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In this, the sixth installment of the 2011
survey of I-O psychology graduate pro-
grams, we present norms on assorted
features of student assistantships, fel-
lowships/scholarships, and resources.
Funding is an important part of graduate
student education. In addition to provid-
ing financial subsistence (e.g., to pay the
rent), assistantships and fellowships
support work that contributes to stu-
dents’ professional development as re-
searchers and teachers. The American
Psychological Association (APA; Mulvey,
Wicherski, & Kohout, 2010) reported
that 91% of doctoral psychology pro-
grams offer some form of financial assis-
tance, 91% offer teaching assistantships,
91% research assistantships, and 72%
merit-based fellowships/scholarships to
graduate students beyond their first
year of study. This section of the bench-
marking survey sought details of funding
and other resources offered by I-O psy-
chology graduate programs.

As we have done in each previous in-
stallment, we offer overall norms and
compare master’s and doctoral pro-
grams in psychology and business/
management departments (i.e., 2 x 2
breakouts). We also consider norms for
Gibby, Reeve, Grauer, Mohr, and
Zickar’s (2002) most productive doctoral
programs and for Kraiger and Abalos'’s
(2004) top master’s and doctoral pro-
grams, separately, based on student rat-
ings, in each case relative to peer pro-
grams (e.g., other psychology-based
doctoral programs for both Gibby et al.
and Kraiger & Abalos doctoral). Non-US-
based programs are excluded here ow-
ing to questionable representativeness,
and on-line-only programs are dropped
from the 2 x 2 breakouts.” Norms for
nominal and continuous variables are
presented in separate tables, and statis-
tical tests are offered for the 2 x 2 break-
outs as cell sizes permit.

January 2014 Volume 51 Issue 3




Table 1
Main Assistantship Features: Nominal Variables

All programs®

Psychologyb Business/Managementb

Master's Doctoral Master's Doctoral

Item/variable N Freq %
Assistantships offered (yes = 1) 115 92 80.0
Assistantship decision process
Individual faculty have first choice 75 30 40.0
Junior faculty have first choice 75 8 107
Senior faculty have first choice 75 3 4.0
Decisions reached by consensus 75 50 66.7
Students allowed to veto their assignments 75 9 120
Students arrange their own assistantships 75 13 173
Restrictions to students on assistantship
Not allowed to work in other paid jobs 85 22 259
Only allowed to work in career-relevant paid jobs 85 12 141
Must maintain a minimum number of course hours 85 61 718
Must maintain a minimum grade point average 85 57 67.1

N Freq % N Freq % N Freq % N Freq %

49 35 714 39 35 897 4 3 750 11 10 90.9
27 11 407 29 14 483 3 0 .0 0 3 30.0
27 4 14.8 29 3 103 3 0 .0 0 1 10.0
27 3 111 29 0 .0 3 0 0 10 0 .0
27 14 519 29 22 759 3 1 333 10 8 80.0
27 2 7.4 29 4 138 3 0 .0 10 2 200
27 7 259 29 34 3 2 667 10 0 .0
32 5 15.6 33 10 303 3 0 .0 10 6 60.0
32 3 9.4 33 6 182 3 0 0 10 1 100
32 21 656 33 25 758 3 2 667 10 7 700
32 18 56.3 33 23 69.7 3 2 667 10 7 70.0

*Excluding non-US. “Excluding non-US and online only.

In the survey, an assistantship was de-
fined as “a job undertaken by a student
under the auspices of the host program,
department, or some other university
entity,” whereas a fellowship/
scholarship “offers financial support
with no putative job duties.” Detailed
normative results for each funding type
are offered respectively in the next two
major sections, followed by norms for
student resources. We finish with the
top-10 comparisons.

Assistantships

Norms for main assistantship nominal
variables are provided in Table 1, with
corresponding statistical results in Table
2. Of the 88 (US) responding I-O pro-
grams, 80% offer assistantships. The rate
is higher for doctoral than for master’s
programs (90% vs. 72%) but does not
differ significantly between department
types. The primary means of assigning
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assistantships to students is by consen-
sus among I-O faculty (66%), which
holds especially in doctoral (77%) over
master’s programs (50%). Secondarily,
assistantships appear to be aligned with
individual faculty needs in around 40%
of programs.3 Yielding to junior or senior
faculty preferences is relatively rare
(overall 11% and 4%, respectively), al-
though senior faculty appear to have
greater say in master’s than in doctoral
programs (10% vs. 0%, respectively).
Students are involved in arranging their
own assistantships in around 17% of all
responding programs, and the rate is
notably higher in master’s programs
(30% vs. 3% in doctoral).

Norms at the bottom of Table 1 show
that two fairly common practices are to
require students on assistantship to
maintain a minimum number of credit
hours (72% of programs offering assis-
tantships) and a minimum GPA (67%).




Table 2

Chi Square Results for Main Assistantship Features: Nominal Variables

Master's vs. Psych vs.
Variable doctoral Bus/Mgmt 2-way
Assistantships offered by program (yes = 1) 532 * .04 .00
Assistantship decision process
Individual faculty have first choice .80 2.60 1.36
Junior faculty have first choice .09 .20 71
Senior faculty have first choice 4,56 * .67 .00
Decisions reached by consensus 5.34 * .02 43
Students allowed to veto their assignments 1.17 .06 .59
Students arrange their own assistantships 12.00 ** .86 1.67
Restrictions to students on assistantship
Not allowed to work in other paid jobs 424 * 1.54 2.25
Only allowed to work in career-relevant paid jobs 1.35 .70 .27
Must maintain a minimum number of course hours 77 .08 .05
Must maintain a minimum grade point average 1.20 .04 .08

#p <.10, *p <.05, **p < .01, two-tailed.

Neither proportion varies significantly
across degree and department types.
Around 26% of programs do not permit
students on assistantship to be em-
ployed elsewhere, and this rate is higher
in doctoral than in master’s programs
(37% vs. 14%). A small proportion of
programs (14%) permit extra employ-
ment if career related. We infer from
those results that 60% of assistantship-
offering programs” allow students on
assistantship to be employed elsewhere
without regard to career development.’

Overall norms for main continuous vari-
ables regarding assistantships are of-
fered in Table 3. The 2 x 2 breakouts are
provided in Tables 4 and 5, with corre-
sponding statistical results in Table 6.°
At the general level, assistantship types
are predominantly teaching only (23.3%

+12.4% = 35.7%), followed by research
only (26%), hybrids (22%), and adminis-
trative roles (16%).

Patterns vary somewhat across program
types (p < .10, two-tailed’): both re-
search-only and student-led-teaching
assistantships are more prevalent in
doctoral than in master’s programs (32%
vs. 21% and 17% vs. 9%, respectively),®
whereas administrative-only assistant-
ships show the reverse pattern (4% vs.
25%). These effects capture predictable
differences between degree types in
academic skill sets, doctoral students
being relied on more than master’s stu-
dents for teaching and research.

Moving down Tables 3 to 6, we see that
assistantships are funded mostly from
internal sources (85.5%), which gener-
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Table 3
Main Assistantship Features: Continuous Variables

Item/Variable N Mean SD Skew Median  Min Max
% of assistantship types awarded to students
Research only 90 26.04 25.51 .89 ** 200 O 100
Teaching only: faculty assistant 90 23.29 28.38 1.07 ** 100 O 100
Teaching only: student-led courses 90 12.37 19.98 2.42 ** 00 O 100
Administrative only 90 16.36 28.16 1.99 ** 00 O 100
Hybrid 90 21.94 35.03 1.43 ** 0.0 0 100
% of assistantship funding sources
Internal 90 85.53 20.78 -1.59 ** 95.0 20 100
External granting agency 90 11.20 17.48 1.91 ** 00 O 75
External business 90 3.27 9.53 3.52 ** 00 O 50
Award type: dollars per year per student
Total stipend 72 11,028.18 6,486.21 .08 12,0000 0O 25,000
Total tuition waiver 73 7,967.05 6,472.85 .74 **  7,800.0 0 30,000
Travel expenses 73 178.08 428.09 2.97 ** 00 O 2,000
Research expenses 73 87.67 236.85 2.87 ** 00 O 1,000
Other 73 78.08 414.07 5.72 ** 00 O 2,500
Total 73 19,187.99 10,195.06 41 19,0000 0 50,200
% of assistantships supervised by . . .
Academic advisor 71 41.54 37.10 44 300 0 100
Non-advisor 10 faculty member 71 25.66 28.95 1.26 ** 200 O 100
Non-10 departmental faculty member 71 16.19 25.00 1.91 ** 00 O 100
Non-departmental faculty member 71 4.42 10.99 2.90 ** 00 O 60
College administrator 71 10.69 24.70 2.91 ** 00 O 100
Other 71 1.41 6.77 6.11 ** 00 O 50
% of students in same assistantship across se 80 62.66 32.93 -47 725 0 100

Excluding non-US. *p <.05, **p <.01, two-tailed

ally holds across degree and department
types. In the next section of the tables,
assistantship stipends are shown to av-
erage around $11,000 per year, followed
by tuition waivers averaging another
$8,000 per year.’ Other remuneration®®
sources (e.g., travel expenses) are rela-
tively trivial. A number of effects emerge
for remuneration type by department
and degree types (see Table 6). Figure 1
plots the means for the 2 x 2 breakouts
on this variable. The significant three-
way interaction appears most clearly
attributable to the especially low mean
for annual stipends in business-
management master’s programs. More
precisely, the difference in stipends be-
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tween doctoral and master’s programs
in business/management departments
(519,857 — 53,667 = around $16,000) is
more than double the corresponding
difference within psychology depart-
ments ($13,908 — $6,684 = around
$7,000), whereas the difference in tui-
tion coverage between doctoral and
master’s programs in business/
management ($9,981 — $11,667 =
around $2,000 less for doctoral) is oppo-
site the difference in psychology depart-
ments ($8,991 — $5,541 = around $3,000
more for doctoral).

Summing across remuneration types, total
funding is around $8,300 higher in busi-
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ness/management than in psychology de-
partments (526,522 vs. $18,198) and
around $12,000 higher in doctoral than in
master’s programs (524,749 vs. $12,711).
The gap in total assistantship funding is
greater between department types at the
doctoral level ($31,317 — $23,216 = around
$8,100) than at the master’s level (i.e.,
$15,333-512,409 = around $2,900). These
latter four means also show that master’s
students in both department types earn
about half what their doctoral counterparts
earn (i.e., $12,409 vs. $23,216, respectively,
for psychology, and $15,333 vs. $31,317 for
business/management). As values for busi-
ness/management master’s programs are
based on just three cases (and the number
of business/management doctoral pro-
grams is only seven), representativeness of
corresponding populations is uncertain.
Results nonetheless suggest complex pat-
terns of assistantship funding by types of
remuneration, department, and degree.

Norms for assistantship supervisor types
are offered further down Tables 3 to 5.
Corresponding statistical results in Table 6
show a main effect for supervisor type. As
shown in Table 3, the modal type for all
programs combined is the student’s aca-
demic advisor (41.5%), followed by other |
-0 faculty members (25.7%). There is also
a significant two-way interaction between
supervisor and department types: Propor-
tions for most supervisor types are similar
between departments except nonadvisor |
-0 faculty are relied on more in business/

management (43.3% vs. 23.7% in psychol-
ogy), whereas non-I-O department faculty
are relied on more in psychology (20.0%
vs. 3.8% in business/management). This
may reflect greater uniqueness of I-O stu-
dent skill sets in business/management
than in psychology departments. That is, |-
O students may have less to contribute (as
assistants) to non-I-O business faculty
than to non-I-O psychology faculty.

The last rows in Tables 3 to 5 contain
results for the stability of assistantship
assignments across semesters. Based on
all contributing programs, the mean of
62.7% suggests a norm of relative stabil-
ity. An F test (top of Table 7) shows that
stability is significantly greater in mas-
ter’s than in doctoral programs (81.9%
vs. 46.7%). This no doubt reflects the
shorter timeline for the master’s degree,
limiting opportunity for switching, but
could further reflect greater demand in
doctoral programs for student—
supervisor compatibility in research in-
terests and work styles (i.e., doctoral
students may switch more in pursuit of
the best-fitting research advisor).

Table 8 contains norms on assorted tem-
poral features of assistantships for the
total available sample and the 2 x 2 break-
outs. The overall average of official assis-
tantship hours per week is around 17, the
mean actual hours worked per week is
15.5, and the mean percentage of actual-
to-official hours is 92%. Assistantships av-
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Table 7

Univariate ANOVA Results for Variables Involving Assistantships and Fellowships/Scholarships

F
Univariate dependent variable Master's vs. doctoral ~ Psych vs. Bus/Mgmt  2-way
% of students remaining in assistantship across semesters 7.75 ** .93 1.42
Assistantship duration variables
Official hours per week of typical assistantship 22.10 ** 4.50 * 6.07 *
Average hours per week of actual work 12.70 ** .41 6.04 *
% official hours actually worked .18 2.64 # .14
Overall duration of assistantship in months 7.01 ** 1.13 422 *
Years of assistantship funding typically awarded 81.79 ** 17 2.09
Years of guaranteed assistantship funding 54.22 ** 1.61 5.36 *
Fellowships/scholarships
% of students on fellowships/scholarships 1.11 77 1.27
Avg./typical F/S funding per student per yr. ($) 12.55 ** .08 .19
Max research funding available per student 1.10 .18 .10

Note: Excluding non-US and on-line only. #p <.10, *p < .05, **p <.01, two-tailed

erage 8.4 months in overall duration, and
funding is offered for 1.3 years, on aver-
age, in the context of mean assurances to
fund for .5 years. Providing more years of
funding than what has been guaranteed
may reflect a legally minded avoidance of
overpromising. Dispersion indices (e.g.,
ranges) show substantial variability across
programs on each of those variables,
weakening normative generalizations.
Some of that variability is explained by
program and degree types, as follows.

Statistical test results for the 2 x 2 breakouts
on the six duration variables are offered in
Table 7. A number of significant effects are
evident, including two-way interactions in
four cases. To facilitate interpretations, sub-
group means on all six variables are plotted in
Figures 2 to 7. Two major patterns of findings
are that (a) assistantships tend to last longer
in doctoral than in master’s programs, and (b)
durational differences between master’s and
doctoral assistantships are more pronounced
in business/management than in psychology
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departments. The first theme reflects the
overall difference in timelines for earning the
two degrees (typically 2 vs. 5 years). The sec-
ond suggests greater differentiation in invest-
ments between master’s and doctoral stu-
dents in business/management depart-
ments. Guaranteed funding for doctoral assis-
tants, in particular, averages a year and a half
longer in business/management than in psy-
chology departments (and, operating in the
opposite direction, 0 vs. 5 months at the mas-
ter’s level).

Also noteworthy is a departmental dif-
ference in mean percentages of official
hours per week actually worked: busi-
ness/management = 99.8% and psychol-
ogy = 89.4% (p < .10, two-tailed). Two
possible (and compatible) reasons for
this are that (a) business school I-O pro-
grams expect more out of their student
assistants, and (b) business students are
especially primed and eager to make
strong professional impressions on their
supervisors and mentors.™




Table 8
Assistantship Work Duration Variables

Subgroup/variable N Mean SD Skew Median Min Max
All programs®
Official hrs/week of typical assistantship 90 16.96 4.60 -1.11 **  20.0 5 22
Average hrs/week of actual work 87 15,51 531 .08 15.0 5 30
% official hours actually worked 87 92.11 19.82 .61 * 1000 50 167
Overall duration of typical assistantship in months 89 8.43 2.38 -.95 ** 9.0 3 12
Yrs of funding typically awarded per student 86 2.84 175 .16 2.0 0 6
Yrs of guaranteed funding 85 1.75 1.83 .65 * 1.0 0 6
Psychology master's programs”
Official hrs/week of typical assistantship 35 1534 4091 -.40 15.0 5 20
Average hrs/week of actual work 34 14.06 4.78 =22 15.0 5 20
% official hours actually worked 34 91.90 14.78 -.97 * 100.0 50 120
Overall duration of typical assistantship in months 35 8.17 244 -.89 * 9.0 3 12
Yrs of funding typically awarded per student 32 1.34 0.65 -.49 1.0 0 2
Yrs of guaranteed funding 33 0.45 0.67 1.19 ** 0.0 0 2
Psychology doctoral programs®
Official hrs/week of typical assistantship 34 18.60 3.86 -2.58 **  20.0 5 22
Average hrs/week of actual work 32 1598 5.21 .01 15.0 5 30
% official hours actually worked 32 86.72 21.14 .36 90.5 50 150
Overall duration of typical assistantship in months 34 8.65 1.95 -1.78 ** 9.0 3 12
Yrs of funding typically awarded per student 33 412 139 -1.13 ** 5.0 1 6
Yrs of guaranteed funding 31 2.65 1.76 .15 3.0 0 6
Business master's programsb
Official hrs/week of typical assistantship 3 8.67 1.15 1.73 8.0 8 10
Average hrs/week of actual work 3 8.67 1.16 1.73 8.0 8 10
% official hours actually worked 3 100.00 0.00 .00 100.0 100 100
Overall duration of typical assistantship in months 3 5.67 2.89 1.73 4.0 4 9
Yrs of funding typically awarded per student 3 0.67 0.58 -1.73 1.0 0 1
Yrs of guaranteed funding 3 0.00 0.00 .00 0.0 0 0
Business doctoral programs”
Official hrs/week of typical assistantship 10 19.10 1.91 -1.85 * 20.0 15 20
Average hrs/week of actual work 10 19.15 5.21 .99 19.0 13 30
% official hours actually worked 10 99.71 22.52 1.40 969 75 150
Overall duration of typical assistantship in months 9 9.44 2.51 -1.14 9.0 4 12
Yrs of funding typically awarded per student 10 450 0.71 -1.18 5.0 3 5
Yrs of guaranteed funding 10 420 0.63 -.13 4.0 3 5

?Excluding non-US. bExcluding non-US and on-line only. *p <.05, **p <.01, two-tailed.

Fellowships

Norms for two nominal fellowship vari-
ables are provided in Table 9 and corre-
sponding statistical results are in Table
10. All told, around 78% of programs
offer fellowships, and the rate is higher

for doctoral (98%) than for master’s pro-

grams (64%). Summer fellowship fund-

ing is provided in 63% of programs offer-

ing fellowships, and this rate is also
higher in doctoral than in master’s pro-
grams (89% vs. 40%, respectively).
Norms for continuous variables regard-
ing fellowships are reported Table 11,
with corresponding statistical results in
Tables 7 and 12.%

Averaging across all responding pro-
grams, around 20% of students are on
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fellowship, a proportion not significantly

different across program types. The
mean annual funding for fellowships is
around $12,000 per student, with sub-

stantially greater funds provided in doc-

toral programs ($15,859) than in mas-
ter’s programs ($5,932). The overall

The overall mean summer funding is
around $3,300 per student, and this var-
ies significantly (p < .10, two-tailed) be-
tween psychology master’s ($2,700) and
doctoral programs ($3,768). Maximum
research funding for students on fellow-
ship averages around $2,900, which is

mean percentage of students on fellow-
ship who receive summer funding is 51%.
The percentage in psychology master’s
programs (12%) is significantly less, how-
ever, than that in psychology doctoral
programs (52%), which, in turn, is signifi-

relatively consistent across program
types. A general theme in these norms is
that fellowships are more common and
better funded in doctoral than in mas-
ter’s programs. Differences in fellowships
between department types are less

cantly less than that in business/ prominent.
management doctoral programs (95%).
Table 9
Main Fellowship/Scholarship (F/S) Features: Nominal Variables
Subgroup/Variable N Freq %
All programs®
Students are eligible for fellowships/scholarships 117 91 77.8
Summer F/S funding granted to students 131 83 634
Psychology master's programsb
Students are eligible for fellowships/scholarships 50 31 62.0
Summer F/S funding granted to students 55 22 40.0
Psychology doctoral programsb
Students are eligible for fellowships/scholarships 39 38 974
Summer F/S funding granted to students 42 38 905
Business master's programsb
Students are eligible for fellowships/scholarships 5 4 80.0
Summer F/S funding granted to students 7 3 429
Business doctoral programsb
Students are eligible for fellowships/scholarships 11 11 100.0
Summer F/S funding granted to students 12 10 83.3

Note: ®Excluding non-US. b Excluding non-US and online only.
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Table 10
Chi Square Results for Main Fellowship/Scholarship Features Nominal Variables

Masters vs. Psych vs.
Variable doctoral Bus/Mgmt 2-way
Students are eligible for fellowships/scholarships 21.40 ** .99 21
Summer funding granted to students 31.48 ** .10 .37
#p < .10, *p <.05, **p <.01, two-tailed.
Table 11
Main Fellowship/Scholarship (F/S) Features: Continuous Variables
Subgroup/variable N Mean SD Skew Median Min Max
All programs®
% of students on fellowships/scholarships 83 20.10 2450 2.41 ** 10.0 0 100
Average/typical F/S funding per student per year (S) 64 12,057.00 9,157.19 .45 10,000.0 500 30,000
% of students receiving F/S summer funding 49 51.10 35.84 .13 50.0 1 100
Avg./typical summer F/S funding per student ($) 42  3,303.51 1,597.53 .57 3,000.0 465 7,000
Max research funding available per student ($) 79  2,921.52 8,267.36 4.99 ** 500.0 0 50,000
Psychology master's programs®
% of students on fellowships/scholarships 26 18.25 24.39 2.46 ** 10.0 0 95
Average/typical F/S funding per student per year ($) 18 5,861.11 6,340.73 1.87 ** 5,000.0 500 25,000
% of students receiving F/S summer funding 11 12.00 10.56 .80 10.0 1 33
Avg./typical summer F/S funding per student ($) 13 2,699.81 1,803.16 1.18 2,432.5 465 7,000
Max research funding available per student ($) 34  2,120.59 8,631.80 5.51 ** 250.0 0 50,000
Psychology doctoral programs®
% of students on fellowships/scholarships 37 17.68 23.07 2.86 ** 10.0 0 100
Average/typical F/S funding per student per year (S) 30 16,254.93 7,821.95 .04 16,750.0 3,000 30,000
% of students receiving F/S summer funding 27 51.74 29.22 11 50.0 2 100
Avg./typical summer F/S funding per student ($) 22 3,768.18 1,508.27 44 3,750.0 1,500 7,000
Max research funding available per student ($) 24  4,220.83 10,545.35 4.01 ** 1,100.0 0 50,000
Business master's programs®
% of students on fellowships/scholarships 16.25 9.46 1.66 12.5 10 30

4
Average/typical F/S funding per student per year ($) 4 6,250.00 6,184.66 .20 5,500.0 1,000 13,000
% of students receiving F/S summer funding 0 - - - - - -
0
4

Avg./typical summer F/S funding per student ($)

Max research funding available per student ($) 0.00 0.00 .00 0.0 0 0
Business doctoral programs”
% of students on fellowships/scholarships 11 33.64 3479 152 * 20.0 5 100
Average/typical F/S funding per student per year ($) 8 14,375.00 10,193.66 .00 15,000.0 2,500 27,000
% of students receiving F/S summer funding 9 95.00 10.00 -1.69 * 100.0 75 100
Avg./typical summer F/S funding per student ($) 5 3,350.00 1,112.43 .10 3,000.0 2,000 4,500
Max research funding available per student ($) 9 3,900.00 2,911.62 .94 4,000.0 500 10,000
°Excluding non-US. hExt:luding non-US and online only.
bExcluding non-US and online only.
Student Resources pendent to 3 = highly independent scale,
and to rate 18 specific resources using a
We asked programs to rate students’ 0 = unavailable to 4 = superior scale.
dependence on having their own per- Overall norms per resource are reported

sonal computers using a 0 = highly de- in Table 13 and the 2 x 2 breakouts in
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Table 12

Univariate t-Test Results for Variables Involving
Fellowships/Scholarships (F/S)

t
Psych Doctoral
master's vs. Psych vs.
Univariate dependent variable doctoral Bus/Mgmt
% of students receiving F/S summer funding -6.15 ** -6.62 **
Avg./typical summer F/S funding per student (S) -1.88 # 71

Note: Excluding non-US and online only. #p < .10, *p <.05, **p < .01, two-tailed

Tables 14 and 15. Of the 18 specific re-
sources, the highest overall ratings are
for access to library services (mean =
3.72) and literature search platforms
(mean = 3.69), whereas the lowest rat-
ings are for on-campus childcare (mean
=1.52) and phone privileges (mean =
1.86). ANOVA results for the 2 x 2 break-
outs are reported in Table 16. No 2 x 2
interactions were identified, but several
main effects emerged. Specifically, doc-
toral programs rated the following re-
sources higher than did master’s pro-
grams: university-sponsored health in-
surance, printing, photocopying, litera-
ture search platforms, and access to
computers. Ratings were also signifi-
cantly higher for business/management
programs than for psychology programs
on phone privileges, on-campus hous-
ing, university-sponsored health insur-
ance, on-campus medical services, and
access to computers.

The Industrial Organizational Psychologist

In an effort to consolidate comparisons on
resources across program types, we en-
tered the 18 resource variables into a prin-
cipal components analysis (PCA) using
varimax rotation (N = 98). One variable
(graduate student lounge) defined its own
factor and so was dropped from the analy-
sis. PCA results based on the remaining 17
variables (subject-to-variable ratio = 5.8:1)
are reported in Table 17, and ANOVA re-
sults for components are at the bottom of
Table 16. First, with respect to the PCA per
se, five interpretable factors were identi-
fied (minimum eigenvalue = 1.01), to-
gether accounting for 74% of the variance.
The factors were labeled campus life (e.g.,
on-campus housing), computing services
(e.g., computer hardware), library services
(e.g., access to library services), adminis-
trative services (e.g., printing), and food
and entertainment (e.g., local cultural
amenities/entertainment). ANOVA (per
component as DV) yielded a total of three
significant effects out of 15 possibilities
(20%).




Table 13
Student Resources

Subgroup/variable N Mean SD Skew Median Min Max

Student dependence on personal computers® 114 2.01 .79  -45 * 20 O 3

Overall quality of student resources”
Computer hardware 111 3.24 .59 -1.19 ** 30 0 4
Basic computer software 112 330 .61 -1.24 ** 30 0 4
Statistical software 111 3.28 .65 -1.16 ** 30 0 4
Access to computers 114 336 .58 -1.35 ** 30 0 4
Basic library services 114 3.59 .58 -1.34 ** 40 1 4
Literature search platforms 114 3.69 .48 -1.09 ** 40 2 4
Access to library services 114 3.72 .49 -1.44 ** 40 2 4
Printing 114 299 .84 -1.19 ** 30 O 4
Photocopying 113 292 .87 -1.26 ** 30 0 4
University-sponsored health insurance 113 2.79 1.07 -1.38 ** 30 0 4
On-campus medical services 112 2,71 1.13 -1.41 ** 30 0 4
On-campus housing 107 2.17 131 -.62 ** 30 O 4
Child-care 110 1.52 1.46 .19 20 O 4
Intramural sports 107 2.50 1.38  -.88 ** 30 0 4
Phone privileges 105 1.86 1.43 -.21 20 O 4
Graduate student lounge 109 2.26 1.20 -.84 ** 30 0 4
Food services 109 2.76 1.04 -1.59 ** 30 O 4
Local cultural amenities/entertainment 112 3.40 .74 -1.48 ** 40 O 4

Note: Excluding non-US and online only. *p <.05, **p <.01, two-tailed
? 0 = Highly dependent: students lacking their own computer are likely to fail, 1 = moderately dependent: students lacking

® 0 = Unavailable, 1 = Very poor, 2 = Poor, 3 = Adequate, 4 = Superior

Specifically, (a) campus life was rated
higher by business/management than by
psychology programs, (b) administrative

Top-10 Programs

Statistical tests comparing each of the

services received higher ratings in doc-
toral than in master’s programs, and (c)
there was also a two-way interaction on
this latter variable, such that the gap be-
tween degree types was more pro-

nounced in business/management (mean

component scores = -.87 vs. .57 for mas-

ter’s and doctoral programs, respectively)

than in psychology (-.13 vs. .21).

three top-10 program sets (Gibby et al.,
2002; Kraiger & Abalos, 2004) to corre-
sponding peer programs (e.g., other psy-
chology doctoral I-O programs for both
Gibby and K&A doctoral sets) yielded a
total of 21 significant effects (p < .10,
two-tailed) out of a possible 207 (i.e., 69
variables per set). As the proportion of
significant effects (10.1%) is very close
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to the Type | error rate (10%), we urge  The Gibby et al. (all psychology doctoral)

caution in interpreting the following ob- programs are more likely than peer pro-

served effects. grams to (a) have individual faculty
choose their own assistants (83% vs.

Table 16
Univariate ANOVA Results for Student Resources
F
Master'svs.  Psych vs.

Univariate dependent variable doctoral  Bus/Mgmt  2-way

Student dependence on personal computers® 1.54 .22 1.60

Overall quality of student resources’
Computer hardware .29 2.54 .20
Basic computer software .92 2.11 .33
Statistical software 73 .09 .07
Access to computers 2.86 # 3.69 # 1.80
Basic library services 1.62 1.18 .00
Literature search platforms 3.20 # 1.42 1.10
Access to library services 1.12 .58 .87
Printing 7.01 ** .00 1.82
Photocopying 5.25 * .06 2.67
University-sponsored health insurance 5.78 * 271 # .16
On-campus medical services .34 3.26 # .70
On-campus housing .09 6.74 ** 31
Child-care .00 .66 .28
Intramural sports .00 1.96 43
Phone privileges 1.27 8.20 ** .09
Graduate student lounge .06 .20 .57
Food services 1.15 1.08 .07
Local cultural amenities/entertainment .06 .07 .00

PCA component
Campus life .00 5.47 * .53
Computing services 42 .22 131
Library services 2.32 .86 .00
Administrative services 11.10 ** .49 417 *
Food & entertainment 1.94 .24 .01

Excluding non-US and on-line only. #p <.10, *p <.05, **p <.01, two-tailed
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Table 17

Results of Principal Components Analysis of Seventeen Student Resources ® (N = 98)

Component
1 2 3 4 5
Campus Computing Library Admin. Food &

Component/resource life services services services entertain. h*
Campus life

On-campus medical services .78 .25 -.05 .19 27 .79

On-campus housing .78 .25 -.04 .00 -.09 .68

Intramural sports .77 .10 .07 -.01 .24 .66

Childcare .72 -.03 .02 .09 -.07 .53

Phone privileges .64 A1 11 13 .20 .49
Computing services

Computer hardware .13 .92 .15 13 .07 .90

Basic computer software .04 .92 13 .18 .01 .90

Statistical software 17 .81 .24 .10 .20 .78

Access to computers .24 .75 .16 .14 .17 .70
Library services

Basic library services .10 .09 91 .09 .05 .86

Access to library services 13 21 .80 .04 .10 71

Literature search platforms -.16 .23 .77 .08 -12 .69
Administrative services

Printing .09 .27 .09 .86 .24 .88

Photocopying .08 .29 .08 .85 .13 .83

University-sponsored health ins. .52 -.17 .15 .57 -31 74
Food & entertainment

Local cultural amenities/ent. .10 .16 .07 .23 .79 71

Food services .52 .18 -.06 .00 .59 .66
Eigenvalue 5.72 2.69 1.68 1.43 1.01 12.52
% variance explained 33.64 15.81 9.90 8.38 5.93 73.67

?Graduate student lounge is omitted due to its uniqueness

h?= communality = proportion of variance explained by all retained components combined.

39%) and (b) restrict students on assis-
tantship from working in other paid jobs
(57% vs. 23%). They also reported
smaller proportions of (c) administrative
-only (1.4% vs. 6.5%) and (d) hybrid
(3.6% vs. 25.2%) assistantships. Regard-
ing the assistantship duration variables,
(e) official working hours-per-week are
uniformly 20 (i.e., SD = 0) in the Gibby et
al. programs compared to an average of
18.2 hours in peer programs, and (f) to-

tal years of funding averages 5.0 in the
Gibby set relative to 3.9 in peer pro-
grams. The last difference involving the
Gibby et al. top-10 programs is (g) a
higher mean rating for the student re-
source of intramural sports (3.43 vs.
2.50 for peer programs). None of the
fellowship variables and none of the stu-
dent resource components yielded sig-
nificant effects distinguishing the Gibby
et al. programs from peer programs.
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The K&A top-10 doctoral programs
yielded five significant effects: (a) They
reported a higher mean percentage of
students on assistantships with I-O faculty
members other than their primary re-
search advisors (50.0% vs. 20.7% in peer
programs) and (b) a lower mean percent-
age of assistantships with non-psychology
faculty (0% vs. 6%). Regarding student
resources, the K&A doctoral programs
rated both (c) food services and (d) local
cultural amenities/entertainment higher
than did peer programs (mean = 3.0 vs.
2.5 and 3.8 vs. 3.3, respectively). A corre-
sponding difference emerged for (e) the
food and entertainment component
(mean component score = .42 vs. -.19 for
peer programs).

The K&A top-10 master programs aver-
aged lower than peer programs on (a) the
proportion of assistantships devoted ex-
clusively to helping faculty with their
teaching (4.0% vs. 30.3%), (b) mean travel
expenses per student (SO vs. $52), (c) as-
sistantship supervision by non-I-O psychol-
ogy faculty (5.0% vs. 28.6%), (d) assistant-
ship supervision from outside the depart-
ment (0.0% vs. 7.6%), (e) years of guaran-
teed funding (.0 vs. .5), (f) student inde-
pendence from having their own com-
puter (1.4 vs. 2.1; i.e., K&A master’s pro-
grams reported higher student reliance on
owning a personal computer), (g) mean
ratings of basic library services (3.0 vs.
3.5), and (h) mean ratings of access to li-
brary services (3.1 vs. 3.6).

The Industrial Organizational Psychologist

All told, significant differences involving
the three top-10 lists offer few clearly
interpretable patterns. A possible excep-
tion (notwithstanding the noted Type |
error rate) is that the Gibby et al. top-10
programs may take their assistantships
more seriously as academic jobs (e.g.,
offering more years of support, offering
fewer administrative assistantships, re-
stricting other paid employment).

Conclusions

Two main themes emerge from our
benchmarking efforts in this installment.
First, results confirm what most readers
would have predicted, that funding is a
bigger part of doctoral-level than master’s
-level enrollment: both assistantships and
fellowships are more common at the doc-
toral level, doctoral assistantships are ar-
ranged more often by faculty than are
master’s assistantships (which are more
often arranged by students themselves),
restrictions against alternative paid em-
ployment are more common at the doc-
toral level, as is summer fellowship sup-
port. Stipend amounts and tuition waivers
are higher than in master’s programs,
summer funding is also higher, doctoral
assistantships last longer, and doctoral
programs also rate administrative support
higher. All these differences may not be
surprising. The norms, nonetheless, re-
place anecdotal hunches with concrete
data, offering benchmarks for tracking
changes in funding patterns over time.




A second theme evident from the cur-
rent analyses is that disparities in fund-
ing between master’s and doctoral pro-
grams are greater in business/
management departments than in psy-
chology departments. In particular,
funding tends to be exceptionally good
for doctoral students in business schools
and especially not-so-good for their
master’s student counterparts. The rea-
sons for this are not entirely clear. One
possibility is that business schools may
especially emphasize research produc-
tivity as a marker of faculty success. If
so, this could lead business programs to
invest more in doctoral students, whose
skill sets are more conducive to research
productivity. In psychology depart-
ments, research may be a more uniform
focus in both degree types. The differ-
ence in research skills and interests be-
tween degree types would accordingly
be diminished and so also differences in
funding used to support students offer-
ing those skills and interests. Broader
budgetary differences between depart-
ment types, and perhaps cultural differ-
ences (e.g., business vs. scientific val-
ues), may also help explain observed
results. Such is beyond the scope of the
survey, however, and so also this pri-
marily descriptive report.

In the next, and penultimate, installment,
we will offer norms and comparisons for
theses, dissertations, and performance
expectations of I-O graduate students.

Then, in the last installment, we will at-
tempt to identify some general themes
from all the various components of the
survey covered in previous installments.
Until then, we hope the norms provided
here help individual programs see more
clearly where they stand on assistantships,
fellowships, and student resources, and
offer the discipline more broadly a snap-
shot of current (2011) funding patterns in |
-0 graduate programs.

! For more information regarding funding of graduate
education, the APA Center for Workforce Studies aims
in spring of 2014 to launch a study of graduate stipend
levels (G. Fowler, personal communication, October 9,
2013).

? See earlier installments for other caveats.

® This does not preclude overall consensus in such deci-
sions: some programs endorsed both individual faculty
choice and consensus (note that sum > 100%).

“i.e., 100-(25.9 + 14.1) = 60.

*> We did not ask whether programs have students
working extra jobs and in what proportions. There may
be no rule about outside noncareer employment be-
cause no student on assistantship can afford the time
without jeopardizing academic success. Such questions
could be pursued in follow-up surveys.

® Each of the four major sections of Tables 4 and 5 per-
mitted ANOVA with two between-subjects variables
(degree type and department type) and a repeated
measures variable (e.g., five assistantship types in the
first section). In three of those four cases (all but annual
dollar amounts per award type), responses across levels
of the repeated measures variable sum to 100% per
program, precluding main effects for the between-
subjects variables and the associated two-way interac-
tion.

” This permits assessment as p < .05 to the degree ob-
served directional differences are predictable. Direc-
tional predictions were not offered in this primarily
descriptive effort, but the observed patterns per degree
type in this case appear quite readily interpreted.

8 Values collapsing across categories (here and forward)
are N-weighted means.

% In retrospect, it would have been informative to ask
what percentage of tuition is compensated, as the raw
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numbers are confounded by tuition rate differences
across programs and institutions. This could be readily
addressed in follow-up surveys.

' For present purposes, “remuneration” is any compen-
sation or funding for work undertaken as part of an
assistantship; in most cases, we expect it to be tax
exempt.

™ We should hardly be surprised if business/
management-based programs have assistantships that
are more business like.

2 ANOVASs (bottom of Table 7) are replaced by inde-
pendent samples t-tests (Table 12) for two variables
owing to lack of data on those variables from master’s
programs in business/management departments.
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