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Abstract: Doctoral student attrition rates across progralns and disciplines
have been persistently high. This study investigated departlllental
approaches believed to best support counselor education doctoral students
toward the successful c0111pletion of their degrees. Twenty-four doctoral
students and twentj/-three faculty lnelllbers in counselor education
progra111s c0111pleted a Qsort of38 statelllents. Fourfactors elnerged fro 111

the data each representing distinct collective perspectives. These factors
are described and discussed along with ;'llplications for counselor
education progral11s.

The financial, institutional, and personal costs of doctoral student
attrition can be inllnense. In the United States, colleges and universities
invest Inillions of dollars recruiting and financially supporting
undergraduate and graduate students (Stover, 2005). Within the
shadows of this substantial level of financial conllnitlnent to attracting
and funding students, high rates of doctoral student attrition exist, with
estiInates across disciplines ranging between 40% and 70 0Al (Nettles &
Millett, 2006). hnportantly, how institutions of higher education
perceive student attrition has long ago undergone a paradignl shift.
Specifically, colleges and universities have 1110ved beyond the idea that
high student attrition is a nleasure of acadelnic rigor and now view it as
"a sign of doing sOlnething wrong" (Riclunond, 1986, p. 92). As a result
of the paradignl shift in how higher education views student attrition,
these low conlpletion rates challenge both the quality and credibility of
acadelnic institutions.

In addition to the costs of student attrition to colleges and
universities, the personal costs can also be profound. For instance,
doctoral students who leave their progranls often leave with significant
student loan debt, frequently accept less esteenled jobs, and can often
experience depression, anxiety, and feelings of hopelessness (Lovitts,
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2001). In sonle ways, the personal costs of student attrition extend also
to faculty nlenlbers who are negatively affected by losses in tinle and
energy expended in teaching, acadenlic advising, and nlentoring doctoral
students who later discontinue their progranls (Hoskins & Goldberg,
200S).

As a result of the financial, institutional, and personal costs of high
student attrition, student retention has been placed at the forefront of
higher education issues (Stover, 200S). However, despite acadenlic
institutions leveraging institutional and acadelnic research in order to
identify strategies to increase conlpletion rates (Nettles & Millett, 2006),
no consensus for inlproving retention is present in the literature. The
doctoral student attrition rate renlains high, even as 1110St of the student
retention research has focused on undergraduate rather than doctoral
students (Berger & Lyons, 200S).

Student Attrition in Counselor Education
Although no specific data exist regarding attrition rates in counselor
education progranls, the persistent high rate of doctoral student
attrition across acadelnic disciplines (Lovitts, 2001; Nettles & Millett,
2006) suggests that it is inlprobable that counselor education progralns
are free fronl this problelll. For exanlple, recent research (Golde, 200S;
Nettles & Millett, 2006) has revealed that the highest rates of attrition
occur in the hunlanities and social sciences, the latter being an area
closely aligned with the curriculunl of a PhD in counselor education.
Additionally, Inany doctoral progralns in counselor education are
housed within education departJnents, and doctoral student attrition
rates in education are also probleJnatically high (Malone, Nelson, &
Nelson, 2001; Nettles & Millett, 2006).

There also exists inlportant counselor education research exalnining
issues related to doctoral student retention and attrition. To date, these
inquiries have been qualitative and focused exclusively on the
experiences of doctoral students (Burkholder, 2012; Hoskins &
Goldberg, 200S; Hughes & Kleist, 200S; Protivnak & Foss, 2009). These
studies have produced valuable results for counselor education
students, faculty, and progranls. They have, for exanlple, indicated the
value of nlentoring and support systenls for doctoral students
(Protivnak & Foss, 2009), of the student-progranl nlatch and student
relationships with faculty (Burkholder, 2012; Hoskins & Goldberg,
200S), and of the inlportance of doctoral students engaging in activities
that engender confidence, such as teaching and presenting at
conferences (Hughes & Kleist, 200S).

Along with reporting those results, these researchers each
nlade various suggestions for future research that we considered
while developing this current study. For instance, although research has



274 David Burkholder and Christopherjanson

denlonstrated that faculty significantly affect the experience of doctoral
students (Lovitts, 2001; Protivnak & Foss, 2009) and their ability to
persist with study (Burkholder, 2012; Hoskins & Goldberg, 2005), no
research we know of has exalnined what counselor educators believe
best assists doctoral students toward cOlllpleting the PhD. It was
suggested by previous researchers on this topic in counselor education
that future studies nlight include both counselor education doctoral
students and faculty as participants (Hoskins & Goldberg, 2005). Also
related to participant recruitnlent, other researchers discussed the value
of participants froln "a variety of institutions and in a variety of
geographical locations" (Hughes & Kleist, 2005, p. 107). Hoskins and
Goldberg (2005) also expressed this call for broader participant
inclusivity by suggesting the inclusion of Inen, students of color, students
at various stages of doctoral study, and students fronl non-accredited
prograllls. Aside fronl considerations regarding research participants,
other researchers relnarked that Inore "in-depth" studies nlight clarify
thelnes expressed within their own study (Protivnak & Foss, 2009).
Finally, Hoskins and Goldberg (2005) described what they viewed as a
lack of "research on the student voice" (p. 176) while also
reconllnending "nlore studies be conducted at the progranllnatic level"
(p.177).

We believed that a better understanding of how both counselor
educators and PhD counselor education students perceive the ways in
which doctoral progranls can best support doctoral student cOlllpletion
is useful for constructing prograllllnatic policy, processes, and practices
aiIned at graduatinJ PhD students. Perspectives related to these
departlnental approaches were the focus of this research study because
of the well-established iInperative that retention should be the
responsibility of the institution (Stover, 2005) as well as the
recollllnendation frolll a previous study (Hoskins & Goldberg, 2005).
Therefore, the guiding research question for this study was: What do
students and faculty Inelnbers believe are the best departnlental
approaches that support counselor education doctoral students toward
the successful conlpletion of their PhD progranls?

Method
The focus of this study was to identify and understand a range of shared
perspectives held by both counselor educators and PhD-level counselor
education students regarding departlnental approaches and practices
believed to best support counselor education doctoral students
toward the successful conlpletion of their degrees. As a result of our
research focus on participant subjectivity as well as sonle of the
reconllnendations froln previous research related to counselor
education doctoral student attrition and retention, we selected Q
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nlethodology. First and forelllost, we used Q Inethodology because it has
been described as the "best-developed paradignl for the investigation of
human subjectivity" (Dryzek & Hohnes, 2002, p. 20). We also believed
that Q methodology would also allow us to identify and describe
resultant perspectives with depth and nuance while at the sallle tiIne
honoring participant voice (Brown, 2006), both of which were
recollllllendations elnerging fronl previous research on counselor
education doctoral student attrition (Hoskins & Goldberg, 200S;
Protivnak & Foss, 2009). Additionally, there is growing use of Q
nlethodology within counselor education in order to exalnine
perspectives on nlatters such as leadership in the counseling profession
(West, Bubenzer, Osborn, Paez, & Deslnond, 2006), school counselor
leadership (Janson, 2009), pre-treatlnent change (Kindsvatter, Osborn,
Bubenzer, & Duba, 2010), and school counselor-principal relationships
(Janson, Militello, & Kosine, 2008).

The concourse, and thus the Q sanlple, for this study was developed
fronl three different sources. First, the priInary author conducted
interviews with eight doctoral-level counselor education students (3
Caucasian wonlen, 2 African-Alnerican wonlen, 1 nlultiracial WOlnan, 1
Latino/Hispanic nlan, and 1 Caucasian Illan). These eight, one-hour
interviews focused on responses to the prolllpt, "What approaches or
practices within your counselor education departlnent do you believe
best support counselor education doctoral students toward the
successful conlpletion of their degrees?" FroIII these responses we
identified 67 statenlents reflecting perspectives in response to the
pronlpt. Second, both authors conducted interviews using the sanle
pronlpt with seven counselor educators (2 African-Alnerican WOlnen, 1
Caucasian wonlan, 1 Latina/Hispanic wonlan, 2 African-Anlerican nlen,
and 1 Caucasian nlan) frOtll six institutions with counselor education
PhD progranls. These interviews yielded 48 nlore statelnents reflecting
perspectives in response to the pronlpt. Third, we gathered 34
statenlents fronl conceptual and enlpirical literature on the retention of
both doctoral students generally and counselor education doctoral
students specifically. These three different sources yielded a total of 149
statenlents. By eliIninating duplicate or inlpertinent responses and
conlbining statenlents that expressed siInilar ideas or identical content,
we derived a 38-itenl representative Qsanlple (see Appendix).

We posted a link to our FlashQ (Hackert & Braehler, 2007) sort on
the counselor education and supervision electronic nlailing list
(CESNET-L}, along with a request for participation fronl counselor
education faculty at progranls with doctoral progranls in counselor
education, and fronl doctoral level counselor education students. Forty
seven participants sorted the 38 statenlents according to their
understandings and interpretations of those Q- sanlple itenls 1l10St like
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and nlost unlike their perspectives. Thirty participants identified
thelnselves as felnale, and 17 identified thelnselves as Inale, 31
described thelnselves as white/Caucasian, four as African A111erican,
four as Latino/Hispanic, four as Inultiracial, two as "other," one as Native
Anlerican, and one as Asian/Pacific Islander. Twenty-four participants
described thelnselves as doctoral students, and 23 described thelnselves
as faculty. Of those describing thelnselves as doctoral students, nine
reported being doctoral candidates who had proposed their dissertation,
eight reported to be still cOl1lpleting coursework, four had conlpleted all
coursework but had not yet passed their conlprehensive exalninations,
and three had conlpleted their coursework and conlprehensive
exanlinations but had not yet proposed their dissertation. Of those
describing thelnselves as faculty, eight reported being non-tenured
assistant professors, six reported being non-tenure track adjunct faculty,
five reported being associate professors, three reported being full
professors, and one reported being a tenured assistant professor.
Finally, 31 participants identified the progranl in which they were either
faculty Inelnbers or students as being CACREP-accredited, while 16
identified their progranls as not being CACREP-accredited.

Following their sorts, participants also responded to a prolnpt
intended to gain fuller understandings of the Ineaning they nlade fronl
the statelnents they sorted as either +4 or -4. The prolnpt read, "Please
briefly explain why the following statelnents you have identified as
'nl0st like' or 'Inost unlike' your perspective are either effective or not
effective in helping doctoral students conlplete their degrees."

We selected a four-factor solution for this study, following principal
conlponents analysis (PCA) with a varilnax rotation in PQMethod
(Schmolck,2002).

Results
As a result of our analyses, we nalned the four factors or distinct sets of
perspectives shared by participants as: (A) Focused and Clear
Mentoring, (B) Progranlnlatic and Financial Clarity, (C) Relationships
that Facilitate Relevant Learning, and (D) Caring and Support. Together,
these four factors accounted for 45% of the explained variance and 36 of
the 47 participant sorts (77°10) loaded on one of the four factors. In this
section, we present a sunllnary of each factor. In our descriptions we
have provided rankings/placelnents of relevant itenlS. As an exanlple,
within the description below for Factor A, (21: +4) Ineans that itenl 21 is
ranked as a +4 position (Inost like Iny perspective) in the factor array.
Additionally, participant COllllnents collected as part of their post-sort
responses that are cited to clarify the interpretation are indicated by the
use of italics.
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Factor A: Focused and Clear Mentoring
Rather than focusing on the consequences of student attrition and
intervening once a student has withdrawn fronl study, professors nlust
understand their distinct ability to positively or negatively impact
doctoral students' experiences, on both an individual level and
departnlentallevel (30: -4; 6: -3; 15: +2; 31: +1). In teaching and other
interactions with students, faculty should denlOtlstrate qualities that
facilitate trust between student and faculty nlenlber (19: +1).
Engendering a relationship between student and faculty Inelnber in
which the student's perspective on what helps thenl to be successful is
valued inlportant (34: +3), as opposed to a nlore hierarchical
relationship between faculty Inelnber and student wherein the professor
tells the student what is best (4: -3). An associate professor highlighted
the inlportance of gathering and using student perspectives while
renlarking, "We speak abollt the i111portance ofbeing open to feedback . ..
yet, our progral1ls are often last to lnove olltside our conlfort zones and
receive this feedback. Let's l11ake sure \ve know what our students' needs
are."

The more codified contexts for relationships between faculty
menlber and student are nlentoring and advising, and professors should
take the initiative in forging nlentoring relationships with doctoral
students (21: +4) and assigning doctoral students to faculty advisors in
an intentional nlanner (18: +2). A useful expression of the advising and
nlentoring relationship between faculty nlelnber and doctoral student is
inforlning student expectations of the process of navigating the doctoral
progranl, and collaboration with the student in professional activities,
whether those be presenting at conferences or co-authoring papers (16:
+4; 13: +4). As one doctoral student stated, "This is sitnilar to
l11entoring-the faculty should reach out and invite doc students to
participate in research together and present together." Not surprisingly,
boundaries do exist in relationships between faculty and student,
nanlely around areas within the student's personal life (24: -2; 9: -4).
Financial concerns are one exanlple of this, referenced by both students
and faculty. A professor noted, "This is not an area we should discuss with
students," while a student noted, "I would not want faculty to be privy to
l11Y financial issues and concerns and would not be cOlllfortable sharing
this in!orl11atioll."

Finally, a tenlporal COl1lpOnent nlust be considered within the
infornlal and forlnal interactions between faculty and student in
addition to the content and tone. Although conventional wisdonl would
dictate that faculty concentrate attention on beginning doctoral
students, doctoral student conlpletion is nlore facilitated by relnaining
engaged with students through the dissertation phase of their study (28:
+3; 29: +3; 37: -1; 38: -4).
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Factor B: Programmatic and Financial Clarity
The challenges of doctoral study are best 111et by students who have
inforll1ed understandings of what to expect fronl their progranl and
what it will take to finish (27: +4; 16: +4). One professor conlll1ented, "[
think a lot of tiJnes students aren't aware of what getting a PhD is really
going to require of theln." Beginning doctoral study with accurate and
inforll1ed understandings 111ay be achieved through stressing first
iInpressions-whether those first ill1pressions are fronl doctoral student
orientations, assigning the nlost effective faculty to teach first-year
doctoral students, or a general progranl nlandate for faculty to prioritize
first-year doctoral students (36: +1; 37: +2; 38: +1). In addition to
understanding the path to the PhD, supporting doctoral students to the
cOlnpletion of their degree also involves students engaging in activities
in the classroonl and through collaboration with faculty that will likely
Inirror what their post-PhD careers will require of thell1 (35: +3; 13: +3).
Support and collaboration, however, are not responsibilities of the
faculty 111ell1ber (11: -4; 23: -4; 22: -4) and should not extend beyond
professional activities (1: -2; 8: -3; 10: -1). This was conlll1unicated by a
faculty Inelnber who wrote, "[ don't see how being friends with students
will help thelll cOlllplete. This is a slippely slope alld [ would not go along
with a departnlentallnandate to do so."

Starting doctoral students off on the right foot is not sufficient to
ensure they cOll1plete study. In addition to initially evaluating students
to deterlnine their fit for a PhD progranl (25: +3), fOrll1ative evaluation
occurring throughout a PhD progranl is an inlportant elell1ent to
facilitating doctoral student conlpletion, although the faculty-not the
students-are the arbiters of what works and what does not (26: +2; 33:
+2; 34: 0). Two critical conlponents for cOll1pleting a PhD that do need to
be identified through forll1ative evaluation are the financial elelnent of
PhD study and students nlaintaining balance in their lives (9: +4; 24: +3).
A doctoral student encouraged faculty to account for the financial
concerns of students, stating, "Man)! doctoral students worlY abollt
1110ne)', and the willingness of faculty to address these worries l11akes a
huge difference. At l11inilll11111, it llo,.,llalizes it." Speaking on balance, a
faculty 111ell1ber conlll1ented, "Doctoral students need to understand that
their progranl is going to require sacrifice, and S0111eti,11es they are going
to have to put fil1llily and other things on the backburner."

Factor C: Relationships that Facilitate Relevant Learning
The student-faculty relationship is central to supporting doctoral
students to degree conlpletion. Doctoral students and faculty recognize
the value to be gained fro111 student-professor relationships based on
nonjudgnlental encouragell1ent and support (7: +3; 2: +3; 20: +3). When
faculty Inell1bers initiate and develop such relationships with doctoral
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students (11: +4; 21: +2), doctoral students are open to advice (4: +2)
and the groundwork is laid for students to participate in a "dress
rehearsal" of sorts with faculty, engaging in activities that will equip
thenl for life after the PhD. Most notable are activities that involve
writing and presenting with professors (13: +4; 35: +4), which was
illustrated by a faculty nlelnber who reported, HI value to this day the
111entoring relationship I had with a faculty l11elllber. I had peers who did
not have such a relationship v,lith faculo' and I believe 111y transition to
being faculty 11lyselfhas been easier by co111parison. II

The inlportance of student-faculty relationships based on concern,
flexibility, and elllpathy (8: +2; 12: +2) is als~ nlore salient than
pedagogical approaches (19: -3), student expectations and
understandings of cOlllpleting the PhD (27: -1), tracking student
progress (26: -3), and the way in which faculty conceptualize and
address student retention and attrition (32: -2). The value of the
relationship between faculty Inelnber and doctoral student is so
fundalnental to degree conlpletion that it far outweighs progranlluatic
structures aiIned at increasing student conlpletion, such as requiring a
dissertation class, creating peer-support progranls, and using data to
track student progress (14: -4; 29: -4; 33: -4). The practices behind
these progranllnatic approaches do not entirely lack usefulness, but if
present, should fornl organically rather than artificially. For instance,
one student wrote: "{ dOll Jt think we need ollr progra111S to over-structure
our prograillS. A lot ofthese already happen frequently and organically."

Factor D: Caring and Support
Doctoral study is a tinle where experiencing support frolll faculty (2: +2;
7: +2) and fellow students (14: +4) is key to successful degree
conlpletion. Support can take several fornls, including affirlning the
autonollly and decisions of students (5: +3) and actively supporting
students who nlay step away frOlll doctoral study (6: +3), but is most
appropriate and effective for such support to occur in professional
contexts (17: -2; 23: -2). A faculty nlelllber recognized this when stating,
"Col11pletion is not an easy process. I believe it requires 1110tivatioflJ

courageJ and strong self-estee111and so I believe a 111a}or part of l11Y role is
expressing the care and support needed by students for those
characteristics to flourish." While it is inlportant for faculty to be
supportive and exhibit enlpathy and flexibility with doctoral students
(12: +3), it is also necessary that doctoral students Inaintain balance and
practice self-care in their own lives (24: +3; 10: +4).

For faculty to denlonstrate the support that students need, they Inust
go beyond siInply understanding and acknowledging that they can
inlpact a student's experience (15: -2; 31: -4; 30: -4), and conllnunicate
to students their concern while at the saine tiIne creating a space for
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students to do the saIne (8: +4; 1: +2). All IllUSt bear in nlind that
ilnproving doctoral student cOlllpletion is not achieved through a set of
reductionist structures or progranl111atic policies ainled at increasing
revenue (33: -4; 35: -1; 25: -3; 37: -3), but is addressed in a supportive
atlnosphere with the principles of student success and learning at the
foundation (32: +2).

In reference to the lilnitations of faculty silnply understanding and
acknowledging the iInpact they have on a doctoral student, one student
reported: tllf facult)l need to be educated about the ;'l1pact that faculty
dJ'na111ics have on our experiences and the consequences for us if we donJt
finishJ then thatJs a bigger problel11 than si/np{y providing 1110re
infor/nation or research so the)l can be better infor'l1ed."

Discussion
Given the theoretical and epistelllological ailllS of Q Inethodology to
identify various distinct perspectives that exist around a given subjectJ

our own ainl is to expand the palette of ideas related to departnlental
practices that are perceived to best support student conlpletion rather
than reduce these ideas to a decontextualized set of best practices. We
identified and described four different ways in which faculty and PhD
students in counselor education progranls perceive departlnental
approaches that best support doctoral student cOlllpletion of their
degrees. In this section, we discuss our results within the context of
previous scholarship while also offering our perspectives on how
counselor education students, faculty, and progranls nlight utilize
elelnents of these results in order to ilnprove PhD student conlpletion.

Previous literature has identified and discussed the ilnportance of
student-faculty relationships (Hoskins & Goldberg, 2005) and nlentoring
(Protivnak & Foss, 2009) for student conlpletion. The iInportance of
nlentoring and strong relationships between students and faculty can be
seen nlost clearly within the Factor A and C perspectives. The nlentoring
role within these relationships was Inore prolninent within Factor A.
However, both factor perspectives elllphasized the ilnportance of these
relationships including collaboration around activities that nlight
prepare students for their future roles and activities as counselor
educators (Hughes & Kleist, 2005). In contrast, Factor B represented a
perspective focused on the illlportance of clear progranl processes and
structures, including the financial. That perspective reflects the reality
that PhD students often experience significant financial difficulty
requiring assistance (Nettles & Millett, 2006). Finally, while the Factor D
perspective's focus on approaches that directly extend care and support
either personally or progranll1latically was not reflected in previous
professional literature, the ethos of care and support clearly pernleates
the therapeutic context of counseling.
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Just as we believe it was ilnportant to exanline PhD student
conlpletion frolll the collective perspectives of both counselor education
students and faculty, we believe that to be Ineaningful progral11s should
engage in processes toward ilnproving student c0l11pletion that involve
substantial conversation al110ng students and faculty. These
conversations should begin with an understanding that there are likely
patterns of student needs within distinct progral11s (based on, for
exanlple, institutional and progranl resources and delnographic patterns
of students such as socioecononlic status and race/ethnicity), and also
diverse individual student needs, necessitating varied departlnental
approaches to support degree conlpletion. Consequently, faculty should
consider and discuss the approaches suggested by this research within
the context of their progranls, soliciting feedback fronl both current
doctoral students and past doctoral students. More specifically,
departl11ents could invite both faculty and students to exanline the
perspectives described here regarding progranllnatic practices believed
to best support doctoral student c0l11pletion. Additionally, progral11
faculty nlight also consider inviting faculty and students to sort this
study's Q sanlple in order to better facilitate these discussions and
feedback processes. These sorts could subsequently be factor analyzed
in order to deterlnine patterns of perspectives that exist within the
ul1ique contexts of unique progral11s. However, the sorting process Inight
be useful even without the accol11panying statistical analyses by
providing a conl1110n vocabulary of possible approaches and practices.
Regardless, these conversations anl0ng faculty and between faculty and
students nlay likely illulninate areas requiring ilnprOVel11ent as well as
areas in which progranls are effectively supporting PhD student
c0l11pletion.

The range of the perspectives identified in this study indicates that a
set of "best practices" would be unlikely to address the diverse needs of
students, no nlatter how systel11atic and c0l11prehensive in nature.
Based upon the results of our study, in contrast, we suggest that
progranl faculty exalnine their approaches and practices intended to
support doctoral student c0l11pletion across two categories: (a)
progranllnatic elelnents, and (b) relational elelnents. The distinction
between preferences for approaches that were either progranllnatic or
relational was apparent across the factors in this study, and it is
conceivable that certain departlnents and progralns privilege
approaches fronl one of these categories 1110re than the other. In order to
ensure Inore balanced practices, we encourage prograllls to consider
and el11ploy both progralllnlatic and relational approaches. Statements
29 and 11 provide respective representative exalnples of these different
approaches.
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This study reflects an initial effort to learn nlore about how counselor
education faculty and PhD students collectively perceive departnlental
approaches or practices that best support PhD student conlpletion.
While we do not generally favor scholarship that pursues the generation
of tidy, yet lillliting, tlbest practices," we are aware that in the current
clilllate of educational accountability, the developillent of lllore
conlprehensive nlodels for progranls and practices are often desired.
Still, we caution that the issue of student retention and conlpletion is
conlplex and in constant flux and so it therefore requires sustained
exploration through inclusive dialogue involving both faculty and
students.

Future Research Considerations
In keeping with the spirit of generative discourse and research, we also
have sonle specific reconllllendations for future research. Given the
inlportance of culture and race in lllediating student educational
experiences, future research nlight endeavor to develop an even lllore
diverse participant pool than the one developed here. Additionally,
because sonle of the approaches identified for this study and contained
within the Q saillple represent concrete progranlnlatic eleillents (for
exanlple, itenls 14, 25, 27, & 29), future research nlight exanline the
relationship between the presence of these progranllllatic elenlents and
counselor education PhD progranl conlpletion rates. Finally, given the
deeply personal nature of how students experience and nlake llleaning
fronl their PhD progranls, future studies nlight focus lllore intensively on
a sillaller nunlber of participants in order to better understand the
individuallneaning-Illaking involved in such an intensive and prolonged
experience such as doctoral studies.

These recollllllendations aside, this study added value and nuance to
conversations and inquiry within counselor education regarding
doctoral student degree conlpletion because it revealed holistic
perspectives shared by students and faculty. Furtherlllore, llluch of this
value and nuance was due to sonle of our research choices, the nl0st
notable being our use of Q Illethodology. Whereas previous qualitative
studies focused on tithe dissection of a viewpoint or subject Blatter into
its pertinent sub-thellles or issues," (Watts & Stenner, 2012, p. 177), our
study perlllitted us to see whole perspectives, and to recognize the
relationship between and alllong sonle thellles within thelll. So although
eleillents of the four factors here were evident as thellles in those
previous studies, we contend that the holistic nature of this study's Q
factors represents opportunities for deeper understanding of distinct
shared perspectives regarding departillental approaches believed to
best support doctoral student degree cOlllpletion. For exaillple, although
previous qualitative research described the thenle of tinlentoring," this
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thenle was explored in fairly broad ternlS of participant expressions of
its general helpfulness, beneficial nature, and difficulties (Protivnak &
Foss, 2009). In contrast, Factor A in this study provided a deep and
holistic substructure of this shared perspective that revealed
understandings of 111entoring that included alllong other things:
considerations of the power inherent in the relationship to impact
doctoral student experiences; the inlportance that the relationship
facilitates trust; the inlportance of a 1110re egalitarian relationship that
honors student voice; a belief that faculty should initiate these
relationships; and the idea that there should be a professional
developnlent focus. In sunl, the process and results of this study further
support the usefulness of Q nlethodology in the developillent of
understanding of subjectivity related to topics, trends, and phenonlena
in counselor education.
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Appendix: QSample and Factor Scores
Factor Scores

StatenJel1t/ApproaclJ/Strategy A B C D

1 Provide students opportunities to share -1 -2 0 2
struggles.

2 Provide nonjudglllental support. -1 -1 3 2

3 When students are considering leaving a 1 -2 1 0
progranl, actively explore with thenl all
possible strategies that could help theln
stay.
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Factor Scores
Statement/Approach/Strategy ABC D

4 Provide appropriate advice to students. -3 1 2 -1
5 Advisors and counseling faculty support -2 -2 0 3

and affirnl students' decisions.

6 Provide appropriate assistance when -3 -2 0 3
students need to step away fronl their
program.

7 Provide encouragelTIent to students. 0 0 3 2

8 Express caring/concern for students. 1 -3 2 4
9 Address students' financial concerns -4 4 1 1

10 Conlnlunicate to students that it is okay to 0 -1 1 4
take care of thelTISelves.

11 Encourage individual faculty Inelnbers to 2 -4 4 -1
cultivate quality relationships with doctoral
students.

12 Faculty develop an acadenlic culture that 3 2 2 3
enlbodies Inany of the dispositions
underpinning the counseling profession
(enlpathy, authenticity, flexibility, etc.).

13 Collaborate with students in professional 4 3 4 1
activities-eo-authoring, presenting at
conferences, etc.

14 Create and pronlote progranls and 2 1 -4 4
processes that engender peer support
aillong students (eg. ABD support groups).

15 Educating departillental faculty regarding 2 -1 0 -2
the unique position they are in to positively
or negatively influence students'
experience.

16 Counseling faculty infornl student 4 4 1 0
expectations by helping students develop
clear understandings of the structure and
process of their doctoral progranl.

17 Involve students in social departillental -3 -3 -1 -2
activities.

18 Develop and use luethods to better 111atch 2 1 0 0
students with assigned faculty advisors.
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Factor Scores

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

Stateulellt/Approach/Strategy A

Model through teaching and other 1
interactions with students, the qualities
necessary to develop trust and
interpersonal influence with clients.
Encourage and support students' creativity, 1
initiative, and curiosity.

Focus on forllling and cultivating faculty 4
nlentorships with individual students

The counselor education progranl confirnls 0
and directs the active role faculty Illelllbers
should play in developing relationships
with students.

Faculty Illelllbers nlake efforts to have out- -2
of-class contact with students.

Address with students the need to reconcile -2
the delllands of Inultiple life roles (student,
parent, spouse, etc.).

Counselor education progranls have -2
adequate adlllissions processes in place to
screen out students deellled inappropriate
for the profession.

Faculty engage in frequent 1
nlonitoringjreviews of individual student
progress.

Establish clear tiIne nOrl11S for c0l11pletion 0
of degree.

Faculty Inaint~.ins 111eaningful contact and 3
advising of all ABO students.

Institute a required dissertation "class" that 3
would involve doctoral candidates checking
in with faculty regarding dissertation
progress, concerns, and questions.

Infornl the counseling faculty about the -4
institutional and hlullan consequences of
doctoral student attrition.

Educate counseling faculty about the 1
influence departlnentjfaculty dynanlics
have on student retention and attrition.

B C

o -3

-1 3

-1 2

-4 -3

-4 -1

3 0

3 3

2 -3

4 -1

-3 -2

o -4

-3 -2

o -1

D

o

1

o

-1

-2

3

-3

-3

o

3

1

-4

-4
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Factor Scores

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

Statement/Approach/Strategy A

Faculty address issues of student retention 0
and attrition through the lens of student
success and learning, not enrolhl1ent
nunlbers and revenue.
Progranls effectively use data to track -1
student progress throughout the progralll
(eg. departnlent-focused retention and
attrition statistics, progranl inlprovelnent
studies).
Solicit students' perceptions of the 3
effectiveness of departInent and faculty
procedures and practices intended to
support student degree c0111pletion.
Provide learning experiences for students 0
that are relevant to and infornl what they
will likely be doing in their careers.
Ensure that the 1110St effective faculty -3
Ine111bers are teaching first year doctoral
classes.
Conduct doctoral student orientations that -1
include all counseling faculty as well as
departnlent chairs and deans.
Faculty 111ake first-year doctoral students a -4
priority.

BCD
o -2 2

2 -4 -4

Oil

3 4 -1

1 -3 -2

2 -1 -3

1 -2 -3


