number of interview offers.  However, it was notable that in the 

2009 and 2010 CUDCP samples, that the number of intervention and assessment hours was 

significantly correlated with interview offers, but in 2011, this relationship became non-

significant.  Instead, number of supervision hours became significantly associated with number 

of interview offers in 2011.  This may be reflective of a shift in the importance placed by 

internship sites on the sheer number of assessment and intervention hours; it is possible that 

internship sites are beginning to examine the quality and type of hours students have acquired, 
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rather than the quantity. This change may be seen as a positive one.  Given the increase in 

number of practicum hours over the past ten years (Rodolfa, Owen, & Clark, 2007) and the lack 

of clarity that often surrounds how a certain practicum activity is defined on the APPI, the notion 

is challenged that there is a relationship between an applicant’s large quantity of hours and his or 

her readiness for internship.  This is not to say that practicum hours are not valued--sites may 

continue to use a low number of practicum hours as an exclusion criterion (Rodolfa, Vieille, 

Russell, Nijjer, Nguyen, & Mendoza, 1999).  

A major limitation of this study warrants discretion in interpretation of the findings.  We 

followed the liberal approach to data analysis of Callahan, Collins, & Klonoff (2010) in 

attempting to provide as much information as possible about the factors important in the match 

process, and did not make any statistical corrections for this potential alpha inflation.  Therefore, 

some findings may not be replicable in future studies.    

 

Personality and the Match 

In an attempt to address the more nuanced applicant characteristics that may be salient 

during the application process, applicant personality was explored for possible relationships to 

match outcome and receiving interview invitations. No personality traits were found to be 

consistently relevant to matching or obtaining interview offers across years, and different factors 

were found to be important for securing interviews than for successfully matching.  It is possible 

that there are some traits that are important during the application interview, and other traits are 

important and evident within an applicant’s written application materials.  For instance, 

Morality, Self-Efficacy, and Assertiveness were found to be important in securing a match, but 

not in obtaining interview offers, while Immoderation was found to be detrimental to internship 
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placement but had no impact on number of interviews. Trust was found to be positively 

correlated with number of interviews, while Orderliness and Activity Level were found to be 

negatively associated with obtaining interview invitations.  Though some speculation can be 

made in explaining these relationships, these findings may likely be artifacts of the liberal 

approach to data analyses taken in this study, resulting in alpha inflation.   

Although there is indication that internship sites are interested in personal characteristics 

of applicants (Rodolfa et al., 1999; Collins, Callahan, & Klonoff, 2007; Ginkel, Davis, & 

Michael, 2010), there is little to no research about what specific kinds of personality traits are 

valued.  More research is needed in this area to elucidate what personality variables are 

important in both securing an internship and interview offers, as well as the role of personality 

traits in the notion of “fit” of an applicant to a particular internship site.  

 

Applicant Distress and Well-Being after Going Unmatched 

 Although not matching is emotionally distressing, it does not appear to resemble a 

traumatic stressor in our samples. Applicants who were applying a second or more time for 

internship were not experiencing long-term distress in the form of trauma-symptoms associated 

with not-matching.   

 The findings imply that although applicants are experiencing distress immediately 

following the news of going unmatched, their long-term adjustment does not seem to be 

impacted.  Viewed positively, applicants may be showing some resiliency despite the emotional 

impact of not matching.   Future research may help determine whether applicants who 

experience not matching struggle with other kinds of future stress not measured by this study, 

such as doubts about their career choice.   
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 Some limitations associated with these findings should be noted.  In order to contribute 

minimally to the significant portion of time involved in completing the surveys, measures of 

trauma and well-being were short—the TSQ was a 10-item screening measure and the Subjective 

Well-Being questionnaire consisted of 4 questions.  Although we were able to find some 

evidence of distress among applicants, it may also be that a more thorough assessment of a wider 

range of psychological indicators of distress may lead to different conclusions about the 

emotional experience of not matching.  Applicants did not (on average) screen positively for 

PTSD, but may have been experiencing other kinds of anxiety or symptoms not captured by brief 

screeners.    

 Another limitation may be that we used other graduate students applying for internship as 

a basis for comparison for distress related to going unmatched.  Given that the process of 

applying for internship is inherently stressful, it may be useful in future studies to make an 

additional comparison to graduate students who are not participating in the internship match.  

 Lastly, due to the limited number of students in this study who did not match, there was 

insufficient power to compare the distress of students who participated in the 2010 clearinghouse 

process and the 2011 Phase II match.  This may be a useful focus for future research, as APPIC 

had indicated hope that Phase II would be a less stressful experience for those who did not 

match.  

 

Implications and Future Directions 

The current study, in addition to existing research, brings into question the predictability 

of the match process.  With a large number of applicant characteristics and few consistently 

significant findings across years, one begins to consider that the match process can be likened to 
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a scientifically chaotic process.  Such a notion frustratingly implies that applicant preparation 

and achievement may not be directly related to matching or not matching.  

However, as noted by previous authors (Callahan, Collins, & Klonoff, 2010) more 

research is needed adequately address the idea of “fit” between an applicant and an internship 

site.  This study also does not fully address this concept.  Although many applicant 

characteristics were examined, little examination of internship sites was made.  As previously 

discussed, it may be that an applicant’s educational achievements qualify him or her for a certain 

type of internship site, but not for others.  If an applicant does not apply to sites for which she or 

he is a good fit, then matching may become less likely.  More research focused towards 

investigating what qualities are sought in applicants is needed, as well as differences in 

applicants who match and do not match at various types of internship sites.  

 It may be equally, if not more, useful to devote attention to clarifying exclusionary 

criteria used by internship sites, or variables used to “screen” applicants.  For instance, some 

sites may exclude applicants on the basis of number of assessment batteries completed, number 

of intervention and assessment hours, whether the dissertation proposal is completed, etc.  While 

these factors are often openly communicated to applicants during the application process, other 

factors may not be as clearly deduced—especially those associated with the interview process.   

It may be that personal characteristics of applicants, such as personality variables, might also be 

useful examined from the point of view of the internship sites’ preferences or reasons for not 

ranking an applicant following an interview. 

 Furthermore, findings from this study suggest that there may be certain factors which 

serve as “flags” for not matching; most notably, applying for internship a second or more time. 

While discouraging, this information can serve as useful for both applicants  and their mentors 
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and DCT’s—if applicants are aware they may have a more challenging match experience ahead, 

they can work to improve other pieces of their application or may consider submitting a greater 

number of applications than they might otherwise, in order to increase their likelihood of 

obtaining interview offers.  

However, the ability to submit a large number of applications may currently be limited to 

those with adequate financial means, given current APPIC rules. With the advent of the online 

application system in 2010, APPIC charges students additional fees for any more than 15 

submitted applications.   Findings from this study indicate that those from lower socio-economic 

backgrounds are submitting fewer applications than those from upper class or upper middle class 

backgrounds.  Another way for APPIC to prevent internship sites from having to review 

excessive numbers of applications, that does not hinder already debt-ridden graduate students 

during an expensive application process, is needed (Callahan, Collins, & Klonoff, 2010).   

The APPIC match rate continues to be alarming, as many applicants continue to experience the 

emotional distress of going unmatched.  Findings from this study suggest that it may be 

important to further research regarding the nature of this distress, particularly with respect to the 

long-term consequences (career and otherwise) of not matching.  Identifying factors that create a 

buffer for this distress as well as ways for fostering resiliency in distressed unmatched applicants 

also may be useful endeavors.  Overall, the internship match imbalance continues to be an 

important and complicated problem that deserves attention, particularly given its importance to 

training new professionals into our field. 
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Table 1 
 
Applicant Demographics in 2009, 2010, and 2011 

 2009 2010 2011 
 N % M SD N % M SD N % M SD 
Age   29.64 4.82 233  29.00 3.70 373  29.16 3.8 
Gender             
     Female  82   185 79.1   280 77.3   
     Male     49 20.9   82 22.7   
Race/Ethnicity             
     White (Non-Hispanic)  78.8   194 82.9   285 78.7   
      Asian/Pacific Islander     15 6.4   20 5.5   
      African American/Black     8 3.4   17 4.7   
      Hispanic/Latino     8 3.4   18 5.0   
      Bi-racial/Multi-racial     3 1.3   14 3.9   
      Other     6 2.6   6 1.7   
Citizenship              
     U.S.  93   211 90.6   340 94.2   
     Canada  2.7   12 5.2   13 3.6   
     Other  4.3   10 4.3   8 2.2   
Sexual Orientation             
      Heterosexual  92.1   217 92.7   333 91.7   
      Lesbian     8 3.4   7 1.9   
      Bisexual     6 2.6   10 2.8   
      Gay male     1 .9   11 3.0   
      Other     1 .4   2 .6   
Disability Status             
     Not disabled  97.3   227 97.4   346 95.6   
     Identified disability     6 2.6   16 4.4   
     evident disability     4 80   3 23.1   
Marital Status              
     Married/Partnered  52.1   129 55.4   187 51.5   
     Not married/partnered     104 44.6   176 48.5   
Responsible for Dependents             
     No  86%   198 84.6   303 83.7   
     Yes 46    36 15.4   59 16.3   
self-reported youth economic standing     199        
     lower class     10 5.0   10 4.0   

(table continues) 
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Table 1 (continued). 
 
 2009 2010 2011 
 N % M SD N % M SD N % M SD 
     lower-middle class     21 10.6   46 18.5   
     middle class     78 39.2   86 34.5   
     upper-middle class     82 41.2   99 39.8   
     upper class         8 4.0   8 3.2   
Education-related debt   $47104 $4885 197  $41423 $43517 238  $36403 $39363 
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Table 2 
 
Training and Program Characteristics in 2009, 2010, and 2011 CUDCP Samples 

 2009 2010 2011 
 N % M SD N % M SD N % M SD 

Program Type              
     clinical      231 98.7   347 95.6   
     combined      3 1.3   10 2.8   
     counseling     0 0.0   5 1.4   
     school     0 0.0   1 .3   
Degree Sought             
     Ph.D 300    205 87.6   334 92.3   
     Psy.D  30    29 12.4   25 6.8   
Accredited Program             
      yes     71 100   352 97.5   
      no     0 0.0   9 2.5   
Training model                 
      scientist-practitioner     177 76.0   287 79.5   
      scholar-practitioner     24 10.3   24 6.6   
      clinical scientist     27 11.6   51 14.1   
      local clinical scientist     4 1.7   0 0.0   
      other     1 .4   0 0.0   
Previous training             
      no prior graduate work     173 73.9   265 74.9   
      Graduate coursework in psychology     12 5.1   14 4.0   
Graduate coursework in unrelated field     2 .9   0 0.0   
     Master’s degree in psychology     35 15.0   63 17.8   
     Master’s degree in related field     3 1.3   1 .3   
     Master’s degree in unrelated field     9 3.8   11 3.1   
Size of entering doctoral class     233  9.47 5.42  362 9.13 6.05 
Number of students in doctoral program applying for internship     233  8.82 5.67 372 362 7.65 4.78 
 Years enrolled in doctoral program     234  4.94 .952 365 357 5.03 1.02 
Total intervention and assessment hours     224  915.41 398.97  323 969.26 419.45 
Total supervision hours        221  450.80 199.35  321 453.13 213.78 
Number of integrated reports     222  40.17 68.90 330 325 37.5 54.98 
Number of publications     226  4.62 5.02 339 335 4.69 5.12 
Number of in-press publications     216  2.88 3.32 326 322 3.16 4.26 
Number of presentations     225  10.36 8.08 339 335 11.57 7.89 

 
(table continues) 
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Table 2 (continued) 
 

 2009 2010 2011 
 N % M SD N % M SD N % M SD 

             
Verbal GRE score     169  624.32 73.86 254 249 629.60 80.22 
Quantitative GRE score     171  680.70 70.432 255 250 686.96 74.07 
Completed comprehensive exam prior to match     225 99.6   329 98.5   
Proposed dissertation prior to match     207 91.2   300 89.8   
Defended dissertation prior to match     19 8.4   17 5.1   
Practicum setting experience             
     Child guidance     15 6.4   20 5.5   
     community mental health     85 36.0   141 38.6   
     department clinic     185 78.4   255 69.9   
     forensic     47 19.9   65 17.8   
     medical clinic/hospital     131 55.5   186 51.1   
     inpatient psychiatric hospital     65 27.5   125 34.2   
     outpatient hospital      57 24.2   96 26.3   
     university counseling center     72 30.5   109 29.9   
     school     50 21.2   86 23.6   
     VA     56 23.7   62 17.0   
     other      63 26.7   120 32.9   
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Table 3 
 
Match Outcome Characteristics for 2009, 2010, and 2011 CUDCP Samples 

 2009 2010 2011 
 N % M SD N % M SD N % M SD 

number of applications submitted   14.47 4.15 235  14.66 4.10 363  15.95 4.00 
number of interview offers   7.81 3.42 234  8.01 3.40 363  7.94 3.51 
number of completed interviews     173  8.28 2.99 224  8.17 3.22 
number of submitted rankings     230  9.09 4.27 359 358 9.43 4.58 
entered match as a couple     2 0.9   6 1.7   
applied with geographical restriction  61.4   80 34.2   124 34.2   
Number of years applied             
     First time  93.6   215 91.1   334 92.5   
     Second time      21 8.9   26 7.2   
     Third or more time      0 0.0   1 0.3   
match status               
     matched  85.2   175 87.5   229 89.5   
     not matched     25 12.5   24 9.4   
     withdrew     0 0.0   3 1.2   
secured internship outside of match           10 40.0   24 4.2   
matched at top-ranked internship     78 45.1   88 41.3   
matched at second-ranked internship     34 19.7   54 25.4   
matched at third-ranked internship     28 16.2   25 11.7   
matched at fourth- ranked or lower  internship     33 19.1   46 21.5   
location of internship             
    U.S.           178 96.2   217 96.4   
    Canada     7 3.8   8 3.6   
matched at APA or CPA accredited internship  96.4   173 93.5   221 96.5   
matched at APPIC member internship site           137 74.1   150 65.5   
full-time internship     155 83.8   179 78.2   
paid internship     155 83.8   178 77.7   
Internship setting             
     Armed Forces Medical Center     3 1.6   1 0.4   
     Child/Adolescent Psychiatry     39 21.1   71 31.0   
     Community Mental Health Center     20 10.8   22 9.6   
     Consortium     21 11.4   28 12.2   
     Medical School     64 34.6   69 30.1   
     Prison/Correctional center     3 1.6   9 3.9   
     private general hospital      21 11.4   9 3.9   

 
(table continues) 
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Table 3 (continued). 
 

 2009 2010 2011 
 N % M SD N % M SD N % M SD 

     private outpatient clinic      9 4.9   18 7.9   
     private psychiatric hospital      11 5.9   14 6.1   
     psychology department      10 5.4   7 3.1   
     school district      5 2.7   9 3.9   
     public hospital      30 16.2   25 10.9   
     university counseling center     19 10.3   20 8.7   
     VA Medical Center      61 33.0   78 34.1   
     other      12 6.5   11 4.8   
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Table 4 
 
Phase II Match Outcome Characteristics for  2011 CUDCP Sample 
 N % M SD 
number of interview offers 24  0.58 1.06 
number of completed interviews  13  3.08 3.48 
match status       
     matched in February 153 79.3   
     matched in March 9 4.7   
     not matched 22 11.4   
     withdrew 9 4.7   
secured internship outside of match       3 17.6   
matched at top-ranked internship 10 58.8   
matched at second-ranked internship 2 11.8   
matched at third-ranked internship 0 0.0   
matched at fourth- ranked or lower  internship 5 1.4   
location of internship     
     U.S.       18 100   
     Canada 0 0.0    
matched at APA or CPA accredited internship 13 72.2   
matched at APPIC member internship site       12 85.7    
full-time internship 15 93.8    
paid internship 16 100   
Internship setting     
     Armed Forces Medical Center 0 0.0   
     Child/Adolescent Psychiatry 5 54.5   
     Community Mental Health Center 5 55.6   
     Consortium 2 20.0   
     Medical School 7 58.3   
     Prison/Correctional center 0 0.0   
     private general hospital  0 0.0   
     private outpatient clinic  0 0.0   
     private psychiatric hospital  1 10.0   
     psychology department  0 0.0   
     school district  1 11.1   
     public hospital  3 27.3   
     university counseling center 3 27.3   
     VA Medical Center  5 35.7   
     other  2 22.2   
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Table 5 

Hierarchical Logistic Regression Analyses Predicting Match Outcome in 2010 

Step Variable β Wald χ2 Odds 
Ratio 

95% CI  Nagelkerke 
R2 

1      .045 
 U.S. Citizen (reference, no) -1.133 2.968 .322 .089, 

1.169 
 

 Ph.D (Reference, no) .347 .129 1.414 .214, 
9.367 

 

 Size of Applicant’s Class .068 1.122 1.070 .944, 
1.213 

 

2      .151 
 Dissertation Proposal 

Complete prior to application 
deadline (reference, no) 

-.810 1.498 .445 .122, 
1.628 

 

 Number of Peer Reviewed 
Publications   

.143 3.196 1.153 .986, 
1.349 

 

 Number of 
Intervention/Assessment 
Hours 

.001 2.043 1.001 1.000, 
1.003 

 

 Number of Integrated Reports .006 .567 1.006 .990, 
1.023 

 

 Number of Supervision hours .001 .385 1.001 .998, 
1.003 

 

3      .151 
 Number of Applications .004 .003 1.004 .882, 

1.142 
 

4      .300 
 Number of Interview Offers .416 13.025 1.516 1.210, 

1.901 
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Table 6 

Hierarchical Logistic Regression Analyses Predicting Match Outcome (No match / match) in 
2011 
 
Step Variable β Wald χ2 Odds 

Ratio 
95% CI  Nagelkerke 

R2 
1      .008 
 U.S. Citizen (reference, no) -.400 .253 .670 .141, 

3.185 
 

 Ph.D (Reference, no) -18.883 .000 .000 .000,   
 Size of Applicant’s Class -.015 .056 .985 .935, 

1.039 
 

2      .103 
 Dissertation Proposal 

Complete prior to application 
deadline (reference, no) 

-1.121 4.502 .326 .116, 
.918 

 

 Number of Peer Reviewed 
Publications   

.115 3.016 1.121 .985, 
1.276 

 

 Number of 
Intervention/Assessment 
Hours 

.000 .259 1.000 .999, 
1.001 

 

 Number of Integrated Reports -.004 .562 .996 .987, 
1.006 

 

 Number of Supervision hours .002 1.839 1.002 .999, 
1.005 

 

3      .105 
 Number of Applications -.029 .211 .972 .859, 

1.099 
 

4      .265 
 Number of Interview Offers .402 15.755 1.494 1.225, 

1.822 
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Table 7 

Hierarchical Logistic Regression Analyses Predicting Match Outcome (No match / match) in 
2010 and 2011 Combined 
 
Step Variable β Wald χ2 Odds 

Ratio 
95% CI  Nagelkerke 

R2 
1      .016 
 U.S. Citizen (reference, no) -.873 3.152 .418 .159, 

1.095 
 

 Ph.D (Reference, no) -19.041 .000 .000 .000,   
 Size of Applicant’s Class .005 .028 1.005 .946, 

1.068 
 

2      .093 
 Dissertation Proposal 

Complete prior to application 
deadline (reference, no) 

-.982 6.052 .374 .171, 
.819 

 

 Number of Peer Reviewed 
Publications   

.126 5.701 1.134 1.023 1.257 

 Number of 
Intervention/Assessment 
Hours 

.000 .340 1.000 .999, 
1.001 

 

 Number of Integrated Reports .001 .064 1.001 .994, 
1.008 

 

 Number of Supervision hours .001 1.820 1.001 .999, 
1.003 

 

3      .093 
 Number of Applications .009 .037 1.009 .924, 

1.100 
 

4      .246 
 Number of Interview Offers .384 29.074 1.468 1.277, 

1.689 
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