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Abstract: The purpose of this study was to describe and illustrate a
strategy for uncovering student and faculty perspectives about progral11
retention and c0l11pletion in a departl11ent of counselor education and
supervision and then to use those perspectives as a springboard for
recol1l111ending policy innovations. The concourse for this investigation
was c0111prised of the available counselor education literature concerning
progral1l111atic and personnel influences favoring cr i111peding progra111
c0111pletion, supple111ented by interviews with faculty, current students,
and a review of progra111 111aterials. The resulting Q sa111ple (N=47) was
ad111inistered to faculty and graduate students (n=15). Anal.ysis revealed
three Q factors: those participants who view the students as flourishing
under the guidance ofan encouraging faculty, those concerned vvith issues
of diversity, and those who stress the ilnportance of external supports of
fa111ily and friends. These factors, conceived as decision structures, serve as
a basis for recol1l111ending various courses of action designed to address
proble111s that are i111plicit in the three perspectives. The results have
ill1plications beyond the specific departlllent by providing strategies and
procedures that can be adopted in other organizational settings.

Obtaining a doctoral degree is no sll1all task. Assunling the necessary
qualifications to apply, prospective students nlust be adlllitted from a
pool of applicants. If adlllitted, nlost students take on the challenge of
nlustering the elllotional, psychological, social, and financial resources to
undertake the task of pursuing the degree, a task that will often take
years. Despite the obvious challenges, the rewards of doctoral degree
pursuit and cOlllpletion are tangible, including furthering career goals,
engaging in research and scholarship, developing peer and faculty
connections, and teaching, alllong others.
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While PhD holders represent a statistical Ininority, taken together
there are a significant nUlllber of individuals in pursuit of a doctoral
degree across the United States alone. Yet, research suggests that only
about sooAJ of doctoral students in a variety of fields lllanage to conlplete
their progranls (Bowen & Rudenstein, 1992; Hoskins & Goldberg, 2005;
Lovitts, 2001). Further, the hlllnanities experience higher dropout rates
than the sciences (Bowen and Rudenstein (1992; Lovitts, 2001).

There are Illany factors that can iInpact student progress, sonle that
facilitate it and sonle that iJnpede it, but there is general agreelnent that
student retention and potential for progranl conlpletion is enhanced
when both faculty and student perspectives are lllade clear and are
taken into account, particularly in early stages of the progranl (Hoskins
& Goldberg, 2005). There are a nUlllber of key factors influencing
doctoral student persistence in prograllls that are described by Blair
(1999) who reviewed attrition and persistence studies in higher
education froln 1970 to 1999. Key factors included departlllent culture,
student-faculty relationships, financial support, student support, and
progranl satisfaction.

Hoskins and Goldberg (200S) found that progranl Inatch was the
1l10St influential factor in doctoral students' persistence towards
progranl conlpletion. Prograll1 Inatch consisted of two key cOlnponents:
a) acadenlic lnatch, which conlpares the reasons for pursuing a degree
and student goals with a progralll's curriculunl and focus, and b) socia/­
personal nlatch, which refers to the students' evaluation of their
relationships with faculty and fellow students. The key factors fronl Blair
(1999), such as departlnent culture, student support, financial support,
and relationships and Hoskins and Goldberg (200S), such as students'
reasons for degree pursuit and their evaluation of faculty and student
relationships represented the foundation of doctoral students'
persistence decisions (Blair, 1999) and were used for the concourse
developlllent in the current study. Specifically, the Qset was developed
to include a spectrunl of statelnents that incorporated individual,
relational, and departnlental views asslllning that both individual and
environlnental aspects of the doctoral experience affect progranl
persistence.

The purpose of this study was to describe and illustrate a strategy,
that could assist in uncovering student and faculty perspectives
regarding ideal progranl progression in a departlnent of counselor
education and then to consider how those perspectives could be used as
a springboard for reconllnending policy innovations for consideration in
order to enhance progranl retention and conlpletion.
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There are nlany principles and propositions concerning acadenlic
progression, retention, and conlpletion that can be found in a variety of
1110re-or-Iess authoritative sources, fronl scholarly books and articles to
acadenlic lectures to personal blogs and discussions, including students'
private discussions alnong thenlselves about how best to survive a
doctoral progranl of study. This voltune of conununicability in Q
nlethodology is referred to as a concourse (Stephenson, 1978), which
constitutes the stun total of all that can be said about any particular
topic.

In this particular case, the features of a departnlental progranl that
nlight contribute to acadenlic success-including pedagogy, relations
anlong students and faculty, personal and institutional attributes, etc.­
were gathered froln a variety of sources. The sources included a doctoral
handbook, the professional literature assigned in a residency senlinar,
notes generated during the course of the senlinar class and froln
presentations by tenured faculty Inelnbers. Interviews with faculty
nlenlbers and students enrolled in a university counseling progralll were
also conducted. SOllle exanlples of concourse statelnents are as follows:

• Students are encouraged to stay aware of their needs, strengths, and
weaknesses to be psychologically healthy. (Boes, Ullery, Millner, & Cobia,
1999)

• Faculty acknowledges that students contend with a variety of issues
related to diversity. (CACREP, 2009)

• The faculty prolnotes student-faculty relationships. (Hoskins &
Goldberg, 2005)

• Faculty and students provide luentoring in research. [Departlnent
Doctoral Handbook]

• Power struggles occasionally erupt without warning. [interview]
Each statelnent is an exanlple of a belief that nlight be considered by
individual participants to contribute in a positive or negative way to
progranl retention and conlpletion.

The Q set conlprised N=47 statelnents (see Appendix) and was
sorted by doctoral students and faculty nlelnbers in a university
departnlent of counselor education. Participants ordered the statenlents
fronl nlost ilnportant (+4) to nlost uniInportant (-4) features of this
departl11ent insofar as the issue noted in the statenlent had an inlpact on
progranl conlpletion. Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval for the
sorts and post-sort interviews was obtained through Kent State
University. Nine doctoral students and six faculty provided data. Factors
were extracted using the centroid nlethod and rotated by varimax
criteria (see Table 1).
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Table 1: Operant Responses
Factor Loadings

Pts ABC

1. 63 -09 16
2. 18 -19 55
3. 41 37 49
4. -02 56 39
5. 52 01 29
6. 15 78 -20
7. -04 23 56
8. 15 40 20
9. 38 14 44

10. 38 08 -16
11. 20 22 56
12. 58 18 21
13. 23 71 05
14. 42 29 14
15. -06 51 14

Note: Loadings in boldface significant (p < .01); decimals to two places
omitted.

There is a degree of universality in the Qsan1ple inasn1uch as son1e of
the statelnents were taken fron1 a professional literature that is
accessible to anyone else. On the other hand, statelnents taken frolll
students' notes and interviews with faculty l11ay be l110re local and even
idiosyncratic. Particularized responses of this kind are cOl11patible with
Kantor's (1978) specificity principle and in no way underlnines the
generalized purpose of this study, which is to illustrate procedures that
can be used in other contexts even though the contexts thenlselves nlay
differ substantially. Gathering inforlnation about propositions that refer
to progranl con1pletion, regardless of progranl type or location of the
university, and allowing the factors at issue in that setting to be revealed
and enhance progranl111atic decision-n1aking. This can apply to any and
all counselor education progran1s, and in fact to other progranls and
organizations, acadelnic or otherwise.

Factor Interpretations
Factors A, B, and C in Table 1 doclllllent that the Q-sort statenlents were
arranged in three different ways, indicating there are three different
understandings anl0ng those involved in this particular progranl
about what nl0st contributes to successful progran1 conlpletion.
The boldface figures show that participants 1,5,10,12, and 14 share
a COll1n10n perspective (Factor A), participants 6, 8, 13, and 15
share another (Factor B) and participants 2, 7, and 11 define yet another
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(Factor C). A few participants display lllixed views: Participant 3, for
instance, is significantly associated with both A and C, and participant 4
is related to both Band C; participant 3 conles close to being
significantly related to all three factors, which suggests that the three
points of view are not incon1patible and in fact can actually co-exist
within a single perspective. All participants are related to at least one
factor. Faculty nlenlbers and students were found in all three of the
factors. The task is now one of providing an interpretation of the factors,
for which attention is drawn to the array of factor scores for each of the
three groups.

Factor A: Student Individualism with Program Guidance
Factor A speaks to student accountability and an awareness of personal
responsibility for nlaintaining psychological health, but also recognizes
the helpful role played by the llleillbers of the faculty. This factor favors
a progran1 that encourages connections anlong fellow students (not
unlike a cohort nlodel) and conln1unication with faculty and students
about professional and per~onal issues as key ingredients for the
successful navigation of a counselor education doctoral progran1. The
departillent is viewed as a conllllunity, and a nurturing one in which the
students are conling to professional lllaturity and the faculty lllen1bers
are offering encouragenlent. This interpretation is based on the
statenlents and factor scores (see Appendix), a few of the 1110st salient
+4 and +3 statel1lents are shown:

(41) The faculty actively assists students with structuring and
completing the dissertation.
(17) Faculty strives to lllaintain positive relationships with
students.
(38) Financial aid is available.
(47) Conln1unication between students and faculty is kept open to
address any issues.
(9) The faculty prepares students for professional enlployillent
and assists thenl in obtaining skills and knowledge relative to
continued professional developn1ent.
(35) Faculty and students provide lllentoring in research.

The supportive character of the envirOlllllent is readily apparent:
Financial support is available and the faculty encourages warm
interpersonal relations and readily offers tiIllely advice for dissertation
work and for locating enlploynlent. This picture is rendered clearer in
ternlS of select distinguishing statelllents, such as the following, which
serve to differentiate Factor A fronl the other factors (scores for all three
factors are listed with Factor Ascores in bold):
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+4 -2 -2 33. Students are encouraged to stay aware of their
needs, strengths, and weaknesses to be
psychologically healthy.

+3 -3 +4 18. The progranl encourages connections alnong
fellow students.

+2 -1 0 22. Students are encouraged to talk about personal or
professional issues and concerns as they arise.

o -3 -3 25. The knowledge and skills gained through
nlaster's training and post-nlaster's experience
helps a student cope with stress and anxiety of a
doctoral progranl.

Observe the prevalence, in the above, of the ternl encourage: The
students and faculty Inelnbers who define Factor A see the
organizational clilnate as supportive and as inducing psychological
health, a view that is not shared by Factors Band C. Note, however, that
Factor C joins A in perceiving the departlnent as encouraging peer
relations (Itenl 18). The zero score for statelnent 25 would typically be
overlooked since it generally conveys a lack of salience-being nlidway
between nlost ilnportant (+4) and nlost unilnportant (-4) along the Q­
sort scale-but the strong negative reactions by Factors Band C suggest
that Factor A regards post-baccalaureate training as relatively nlore
helpful in achieving success at the doctoral level.

Factor A is even Inore distinguished fronl Band C by those
statelnents that A regards as relatively nlore uninlportant, as follows:

-4 -2 -1 10. The faculty prolllotes a student-progralll Inatch.
-4 -1 0 16. The faculty considers student-progralll fit.
-3 +3 +2 28. The faculty is open to suggestions to alter the

progranl to Ineet students' personal
requirelnents.

-3 +2 -4 23. The departlnent incorporates peer groups,
including sallle-race peers, during graduate
education.

-3 +1 +2 42. Negative racial clilnates on the can1pus are kept
fron1 spilling over into the progranl.

-2 +2 +1 8. Disrespectful behaviors, gestures or conlnlents
are addressed and considered in student
retention.

Given the positive asseSSlllents of the faculty registered in the +4 and +3
statelllents above, it is unlikely that factor A is being critical of the
faculty for not pronl0ting student-progran1 111atch (Itenl 10) or student­
progralll fit (Itenl 16); rather, Factor A likely regards these Inatters
as the responsibility of students and as beyond the lilnits of faculty
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responsibility. This notion is reflected in the post-sort interview
statenlent: itA student should know whether the progranl is a good fit
before they begin, it is their [the student's] responsibility." The sallIe can
be said about the broader social, racial, and personal conduct nornlS
within which the departlllent is enIbedded (Itellls 8, 23, 42): These are
not lllatters of illlportance so far as retention and conlpletion are
concerned. Itenl 28 lllay reflect a different dynaluic. That is, faculty
nlenlbers who belong to Factor A nlay consider it the responsibility of
students to adapt to the progranl as structured. For their part, the
students on Factor A are under contract as graduate assistants and are
therefore integral parts of the progranl. Their personal requirelnents
and the requirelllents of the graduate progranl are therefore in sync,
hence there is no denland for progranlluatic alteration.

The perspective of these nurtured individualists constituting Factor
A fits well with a traditional counseling progranl that eluphasizes
retention and cOlllpletion by acquiring individual tools as most
inlportant towards that end. Students who lllatriculate froin Bachelor's
to doctoral studies, and thus are inculcated with a nlore traditional
progression towards progranl cOlllpletion, nlay feellllore at honle here.

Factor B: Program Diversity with Student Support
The students and faculty defining Factor B are concerned with
institutional accountability as it relates to acknowledging student
diversity issues that accolnpany thenl into doctoral progralllS. Such
issues nlight include progral1l curricuhl111 flexibility and relevance to
various students' professional goals, the active efforts of faculty and
students to nliniIllize any potential iInpact of a predolllinately white
learning environlllent, the use of supportive peer groups (involving the
sanle race if needed), and the pronlotion of institutional support for
students struggling to fit in to the doctoral progranl.

As with Factor A, Factor B appreciates the faculty and progralll, but
with a different set of concerns. Forelllost is diversity, lllainly in racial
ternlS (scores for all three factors, with Factor Bscores in bold):
-2 +4 -1 39. Faculty acknowledges that students contend with

a variety of issues related to diversity.
-3 +3 -2 34. Faculty lnenlbers are diverse and representative

of the student population.
-1 +2 0 45. Faculty and students endeavor to nlininlize the

inlpact of a predolllinately white learning
environnlent.

-3 +2 -4 23. The departnlent incorporates peer groups,
including sallle-race peers, during graduate
education.
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There is an appreciation in this context of a faculty that is diverse (Iten1
34), and that is sensitive to the diversity needs of students (Itenl 39).
This diversity Blight help Ininilnize the inlpact of the predolninantly
White environlnent (Itenl 45), and see to it that the cohort itself is
racially sensitive (Itenl 23). This is an iInportant issue for Factor B in
ternlS of progressing through the progranl, a nlatter about which Factors
A and Capparently did not regard as nlost iInportant.

Factor B is appreciative of the faculty and curriculunl for another
reason-progran1l11atic flexibility. As the scores below indicate, persons
conlprising this factor appreciate the good fit between their goals and
the progranl as well as the faculty's openness to progranl alterations as
personal needs require:

+1 +4 +1 11. The doctoral progranl contains a curriculunl
relevant to a student's reasons and goals.

-3 +3 +2 28. The faculty is open to suggestions to alter the
progranl to Ineet students' personal
requiren1ents.

-2 +1 -3 32. The college provides support for students who
struggle with fitting into the progranl.

Although Factor B regards the college as willing to assist struggling
students (Itenl 32), this particular statelnent receives a significantly
lower score within B than statelnents 11 and 28 listed above,§§ which is
perhaps due to the fact that it is the college rather than the departl11ent
that is iInplicated in the statelnent. It IS preslllnably less iInportant for
the college to provide the support than for the departll1ent to do so.

There are also several statelllents with negative scores that
distinguish Factor B frolll the other two factors. Most of these refer to
extracurricular experiences and resources (health alnenities, student
organizations, and so forth) and especially peer relations. Persons in line
with Factor B were shown to regard these extracurricular experiences
and resources as uninlportant in relation progralll conlpletion:
o -4 -2 37. The can1pus and surrounding conllllunity provide

anlple opportunities for healthy eating habits,
adequate rest, and regular exercise.

§§ Using the ..::-score version of the factor scores, the standard enor for factor B is given as
(jH =.243; the standard error of the differen(~e within the factor is therefore ad =.J2(.243) =.344.

The factor score for statelnenl No. 28 is 1.34 and for No. 32 is A5, which ply)(Juces a value of
z=(1.34 - .45) / .344 =2.59 (p < .01). Interpretations of Q factors often focus on distinguishing
statelnents only (i.e., statements with significantly different scores among factors) and take little
notice of statements that are significantly different within factors, which often point the way to
interesting intra-factor insights.



What Helps Counselor Education Doctoral Students 261

-1 -4 -2 36. Student organizations are available for doctoral
students.

+1 -3 +1 2. The faculty enlploys teaching nlodels that assunle
the student is an active participant.

-1 -3 0 15. The college provides alternative intellectual
experiences beyond the progranl curriculunl.

+3 -3 +4 18. The progranl encourages connections anlong
fellow students.

One noted exception in the above grouping is statelnent 2, which refers
to teaching nlodels requiring active classroonl participation. This is a
stateillent related to teaching and learning style that Factor B regards as
rather inllllaterial as far as progranl conlpletion is concerned.

Over and above diversity alnong both faculty and students, Factor B
appears ll1ainly concerned with what goes on in the classrooln. A
departnlent organized around Factor B's orientation nlight be a good fit
for non-traditional, non-White, diverse students (including non­
nlatriculators) who are not accustonled to traditional institutional
perspectives.

Factor C: Reciprocal Relationships with Community Consideration
The Factor Cgroup of students and faculty acknowledges the ecology of
two-way relationships between faculty and students working in 1r111tual
accountability, including the acknowledgnlent of the role of supports
that exist outside the progranl such as friends and family, as central
considerations leading towards progranl conlpletion. Faculty diversity in
philosophy and practice along with flexibility towards progranl
prospectus coupled with support in professional developnlent are seen
as helpful towards progranl conlpletion as well. This can be observed in
those statelnents nlost strongly enlbraced (+4 and +3) by this factor:

(31) The progranl faculty establishes healthy and productive
relationships with students.
(18) The progranl encourages connections anlong fellow students.
(7) The doctoral progranl attenlpts to establish a learning
C0l11nlunity where students develop professionally.

(47) COnll1lUnication between students and faculty is kept open to
address any issues.

(17) Faculty strives to lnaintain positive relationships with students.
(41) The faculty actively assists students with structuring and
conlpleting the dissertation.

For the nlost part, these ideas are also accepted by Factors A and/or B,
especially the fornler (see Appendix), but there are two statelnents with
high positive scores that distinguish Factor Cfronl the other two factors:
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o 0 +4 13. The faculty pronlotes student-faculty
relationships.

+1 0 +3 4. The curricululll includes the developnlent of
teaching and supervision cOlllpetencies.

When viewed fronl the positive pole of this factor, these individuals,
both students and faculty, experience thenlselves as l11elllbers of a
conlnlunity (Gellleillscha[t) (Tannies 1887/1957), and Inore specifically
a skills COllll11Unity, in which participants are encouraged to relate to one
another during a process of enhancing capabilities.

This sanguine surface at the positive end of Factor C is countered by
strains at the negative end, where it is apparent students do not engage
in self-evaluation (Itenl 24), where the students and faculty are not
involved in self-care (Itenl 40), where financial aid is not available (Itenl
38), and where students are not trained to accept and integrate feedback
(Itenl 6)-all of this in a departlnent of counseling:

o -1 -4 24. Prospective students engage in self-evaluation to
deterllline if they are ready to nlake roonl for the
goal of a doctoral degree.

+1 0 -3 40. Faculty and students engage in adequate self-care
strategies.

+3 +4 -3 38. Financial aid is available.

o -1 -3 6. Students are trained to delnonstrate the ability to
accept and integrate feedback.

Two possibilities nlight account for the paradox of positive
asseSSlnent at one end of the factor and negative assesslnent at the
opposite end: (a) Given the condition of instruction-to sort the
statelnents frolll inlportant to uniInportant-Factor C 111ay siInply be
saying that things such as engagelnent, accepting feedback, and financial
aid are unilllportant; or (b) the factor Inay be alnbivalent or conflicted
about the progranl, regarding close interpersonal relations as desirable
while experiencing theln as absent.

There is evidence elsewhere that the latter Inay be the case, viz.:

+2 +2 -1 19. Students have clear expectations and goals.
+2 +2 -1 44. Supports are provided to counter feelings of

isolation and 111arginalization.
+3 +3 0 9. The faculty prepares students for professional

elnploylllent and assists theln in obtaining skills
and knowledge relative to continued professional
developlnent.

The statelnents above are located in the relatively non-salient 111iddle of
the Q-sort distribution as far as Factor C is concerned, but this is in
stark contrast to the positive asseSSlnents rendered by Factors A and B.
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Factor C experiences a relative absence of goals and expectations (Itelll
1y J, ot supports to counter isolation lltenl 44J, and ot taculty assistance
in skills acquisition (Itenl 9J. Consequently, Factor C 111ay leel a sense ol
anol11ie (Durkheinl, 1897j1951)-offeeling nlarginalized and rootless in
a social process that, in contrast, is being enjoyed by Factors A and B.

There are two other statenlents that are also found in the ostensibly
non-salient 11liddle of Factor C's Q distribution but in the strongly
negative end in Factors A and B:
-3 -3 +1 30. Faculty encourages open conlnlunication with

fanlily and friends to address students'
experiences.

-4 -4 0 20. The progranl offers part tinle study.
The students and faculty associated with Factor C nlay regard ties with
fanlily and friends outside the acadel11ic conll11unity to be relatively
nlore inlportant for students without strong ties inside that conl11lunity.
The score for Itenl 20 l11ay indicate that these students lack a fulltime
connection to their progranl, which l11ay help account for their distance
and sense ofnlarginalization.

Students who need flexibility for part tillle study and who nlay be
actively enlployed and not on a fulltinle assistantship track 11lay find
thenlselves in Factor C. Relationships and support frolll all sides-peers,
faculty, family, and friends-nlay be key as progranl conlpletions nlay be
dependent on balancing real-world work and progranl denlands.

Summary
Factor A. The students in this factor are well adjusted to a progranl that
fits thenl and encourages their professional developlllent. Both students
and faculty perceive warnl interpersonal relationships and are
appreciative ofthenl. The students' security is underwritten by financial
support, which I1lay include a graduate assistantship or funding. In this
secure setting, Factor A is willing to engage in introspection and to share
personal issues.
Factor B. This factor is especially sensitive to issues of diversity and
regards faculty acknowledgel11ent of this 111atter to be of the highest
inlportance and without which progranlnlatic progress would be
substantially 11l0re difficult. Factor B is also appreciative of progranl

flexibility and for departnlental support for students who are struggling.
1ne ueparunenl rnay oe experlenceu as a sale space, WillI evenls anu
acuvIues OUlslue lne acauemlc selling oelng relauvelY unlnlporlanL

f'actor C. The students conlprising this tactor have a 11lore tenuous
connection to the progralll; consequently, they appear 1110re alllbivalent
toward it. On the one hand, they perceive the faculty as supportive and
as encouraging open and positive relations, but on the other hand they
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experience an isolation and lack of faculty attentiveness nlade worse by
a lack of financial support. This can be seen in Itenl 44, supports are
provided to cOllnter feelings of isolation and lnarginaIizationJ which this
group ranked as illlportant.

Discussion
Pursuing a doctoral degree is both a challenging and rewarding process.
Despite the typical supports offered to graduate students, progranl
attrition rate relllains relatively high (Hoskins & Goldberg, 2005). A

conlprehensive fralllework for understanding the factors that assist
students towards cOlllpletion is beyond the scope of the current study.
In fact, there is a great variety between doctoral progranls, their
respective faculties, resources, and the students (Boes, Ullery, Millner, &
Cobia, 1999). In the spirit of "a desire to understand" the authors of this
study enlployed Q nl~thodology (Stephenson, 1953) to uncover student
and faculty perspectives about progralll retention and conlpletion in one
departlllent of counselor education in the Illid-west United States. Q
Inethodology has been used praglllatically and effectively to assist
groups of people with clarifying their own perspectives (Brown, 1980)
and gaining access to a group's collective wisdonl (Gargan & Brown,
1993). It can assist in providing perspectives of problenls and solutions,
(Mattson, Byrd, Rutherford, Brown, &. Clark, 2006), and facilitating
decision-Inaking (Durning & Brown, 2006).

The current study supports the findings of Hoskins and Goldberg
(2005) that student's perceptions of progralll-Illatch influences progranl
persistence. This study extends those findings by describing the type of
support (that is, factors A, B, and C) that facilitates progranl persistence.
Results also suggest the illlportance of financial support, progranl
awareness of diversity, faculty assistance with progranl tasks such as the
dissertation, and faculty relationship-building efforts as inlportant to
progranl persistence. Overall, it is a cOInbination of both individual
(Hoskins & Goldberg, 2005; Blair; 1999) and progranllllatic qualities
that assist doctoral students with a solid foundation for progranl
persistence. While the results lllay infornl both students and faculty
Inelllbers, the reconllnendations enlphasize the decisions of progranl
faculty lnelnbers and their role in affecting progranl persistence.

In this study and in the spirit of Q nlethodology, subjective versus
categorical nleanings were ascribed to the enlergent factors (A, B, and C)
and were not generated a priori (McKeown &. Tholllas, 2013). The
study's factors, conceived as decision structures (Stephenson, 1987), are
intended to serve as a basis for various progranllnatic reconlnlendations
designed to solve problelns that are ilnplicit in the factors. Decision
structures, in siInple ternls, can be conceptualized as "knowledge (of
SOUle subjective kind) brought to a conclusion fronl which decisions for
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action are possible" (Stephenson, 1987, p. 39). In this case, the
"knowledge" we are speaking of represents the cOlllplelnentary and
varied perspectives of faculty and staff Inenlbers fronl a counselor
education departlllent and doctoral students in various stages of
completion.

Data representing both consensus and distinguishing perspectives
that enlerged fronl the current study should be considered when
appraising a student's progression in the counselor education doctoral
progralll. Decision structures (that is, Q factors) 111ay be discussed
anl0ng faculty ll1enlbers ill appropriate forull1s. ForU111S for faculty-to­
faculty discussions include forlnal and inforlnal faculty Ineetings.
Faculty-student interactions often occur fornlally and inforlllally during
advising sessions, inlpronlptu Ineetings, classrooll1 discussions, and
planned events (such as Chi Sig111a Iota Ineetings and conferences).

Reconl111endations generated fronl faculty discussions can be
systenlatically processed using a series of questions intended to
stimulate faculty reflectivity around a student's progress. Faculty
nlelnbers can then follow up during advising sessions based on the
resultant asseSSll1ent of a student's progranl status. Thus, plans-of­
action can be rooted in the collective wisdoln of the faculty
(representing various factors) and iInplelnented individually with
students (representing various factors). Adapted fronl the supervision
literature (Neufeldt, 1996, 1997; Ward & House, 1998; Young, Lanlbie,
Hutchinson, & Thurston-Dyer, 2011), the construct of reflectivity can be
viewed as the process by which Inelllbers of a depart111ent engage in
mindful discussions that allows for the processing of ll1ultiple
perspectives, knowledge, and decision structures. Further, the process of
reflectivity entails "co-developing and co-investigating" hypotheses "in
this case for students who are struggling with progra111 progression"
(Neufeldt, 1996; italics added). A suggested starting point lies in the
reahn of self-evaluation with the key faculty question:

What is your perspective on what helps doctoral students'
progranl progression, and how does this perspective iInpact your
sentinlent towards struggling students?
With respect to advising practices, faculty lue111bers often lnaintain

large Master's and doctoral student advisee loads. How is this managed
and students' progress 1110nitored? As currently established, are staff in
proactive advising sessions alert to students fro 111 various factors?
Students representing all factors could benefit frolll "outreach" activities
like brief check-in elnails, faculty initiated advising Ineetings, and
quarterly social activities. Often, it is left to the student to initiate
advising sessions. This Inay not always be the nl0st helpful perspective
fronl the standpoint of Factors Band C.
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At tiInes, a nI0re detailed assessnlent of a student's progression
status is the key to understanding how a departlnent nlight intervene if
problenls should arise. With the faculty's perspective and a sense of the
factor that best describes the student's perspective as a starting point,
additional asseSSlnent criteria lnay be utilized including: years in
prograln; estiInate of student professional goals (such as faculty
or practitioner); traditional or non-traditional student status;
relationship status (potential bond; peer-peer; faculty-peer); graduate
assistant status; enlploynlent outside of progranl; involvelnent in

scholarship; involvelnent in teaching; financial support; fall1ily support;
and cohort relationship potential. This list is by no 111eanS exhaustive. In
an effort to be responsive to all students, who represent a variety of
perspectives, it behooves a faculty to establish criteria and a process for
student-progranl status evaluation. Toward that end, a question for
reflection is:

How do you currently Ineasure how a doctoral student is
progressing in the progranl including the faculty's asseSSlnent of
student strengths and potential barriers?
Once inforlnation has been gathered on a student's progression

status, what is to be done with it? Assesslnent inforlnation should be
linked to sonle plan of action such as lllobilizing departlnent or college
resources to assist students. Departll1ent resources Inay include peer
nlentoring progranls, individual advising sessions, prospectus
developlnent, residency sell1inar, "open-door" perspectives on
inIprolnptu Ineetings, deep reflection classroonl discussions,
opportunities for teaching and scholarship, graduate assistantships, and
full-tiInejpart-tilne flexibility, alnong others. Additional questions
include:

What are the resources currently in place to assist doctoral
students in your progranl that represents Factors A, B, and C?
What needs to change (if anything) in ternIS of resource
developnlent and allocation for counselor education doctoral
students based on an awareness ofvarying factors?

Conclusion
The present study illustrates 111ultiple perspectives on what helps
doctoral students towards progranl conlpletion. Consensus around the
inIportance of relationships, involvelnent in scholarship, assistance with
the dissertation, and financial support held by Factors A, B, and C were
not surprising findings. A traditional Inatriculation through a doctoral
progranl through graduate assistantships and full-tinle study is not the
only path towards conlpletion. Further, non-traditional students and
those who work outside of the progranllnay require additional attention
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to stay ahead of any prospective problenls through concerted outreach,
systenlatic assessnlent, and intervention planning by the departnlent.

Obtaining additional infornlation about doctoral student
expectations and contextual supports when they first arrive Inay assist
departnlents with anticipating resource deploylnent. Bernard (2006)
suggests that the progralns obtain qualitative and quantitative
infornlation about students' reasons for prograln selection and
sustainability. This inforlnation could be collected as part of the
admission
procedure. As students' life circulnstances Inay be subject to change
during the course of study, it Inay be helpful to periodically update their
inforlnation, particularly their plans for prograln sustainability.

Counselor education doctoral progranls share nlany siInilarities
guided by oversight policies and procedures (such as that of the Council
for the Accreditation of Counseling & Related Educational Progranls).
However, it is ilnportant to attend to the idiosyncratic qualities of a
progranl as well, which lie prilnarily in the Inakeup of faculty Inenlbers
and the student body. This study can be replicated at other sites to assist
departnlents with increasing their own knowledge, reflectivity, and
resource potential.
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Appendix: QSample and Factor Scores
ABC

Factor Scores

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

The faculty represents various points of view in
ternlS of philosophy of hunlan services and nlodes of
practice.
The faculty enlploys teaching lllodeis that assume
the student is an active participant.
The clinical practitioner aspect of the program
integrates both theory and application.

The curricululll includes the developnlent of
teaching and supervision cOl1lpetencies.
Professional identity is fostered through
collaborative scholarship with faculty and other
students.
Students are trained to delnollstrate the ability to
accept and integrate feedback.
The doctoral progralll attel1lpts to establish a
learning cOllllnunity where students develop
professionally.
Disrespectful behaviors, gestures or conlluents are
addressed and considered in student retention.
The faculty prepares students for professional
enlploynlent and assists thenl in obtaining skills and
knowledge relative to continued professional
development.

-1 +1 +2

+1 -3 +1

-1 +1 +1

+1 0 +3

+2 0 +2

o -1 -3

+2 0 +3

-2 +2 +1

+3 +3 0
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A B c

10 The faculty pronlotes a student-progranllnatch.

11 The doctoral progranl contains a curriculunl
relevant to a student's reasons and goals.

12 The progranl is tolerant of unexpected events in a
student's life.

13 The faculty prolnotes student-faculty relationships.

Factor Scores
-4 -2 -1

+1 +4 +1

+1 -1 +2

o 0 +4

14 The progranl faculty recognizes students' reasons
for pursuing a degree.

15 The college provides alternative intellectual
experiences beyond the progranl curriculunl.

16 The faculty considers student-progranl fit.

17 Faculty strives to Inaintain positive relationships
with students.

18 The progranl encourages connections alnong fellow
students.

19 Students have clear expectations and goals.
20 The progranl offers part tilne study.

21 Prospective and current students seek out faculty
and peer support.

22 Students are encouraged to talk about personal or
professional issues and concerns as they arise.

23 The departlnent incorporates peer groups, including
sanle-race peers, during graduate education.

24 Prospective students engage in self-evaluation to
deterlnine if they are ready to nlake roonl for the
goal of a doctoral degree.

25 The knowledge and skills gained through nlaster's
training and post nlaster's experience helps a
student cope with stress and anxiety of a doctoral
progranl.

26 The departnlent arranges for full tilne study.

27 Enlployers seenl willing to be flexible with students'
schedules.

28 The faculty is open to suggestions to alter the
progranl to Ineet students' personal requirenlents.

29 Minilnal financial support is provided.

-1 -2

-1 -3

-4 -1

+4 +1

+3 -3

+2 +2
-4 -4
o -1

+2 -1

-3 +2

o -1

o -3

-2 -2

-2 -2

-3 +3

o 0

-1

o

o
+3

+4

-1

o
+1

o

-4

-4

-3

-1

-2

+2

-2
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c

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

Faculty encourages open conllllunication with family
and friends to address students' experiences.

The progranl faculty establishes healthy and
productive relationships with students.

The college provides support for students who
struggle with fitting into the progralll.

Students are encouraged to stay aware of their
needs, strengths, and weaknesses to be
psychologically healthy.

Faculty nlenlbers are diverse and representative of
the student population.

Faculty and students provide lllentoring in research.

Student organizations are available for doctoral
students.

The canlpus and surrounding cOllllnunity provide
anlple opportunities for healthy eating habits,
adequate rest, and regular exercise.

Financial aid is available.

Faculty acknowledges that students contend with a
variety of issues related to diversity.

Faculty and students engage in adequate self-care
strategies.

The faculty actively assists students with structuring
and conlpleting the dissertation.

Negative racial cliIllates on the calnpus are kept
fronl spilling over into the progralll.

Faculty prolllotes students' varied career goals.

Supports are provided to counter feelings of
isolation and lllarginalization.

Faculty and students endeavor to IniniInize the
illlpact of a predolllinately white learning
environlnent.

Power struggles occasionally erupt without warning.

Conllllunication between students and faculty is
kept open to address any issues.

Factor Scores

-3 -3 +1

+2 +3 +4

-2 +1 -3

+4 -2 -2

-3 +3 -2

+3 +2 +2

-1 -4 -2

o -4 -2

+3 +4 -3

-2 +4 -1

+1 0 -3

+4 +3 +3

-3 +1 +2

+1 0 0
+2 +2 -1

-1 +2 0

-2 -2 -4

+3 +1 +3


