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ABSTRACT

Pursuing a doctoral degree in psychology can be a gratifying but arduous process.
Research has shown that social support can be a robust protective factor wheuaaltsdivi
experience stress. The purpose of this study was to examine the relationsbgnbet
perceived stress and life satisfaction among graduate counselitnglogycstudents,
and to identify whether social support and a psychological sense of communityi(SOC)
the doctoral program are protective factors of life satisfaction. Thég@sdicated that
psychology graduate students experience higher degrees of satisfactiotheshe
perceive themselves as having more available and adequate family addénpport.
The findings also signified that students who report a better global expeofgm@gram
support, as measured by SOC, are more satisfied with their lives than stodergpart
lower SOC. Graduate students with lower levels of perceived stress @rdikaty to be
satisfied with their lives than those with higher levels of perceived strgssobe of the

proposed social support sources moderated this relationship.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Graduate school is not only a time for increased stress, but a time of incislased r
for the development of physical and psychological health problems due to the toll this
stress can take (Mallinckrodt, Leong, & Kralj, 1989). In graduate stuydardsumbing to
stress can lead to detriments in psychological functioning, such as symptamsety,
depression, and negative mood, as well as physical functioning, such as slegitieiffic
and physical problems (Goplerud, 1980; McKinzie, Altamura, Burgoon, & Bishop, 2006;
Stecker, 2004). Stecker (2004) found that an alarming number of graduate students
reported symptoms of depression, stress, substance use, and even suicidal ideation.
Halleck (1976) found that after college freshman, graduate students were thi&ehost
to utilize psychological services.

Stress associated with academic life has also been empirically $bde
negatively associated with important positive indicators of health. Diener (2000)
identified that enhancing quality of life, or more specifically satisfa with life, is vital
to prevention of illness and cultivating health. Satisfaction with life is a sgnifi
component of an overall sense of well-being (Diener), and dissatisfactionfevitinaly
be considered a generalized symptom of stress (Matheny et al., 2002)c&mpir
evidence supports this assumption: in examining satisfaction with life abeoBeget
domains (i.e., self, standard of living, health, leisure, and family life) Bra®@88) found
satisfaction to be related to perceived stress. In fact, satisfactiondortiens was
found to be a greater predictor of perceived stress than sociodemographic vdnables

study done by Cohen, Kamarck, and Mermelstein (1983), perceived stress wage$soci



with lower life satisfaction and increased depressive symptomdibaheny et al. and
Chang (1998) found an inverse relationship between perceived stress and reported
satisfaction with life among college stude€ent, Gorenflo, Daniel, and Forney (1993)
indicated similar findings that increased perceived stress was negasselciated with
life satisfaction among graduate students. The stressful acadenoicdifgraduate
student warrants research with outcomes that reflect psychologicdleuad.

The transactional model of stress (Lazarus, 1991; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984)
views stress as being related to our cognitive perceptions of our ability to the w
potentially threatening situation. Hobfoll (1989) asserts that the appraisal n§copi
resources is a more influential factor in determining whether demandsggért
stressful reactions than the appraisal of the stressor itself, sayirspuiRes, then are the
single unit necessary for the understanding of stress” (p. 516). Social supposrhas be
touted in research as one of the most important resources to buffer against ikie negat
effects of stress. Psychological sense of community (SOC; Chavis & biegifr1986;
Sarason, 1974), a specific form of social support that addresses how connected a member
feels to a particular group, has also been associated with lower levels dblpgyeal
distress. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to examine the potential mgderat
role of social support and SOC in the relationship between perceived stregs and li
satisfaction. In this study, a moderator is a phenomenon that interacts wélvedr
stress and alters the relationship between perceived stress antisliéetan (Baron &
Kenny, 1986). Information about a potential moderator of the relationship between

perceived stress and life satisfaction can help professionals intéenverker to prevent



or alleviate the negative impacts of perceived stress on graduate stlikents’
satisfaction.
Stress

Stress is ubiquitous to the human experience. Stress seems to prepare organisms
to respond appropriately to threat and ultimately activates physiologsgonses that
keep us alive. However, stress is more complex than a series of responses, &®ecaus
humans we derive meaning from these responses. Folkman and Lazarus (1985) define
stress as a relationship between the person and the environment that is appraesed by t
person as relevant to his or her well-being, and in which the person’s resoutteesdre
and exceeded. Our appraisal of what causes the stress, how much control we have, and
other psychosocial factors mediate our biological responses.

The transactional model of stress (Lazarus, 1991, Lazarus & Folkman, 1984)
views stress as being related to our cognitive perceptions of our ability to the w
potentially threatening situation. Experienced stress must be “perceivedgh a
complex combination of self attributions, outcome expectancies, and perceivedtabilit
cope with events. Folkman and Lazarus (1985) address the complexity of the issue, and
note that subjects felt both threat and challenge emotions in the face oftad@dten
the degree to which they felt either emotion related to how successful they ttimight
outcome would be, which was mediated by how much control they thought they had to
impact the outcome. It seems that the stress response is a heightened camnifitzei
threat and challenge feelings and the perceived adequacy of one’s resources

Driving down the highway, taking a test, or opening birthday presents all activate

the sympathetic nervous system, the primary way stress is produced @k For



some, stressors are perceived as positive and are coped with effectively. Fotioeher
same stressor may be viewed as negative due to a perceived lack of resources t
adequately cope with the challenge. While positive stressors, calleessystich as
getting a promotion or receiving praise can inspire and motivate, exceses&eis any
form can lead to negative outcomes (Insel & Roth, 1991). A stressor that once offered a
positive challenge can quickly become negative if we do not perceive ourselvesngs havi
the resources to cope. Due to the overwhelming amount of demands on a graduate
student, what was once perceived as motivating can quickly overpower available
resources.
Sress and Graduate School

Graduate school is often experienced as a time of increased demands,
expectations, and stress (Toews, Lockyer, Dobson, & Brownwell, 1997). Somerstress
result from stressful life events, such as death of a loved one or health problems, or
developmental life transitions, such as marriage. Others are what Lazahes,
Airman, and Wohlwill (1977) would identify as daily hassles and more directly link to
the graduate school experience itself, such as time constraints, financialshyrgram
environment, and competition among peers. Although daily hassles are far ledscdrama
than major life changes, their chronic nature may have more impact on healthlland we
being (Delongis, Coyne, Dakof, Folkman, & Lazarus, 1982; Kanner, Coyne, SciBaefer,
Lazarus, 1981)These chronic stressors permeate a graduate student’s daily life,
potentially taxing available resources.

Graduate students face many interpersonal stressors. Whitman, Spendlove, and

Clark (1984) named some of these, such as an impersonal atmosphere, reduction in time



and opportunity for developing and maintaining intimate relationships, poor relationships
with teachers and advisors, and being placed in ambivalent roles with professors as
teaching or research colleagues. Lack of support (Mallinckrodt & Leong, 1992) or
negative encounters with professors (Mallinckrodt, Leong, & Kralj, 1989) can be
particularly stressful for female students. In Groplerud’s (1980) studyy&ar graduate
psychology students who were relatively socially isolated reportedisagutify more
intense life changing events, more cumulative stress, and more psychaogical
physical problems. Faculty-student relationships were found to have the Qrepted,
and the frequency of faculty contacts correlated significantly with féfeezhange
events, less cumulative stress, fewer psychological and physical problemseated g
satisfaction with graduate school overall. Mallinckrodt, Leong, and Fretz (1885) i
attrition rates of 50% in some doctoral graduate programs with a lack of squpaks
and deficits in coping skills among students.

For psychology graduate students, rigorous academic challenges amaiodetb
by the unique challenges of clinical training. Mental health professiongishiptists,
psychologists, and psychotherapists) have consistently been found to have heghefr ra
anxiety, depression, and relationship problems than the general population (Deutsch,
1985; Thoreson, Budd, & Krauskopf, 1986). White and Franzoni (1990) found similar
results for masters-level students in psychology.

Greenburg and Valletutti (1980) stated that people in the counseling field suffer
unique stressors, such as role ambiguity, role overload, responsibility to others, and
exposure to human grief that make them prone to stress-related ilinessspidde

Smith, and Becker’s (1990) survey of psychology interns found that interns who had



experienced a patient’s suicide reported stress levels higher than thoge amo
professional clinicians with similar experiences, and equivalent to patiénthad
personally experienced bereavement. Multiple studies have also identifiegwhat
trauma therapists are susceptible to vicarious traumatization, resnlangariety of
symptoms including those similar to post-traumatic stress disorder (Mc&&earlman,
1990; Pearlman & Maclan, 1995; Schauben & Frazier, 1995).

Combine the stress inherent in the role of a graduate student with the stress of
being involved in a helping profession and it becomes apparent that psychologyegraduat
students are at high risk for stress, high attrition, and dissatisfactionfeitihte
purpose of this study was to examine if social support, an important resourceddentifi
by researchers as a potential buffer to perceived stress, has a mgdefiatence on the
perceived stress — life satisfaction relationship in graduate psycholmpnss.

The Buffering Model of Stress

According to Cohen (2004), social support can serve as a buffer of stress, and
directly affect psychological well-being (also in Cohen & Wills, 1985)ngshe
transactional model of stress, the social buffering model argues thatigi¢hatlothers
will provide necessary resources may increase the perceived abilityetovibp
demands, changing the appraisal of the situation and ultimately decréwseftetts of
stress (Cohen; Cohen & Wills; Wethington & Kessler, 1986). Cohen, Sherrod, and Clark
(1986) found that the buffering effects of support occur even after controlling for the
effects of social anxiety, social competence, and self-disclosure.

Social Support and Stress



Multiple researchers have documented the effect social support can have on
stress. Hodgeson and Simoni (1995) showed that a lack of social support is related to
distress among graduate studeNtsison, Dell'Oliver, Koch, and Buckler (2001)
supported this in their finding that graduate students with more interpersoradtcaomd
social support reported less psychological distress. Wilks (2008) found that friendt suppor
significantly moderated the relationship between academic stress diethcesh study
exploring stress and psychology graduate students found that the group with the highest
stress level is women who are working full-time and who are not in a committed
relationship, which the authors attributed partially to the lack of support from a
significant other (Hudson & O’Regan, 1994).

Halleck (1976) asserted that the dissolution of primary relationships is the ma
cause of emotional distress in graduate students. An international spldyre factors
that determine success and failure at the doctoral level showed anecdotatevidde
negative impact of graduate school on relationships. One participant, recentitespar
from his wife, had thrown his newly won diploma on a backyard fire (Dinham & Scaott,
1999). In a similar study, students reported that graduate school negativelydeflue
relationships, with one psychology student attributing a fellow classmaaiadethe
program to the stress it caused in her marriage (Gardner, 2009).

Programs that overlook facilitating interaction among students are pafticular
problematic, as peer support is often cited as the main system of support for those who
persist (Gardner, 2007). Nelson et al. (2001) found graduate students who perceive
themselves as supported by their peers have higher grade point averages thanahose

do not. The results also indicated that psychology graduate students with higleeniaca



success reported greater levels of support from family and close friBaatd. (1969)

found that when students have strong social connectedness within their prograre they ar
not only more successful academically, but demonstrate a greater coenirtiv their

field of study.

Stecker (2004) advocated for the need to provide preventative and clinical
services to graduate students based on his finding that low levels of sppiattsvere
associated with symptoms of depression and stress. His conclusion is echoed Yy a stud
examining the effects of group counseling on counseling psychology gratiudeats’
stress. The study showed that graduate students who experienced the suppomive natur
of group counseling had fewer symptoms of stress than those who received no group
counseling, which was attributed in part to an increased sense of social suppst (By
2005).

Psychological Sense of Community

A specific form of social support, psychological sense of community (SOC,;
Chavis & Newbrough, 1986; Sarason, 1974), may also be an important buffer for
perceived stress of the graduate psychology student. Psychological semsenoindy is
not only associated with geographic locations, such as a neighborhood, but is also used to
identify relational factors and influences of a network (Gusfield, 1975). A study by
McCarthy, Pretty, and Catano (1990) found stronger SOC significantljtatedavith
less psychological distress in college students. In addition, Clark, Murdd€&e®ing
(2009) found that SOC experienced by counseling psychology graduate students was
associated with higher levels of career choice satisfaction.

Life Satisfaction and Social Support



Research has suggested that personality is one of the strongest predictors of
subjective well-being and life satisfaction (Deiner, 1996; Deiner &&mar1993; McCrae
& Costa, 1991). For example, research has shown that the personality traibogeskodn
is positively correlated with life satisfaction, whereas the persortedityof neuroticism
is negatively correlated with life satisfaction (Diener, Emmonssdrar& Griffen, 1985;
Pavot & Diener, 1993). Although personality has been found to be a consistent predictor
of life satisfaction, personality does not account for all of the variance in subjee|-
being.

In addition to internal resources like extraversion, external or environmental
factors may interact with stress and moderate its effects on liééassion. Argyle
(2001) found relatedness to be an important factor that influences subjectiaingll-
Deneve (1999) echoes this in his assertion that affiliation is stronglydrétaseibjective
well-being. Identifying external protective factors such as social suppdlrte stress —
life-satisfaction relationship is important because unlike stable pertyonaiis that are
often influenced by genetics, social support might be more amenable to changé thr
interventions (Treistman, 2004).

Sgnificance of the Sudy

Pursuing a doctoral degree in psychology can be a gratifying but arduous process.
Academic demands are complicated by limited financial support, dynaafesgional
roles, and social obstacles, all sources of emotional and psychological durkssz{&]c
Altamura, Burgoon, & Bishop, 2006). Research has shown that social support can be a
robust protective factor when individuals experience stress. The purpose aidiigvas

to examine the relationship between perceived stress and life satisfacting graduate



counseling psychology students, and to identify whether social support and a
psychological sense of community (SOC) in the doctoral program are pretiatiors
of life satisfaction. It was hypothesized that in the face of stress,sooi@ support and
stronger SOC result in higher levels of life satisfaction.

Conceptual Model

A moderator is a variable that alters the strength of the relationshipdretiae
independent variable and dependent variable (Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004). Glass and
Singer (1972) echo this in their observation that the effect of an independent variable on a
dependent variable can be based on the presence or level of a third variable, or
moderator. Wang, Badley, and Gignac (2006) illustrated three similar atoderodels
using the primary factor, outcome, and potential moderator. The model used in the
present study (Figure 1) is based on Wilks’s (2008) fusion of Glass and Singer’s (1972)

description of moderation with Wang and colleagues’ illustrative models.

The model in the current study (Figure 1) hypothesizes that the effectpirtieey
factor (perceived stress) on the outcome depends on the presence or level of the
moderator. The moderators tested separately are four forms of social support:
family/friend support (FS), peer support, professor/advisor/mentor/supensmors
(PAMS), and collegiate psychological sense of community (SOC). The oglioatime
model is global life satisfaction.

Figure 1. Conceptual Model: Moderating Role of Social Support on the Relationship

of Perceived Stress and Life Satisfaction of Counseling Psychology Ge&tudents

10



Moderator

¥ (FS,PS, PAMS, |*
Soc)

A

Primary Factor '\ d Outcome
X

e

(PS) (GLS)

Abbreviations: PS — perceived stress; FS — family/friend support; PS — peer support
PAMS - professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor; SOC — collegiate psycbal@ginse of
community; GLS — global life satisfaction

The dashed lines are three paths noted for descriptive purposes, as they are not
statistically critical when testing moderation (Wang, et al., 2006)eped
stress»social support (path), social support>global life satisfaction (path), and
perceived stressglobal life satisfaction (patt). As in Wilks’s (2008) model, the solid
line represents the critical path in moderation analysis;itbked X represents the
interaction of perceived stress and the moderator on global life satisfauztb)( Four
separate models were used for social support: family and friend support, peer support,
professor/advisor/mentor support, and SOC.
Research Hypotheses
Based on the model, this study proposed the following hypotheses.
1. Given that previous studies provide evidence of a relationship between percesgd str
and global life satisfaction, there will be a significant negativestation between level
of perceived stress and global life satisfaction.
2. Given that previous studies have found that social support is related to positive mental

health outcomes:
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a. There will be a significant positive correlation between frequencynofyffdriend
support and global life satisfaction.

b. There will be a significant positive correlation between adequacy afyfémend
support and global life satisfaction.

c. There will be a significant positive correlation between frequency aofsugmgort
and global life satisfaction.

d. There will be a significant positive correlation between adequacy osppgort
and global life satisfaction.

e. There will be a significant positive correlation between frequency of
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support and global life satisfaction.

f. There will be a significant positive correlation between adequacy of
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support and global life satisfaction.

g. There will be a significant positive correlation between level of S@Cgéobal

life satisfaction.

3. Social support is expected to significantly moderate the relationship bgtexeived
stress and life satisfaction. Given that social support has been estabdishpbtective
factor, it is proposed that social support will have a buffering effect on thenslaip
between perceived stress and global life satisfaction so that:
a. The relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfadilite w
significantly weaker for participants who report more frequency of
friend/family support than for those who report less frequency of friend/family

support.

12



. The relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfacilide w
significantly weaker for participants who report more adequate friendyfa
support than for those who report less adequate friend/family support.

. The relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfadiiitwe w
significantly weaker for participants who report more frequent peer support
than for those who report less frequent peer support.

. The relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfacilide w
significantly weaker for participants who report more adequate peer support
than for those who report less adequate peer support.

. The relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfactide w
significantly weaker for participants who report more frequent
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support than for those who report less
frequent professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support.

The relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfadilitwe w
significantly weaker for participants who report more adequate
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support than for those who report less
adequate professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support.

. The relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfacilide w
significantly weaker for participants who report higher SOC than for those

who report lower SOC.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
As described in Chapter One, the purpose of this study was to examine the

relationship between perceived stress and life satisfaction amongug@dunseling
psychology students, and to identify whether social support and a psychologicailfsense
community (SOC) in the doctoral program are protective factors of likfaaton.
Chapter Two provides a thorough examination of the conceptual foundations relevant to
the proposed study. This review of the literature and research findingowelt the
following areas: (a) stress operationalization and measurement;edy atrd graduate
students; (c) stress and psychology graduate students; (d) stressraalch@alth
professionals; (e) life satisfaction; (f) stress and life satisfaat higher education; (g)
social support operationalization and measurement; (h) social support buffering model
() stress and social support, and; (j) psychological sense of community opaiastion
and measurement.
Sress Operationalization and Measurement

Although decades of medical, biological, and psychological research exists, no
one operationalization and measurement of stress has been universallydaStegde
has been described as a stimulus, a response, and a person-environment transaction, and
the context of the research seems to drive how it is conceptualized. The following
overview of stress literature provides an argument for the operationalization and
measurement of stress used in this study.

In 1914 Cannon reported his observations of the phenomenon of stress,

operationalizing it as the body’s physiological response to a stimulus. Whewiotse
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animals that were physically fatigued, he noted they were able to pediogerldue to
an increase of adrenaline in the blood, leading to a conceptualization oastthss
body's ability to produce certain chemicals in response to a stressor.tieedho
focus his research on studying how acute stressors can lead to the fiigjit oe&ction
by measuring levels of adrenaline and blood sugar in the stressed individual.

Another early pioneer, Selye, also studied the fight or flight reaction and how the
body adapts to the presence of stress. Seyle (1973) broadened the definitios td stres
the nonspecific response of the body to any demand. He conceptualized stress as a
process involving a stimulus, a demand for change, and a resulting attempt to regain
homeostasis. The physiological arousal prepares the individual for action, wgibelhe
of returning to the restorative functions of the parasympathetic nervous s$&g, (
1973).

Physiological response-based conceptualizations of stress rely on biologica
measures of stress. Stress hormones, cardiac output, blood pressure, and immune
response are just some of the indicators that have been used to measure stress in the
biological tradition. Cause and effect relationships between environmentahdiearad
physiological changes are evident in research, but problems exist in emastiof the
activation of biological systems. Confounding individual differences in physaabagi
responses may be overlooked when using biological indicators. Biological ordioét
stress are often assessed at specific, isolated points in time, uksalyocthe stressful
event, bringing into question their generalizability to the global experiefistress

(Cohen, Kessler, & Gordon, 1997).
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To remove variability associated with individual differences, some rds&arc
propose that the confounding process of defining stress can be avoided by observing
stress through objective environmental sources (Dohrenwend, et. al, 1984). An
environmental operationalization of stress calls for a measurement thadacus
assessing the environmental demands and experiences associated with adaptive
responses. These demands are usually quantified and stress is measuredyplpéeine
by adding scores assigned to environmental triggers listed on an inventory. égdeasur
include the Social Readjustment Rating Scale (Holmes & Rahe, 1967), the Review of
Life Events (Hurst, Jenkins, & Rose, 1978), the Life Events Inventory (Cochrane &
Robertson, 1973) and the Inventory of Small Life Events (Zautra, Guarnaccia, &
Dohrenwend, 1986).

Although correlations between environmental stressors and distress or
physiological and psychological disorders have been established in resezashring
the stress concept solely as a stimulus to which we respond poses some challenges
researchers. In the 1970’s, several questions on life event stress measeirgewesl by
professionals as having environmental events that were commonly asbodthte
psychological symptoms of various pathologies (Turner & Wheaton, 1995). If many
events on checklists are symptoms or consequences of stress itself, the observed
correlations between life event checklists and psychological and physalbgaith are
inherently confounded (Schroeder & Costa, 1984; Thoits, 1981).

Another concern is that many checklists by nature contain only a sampling or
subset of potentially stressful life events and are often culturally bias&xtt, Turner

and Wheaten (1995) make a point to exclude minor events or hassles because they do not
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fall into their prerequisites of being discrete, self-time limited|yabiservable
environmental and social changes, thus leaving out many potential chrossosre
Environmental measures that do include daily stressors carry their own metheoalologi
difficulties. Eckenrode and Bolger (1997) identify a phenomenon they termed
“reactivity”, in which thinking about and documenting one’s daily stressors imjtects
stress behavior itself. Documenting daily events may influence oegappraisal of
future stressors and subsequently impact future coping efforts, an unintended girocess
learning and modification that causes problems for researchers (Ecké&nBuiiger,
1977).

Different people, when confronted with similar stressors, may differ coabige
in their emotional responses and adaptive consequences. The transactional model of
stress, outlined by Lazarus and Folkman (1984) views stress not as a variaitethat
solely in the individual or solely in the environment, but as an interaction between a
person and the environment. Lazarus theorizes that the individual's perception of the
stressor determines how stressful the event is, highlighting cogmivaisal as an
important component of the stress process. This perspective implies individuals will
experience stress when a situation or event is appraised as challenbthgyapossess
insufficient resources to effectively cope with the event, accounting fandhadual
variance in stress experience and response.

Criticisms of circularity in the transactional model stem from the vietv tha
stressors are that which the individual appraises as stressful; thetefesers cannot be
defined separately from their appraisal. Confounding arises in the potentiajpove

between the appraisal of stress and the measurement of the stress réspamseand
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Kelley (1995) warn that “a problem with a singular focus on appraisal in the stres
process is that one cannot tease apart the causal role of the determinantssd|dppn
the causal role of appraisal alone” (p. 131). Lazarus et al. (1985) contend tisasstres
necessarily relational and exists only in the context of a person-envirorefaitnship.
They assert that no single variable is sufficient in defining stredisigciila “complex
rubric” containing many variables and cognitive processes.

For the purposes of this study, a global appraisal-based stress measkee will
used for a more accurate and inclusive assessment of experienced stresgceiviedPe
Stress Scale (Cohen, et. al, 1983) was designed so as not to miss remotely expberienc
stress of close family and friends, future oriented stress, or events simpgtetbbn a
stress event scale. By taking into account the interaction of individual percepteims of
event and perceived ability to cope, global appraisal-based measuresirasutire
inclusive definition of experienced stress. According to Cohen, Kessler, and Gordon
(1997) the Perceived Stress Scale is the only established self-index avatiadi
measures general stress appraisal. The Perceived Stress 8eatzilsed in detail in
Chapter Three.

Sress and Graduate Students

For graduate students, stress may just seem like a way of lifeo Ipis\glent, in
fact, that roughly one half of graduate students will drop out and many more will
seriously contemplate leaving their schools before graduation (Gardner, 2009;
Mallinckrodt, Leong, & Fretz, 1985). Historically, academic stressarebdocuses on
either undergraduate students or medical students, as the rigor assoclataddical

programs is well documented. Existing studies on graduate students, however, duminat
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the vulnerabilities of the population, and identify multiple stressors facedtm/eourse
of a graduate student’s tenure.

Research on stress and graduate students has traditionally focused on medical
students, but investigators are recognizing the stressful conditions of otheatgradu
programs as well. A study done in 1993 by Toews et al. assessed stress in 406 medical
students, medical residents, and graduate science students. Although all groups
experienced elevated levels of perceived stress, graduate science semetds higher
levels of overall stress and higher presentation of mental health problenstrédsers
identified by all groups were self-expectations, exams and evaluationsyaitabke,
and volume of work.

Overall stress level was also found to be similar in a comparison of 350 medical,
law, chemistry, and psychology students in a study done by Heins, Fahey and Leiden
(1984). The authors identified six areas of stress: academic stressyésse fetar of
failure stress; world stress; classroom stress; and economic $treesand economic
pressures were endorsed as the primary cause of stress, followed byi@acadesrns.
Interestingly, the researchers found that psychology graduate studemtsdep
significantly more economic stress and were three times as likelgkdsép from
professional therapists. Program-specific differences aside, the authdigledribat
regardless of the program, graduate school is a strenuous and stress proditigreg ve
(Heins, Fahey, & Leiden, 1984).

The variety of stressors faced by those pursuing higher education are eclaoed by
survey of 166 graduate students conducted by Mallinckrodt, Leong, and Kraij (1989).

Results revealed that the most commonly reported negative life evertpiveelated
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and economic concerns as well as interpersonal stressors, but students repesgted s

from family life, employment situations, decisions about professional future, role
conflicts, school stressors, personal illness and injury, and time conflicts ofibgla
academic and social pursuits. Female graduate students reportedasiggifitore

negative life changes than did the male graduate students, which was sigpifelateid

to psychological distress. For males, financial concerns were rariagdelg higher

than for females, but the number of females endorsing financial concerns was higher
Mallinckrodt and his colleagues (1989) concluded that the stress encountered itegradua
school creates a high risk environment for students to develop physical and psyehologic
problems.

The title “graduate student” can be misleading when one considers the multiple
roles they engage in on a daily basis, such as student, employee, spouse, parent, advisee
and peer. Sheer volume of academic coursework (Toews et. al, 1993; Whitman,
Spendlove, & Clark, 1984) coupled with dissertation research is stressful enough without
the myriad of potentially confusing social stressors faced by gradudenss. Whitman
et al. (1984) address this, identifying that graduate students are ofted tieaisub-
adults, exploited by their professors and universities, dependent on their professors f
their advancement and placed in ambivalent roles with professors as teacksepoch
colleagues. Time itself can be a stressor, as multiple demands takenagvéy develop
and maintain social relationships that may help students to navigate th&utattm
through graduate school. Whitman and colleagues also added to the laundry list of other

stressors common to graduate students, naming: a sense of powerlessness lifeultipl
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changes, difficult academic and research demands, an impersonal atmdspdrenal
constraints, a discouraging job market, and restrictions involved in specializing.
Sress and Psychology Graduate Students

Research specifically targeting psychology graduate studentgghighhot only
potential demographic vulnerabilities and numerous potential stressors, but also the
negative impacts of stress. In a survey of 22 graduate psychology studentsembbguct
Groplerud (1980), 82% indicated high levels of anxiety, 50% symptoms of depression,
32% sleep difficulties, and 33% expressed physical complaints. Symptomshaere s
to arise from three main areas: events unrelated to graduate life; gvecifecally
related to school; and stress related to confidence/competence. Goplerud noted that 57%
of all stressful events students reported as well as 59% of all eveniSetlassintensely
stressful were specifically associated with the graduate schoolenge

Overall stress has been found to be a significant predictor of burnout in
psychology graduate students. In a survey of 284 counseling psychology doctoral
students Clark, Murdock, and Koetting (2008) found that the more stress students
reported, the more likely they were to feel overwhelmed and experienceosysnpt
burnout. Similarly, McKinzie, Altamura, Burgoon, and Bishop (2006) noted that stress in
psychology graduate students is associated with negative mood and fewbodes|of
sleep.

In an attempt to identify factors contributing to retention levels in psygkolo
masters programs, Morton and Worthley (1995) surveyed students’ experiences and
demographic variables. Findings indicated that students who undertook more

internship/externship hours experienced higher levels of stress and lowsoevel
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satisfaction with their programs. Morton and Worthley (1995) also found that the more
positive the relationship with advisors and thesis chairs, the more likely studeat®we
report overall satisfaction with their program, and in comparison to Anglo students;
minority students more frequently reported very intense family respotisgili

Using multivariate statistics, Cahir and Morris (1991) indentified sevearfac
affecting stress levels in graduate students: time constraints; f&ddiracspecific
faculty; financial constraints; lack of help from faculty; limited ermoél support from
friends; feedback with regard to status in the department; and administrsties; iall of
which they used to develop the Psychology Student Stress Questionnaire. They found
time constraints accounted for the greatest variance in student’s stiregs &nd that
overall women expressed significantly higher levels of stress than men.

Although other studies (Toews Lockyer, Dobson, & Brownell, 1993;
Mallinckrodt, Leong, & Kraij, 1989, Nelson, Dell’Oliver, Koch, & Buckler, 2001) have
also found gender to be a predictor of stress level, in a comparison of the PSSQ and
demographic variables, Hudson and O’Reagan (1994) found no one factor to be an
adequate predictor of stress levels in psychology graduate students, inckrtieg. g
When two or more factors were analyzed, however, they found female students working
full time who were not in a committed relationship indicated higher levelsasssthan
for all other students, which they attributed to work stresses compounded by lack of
support from a significant other (Hudson and O’Reagan, 1994). A survey of 145 marriage
and family therapy graduate students and their spouses also found no diffetesees be
males and females in reported levels of stress (Sori, Wetchler, Rayd&eaxel996). It

appears that regardless of your gender, stress is a part of the gradoakesgerience.
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Sress and Mental Health Professionals

At the graduate level, psychology students are also involved in the rigors of
clinical work. A variety of unique stressors associated with the humanepriafession
have been identified that increase the vulnerability of practitioners to theveegféects
of stress. Pines and Aroson (1988) identified three characteristics shared leyip¢iopl
human service field that are precursors to stress: “1) they perfornoaailyt taxing
work, 2) they share certain personality characteristics such as @aving, and helping
that influence them to choose helping as a career, and 3) they share a otemtdce
orientation” (p.84).

In a book addressing experiences of various human services professionals,
Greenberg and Valletutti (1980) note the depth to which they can become invested in the
lives of others and exposed to the intimate details of peoples’ mental, physical, and
emotional struggles. The roles and relationships they engage in may also gecarsbi
and demanding. In general, human services practitioners spend their working hours
helping others, and often work long, irregular hours. Due to having a large portion of
their lives devoted to meeting the needs of others both physically and mentally,
practitioners may not have time to meet their own personal needs.

After surveying 60 psychotherapists, Farber and Heifetz (1981) conducted a
factor analysis of 24 potential stressors, revealing three main strpasicsalar to
psychotherapeutic work. The first relates to the overwhelming demands ofeheich
often leave the psychotherapist vulnerable to physical and emotional depletion. The

second factor concerns the strain of the therapeutic relationship itself, bighes
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intimacy but also the maintenance of appropriate boundaries. The third facessaddr
problematic working conditions, such as a heavy work load or organizational politics.

Farber and Heifetz (1981) also addressed an added layer of stress to the
psychotherapists’ work load: patient behaviors themselves. Many of the patient
encountered in counseling experience some level of demoralization, and ntly over
express aggression, hostility, or suicidal ideation, all of which can dirdfetbt atress
levels in a counselor. In addition to working conditions, dealing with resistant or
particularly distressed clients can lead to therapist burnout. OvendderRand Heifetz
(1981) found personal depletion was the only stressor significantly and negativiglgt rela
to experience level, suggesting that these stressors are not simply duepistthera
inexperience, and can affect psychotherapists throughout their careers.

In a study investigating the mental health of professional health cakersior
Deutsch (1984) surveyed psychotherapists in regard to perceived personal pestilems
treatment seeking behaviors. Relationship difficulties were the most @nevaported
by 82% of the 310 surveyed. More than half indicated experiencing depression, but only
one fourth reported seeking therapy for their symptoms. No gender differesiges w
found in the rate of occurrence for relationship problems or depression, but women were
more likely than men to receive professional help. Fifty-four percent of bothanme
women surveyed reported having received some type of mental health sevises. T
however, may not be a good indicator of the overall percentage experiencing mental
health problems, and those that did not seek help were at higher risk for phgaital
problems. Deutsch (1984) noted that many participants cited fear of professimakce

concern about confidentiality, and a lack of resources as barriers to seekiogssand

24



some felt their depression or anxiety was a personal flaw not permitted in
psychotherapists.

The mental health of those in the helping profession has been investigated not
only through self report but also by observation by colleagues. In Thoreson, Budd, and
Krauskopf's (1986) study examining substance abuse and distressed psychologists,
almost 70% were aware of at least one colleague with a mental healtnpréiithough
eleven percent of Deutch’s (1984) sample reported difficulties with substaneg 3BUs
of Thoreson and colleague’s reported knowing colleagues who seriously abwéed. alc
Evidenced by impaired work performance and physical symptoms, substance abuse wa
recognized as having more potentially serious health, reputational, and wae# relat
consequences than mental health issues.

Researchers have also identified that working with clients that havaenqest
significant trauma can carry its own set of risks. McCann and Pearlman (1990)hadted t
such work can induce nightmares, intrusive thoughts, and feelings of anger and sadness
related to the trauma clients explore in session. Practitioners may engggjensive
coping mechanisms including psychological numbing, denial, and distancing. The
transformation that takes place in the therapist as a result of the empathherpeutic
relationship is viewed as a nonpathological occupational hazard that McCann and
Pearlman (1990) termed “vicarious traumatization.”

A survey of 188 self-identified trauma therapists done by Pearlman and Maclan
(1995) shows the difficulties faced by trauma therapists as well as somactisis f
Overall, therapists with a personal trauma history show more distress thawithosg

one, but therapists without a trauma history who had been working longer experienced
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more disconnection from their inner experiences as well as a loss of esteenerf®r ot
Therapists who were newer to the work experienced lower self-trdshtsalacy, and
self-esteem than more seasoned trauma therapists. Whether coping bynddtam the
painful emotional work or questioning one’s self schema, it seems vicarious
traumatization can take its toll.

Unlike Pearliman and Mac lan’s study, Schauben and Frazier's (1995) assessment
of the effects on counselors working with sexual violence survivors did not show
significant differences in distress levels between counselors with amoiave
victimization history. They did, however, find that counselors with a higher pageent
survivors on their caseload were more likely to experience altered beliefs about
themselves and others as well as more PTSD-related symptoms. Thdioarodla
symptoms to percentage of sexual violence survivors in counselors’ caseloads but not
their own history of sexual victimization lends credence to the vicarious \zetiion
theory.

Mental health professionals, specifically psychotherapists, experiemye ma
unique stressors and subsequent dysfunction. Figley (1995) identified that there are
natural consequences for working with the emotional pain of others, and named it
“compassion fatigue.” These same stressors affect practicing psyglybduates
students, and may even be heightened in that population. Kleepsies, Smith, and Becker’s
(1990) survey of 54 predoctoral psychology interns at the Boston VA found that one in
six had a client commit suicide during their training. Not only did the interns repeEss s
levels similar to patients who had experienced bereavement or personal injery, pa

suicides had a more negative impact on the trainees than on professionaindiwith
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similar experiences. Using a variety of mental health assessmduatingdhe
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory and the Coping Resources Invéattory
Stress, White and Franzoni’'s (1990) analysis of 180 masters level counselindegradua
students found higher levels of psychological disturbance than were found in theé genera
population. These findings highlight the importance of assessing well-being in
psychology graduate students and providing support when needed.
Satisfaction with Life

According to Diener (2000), enhancing quality of life (QOL) is vital to prengnti
and cultivating health. QOL is typically measured by a variety of both olgecti
measures, such as socioeconomic or environmental indicators, and subjective measures
which focus on individuals’ internal judgment of the quality of their lives (Dien8u&,
1997). This study examines a vital part of subjective quality of life: lifefaatisn.

General life satisfaction has been operationalized as an individual’s overall
cognitive evaluation of his/her life. According to Diener et al. (2004) indilsddem
their life as satisfactory based on a comparison between internallyumbedtstandards
and perceived life circumstances. Similarly, Shin and Johnson (1978) assert life
satisfaction involves individuals measuring their quality of life agalrest bwn unique
standards or criteria, and DeNeve and Cooper (1998) define it as individualsiveognit
evaluation of their total sum of experiences. Specific life domains, such ds, neak,
and social support are included in the appraisal of life satisfaction, but may not hold the
same weight for every individual (Diener et al. 1985). An individual may alsatisfiesd
with the various domains of his/her life, but dissatisfied overall because of one domain’

impact. In focusing on specific domains of life satisfaction researalsersisk leaving
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out aspects of an individual’s life impacting general life satisfactnaking them appear
more or less satisfied than they really are. Thus, it is important to obtain ath overa
evaluation of one’s life satisfaction rather than simply sum across reseapecified
domains of life satisfaction.

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, et al., 1985) wadajzse to
measure an individual’s cognitive evaluation of global life satisfaction. ddle s based
on Diener’s (1984) argument that subjective well-being is a personaligegnit
judgmental process. The scale serves to avoid externally imposed valessdnghers,
such as specific factors that researchers may assume deternsifaetsan, (i.e., health
variables, socioeconomic factors, environmental variables). More information on the
SWLS is provided in Chapter Three.

Satisfaction with Life and Stress in Higher Education

In examining satisfaction with life across the five domains (selidsta of
living, health, leisure, and family life), Brown’s (1988) survey of 2,059 American \wome
found satisfaction to be related to perceived stress. More interestinglyn'Bn@search
revealed that some domains were a stronger predictor of perceived stress titan soci
demographic factors, underscoring the importance and influence that sgbjecti
assessments of quality of life have on overall well-being. Hamarat andgugdte (2001)
found young adults experienced significantly greater levels of perceanesd shan older
adults, and that perceived stress is a better predictor of life satisfé2001).

It seems intuitive that high levels of stress would correlate with low levéfe of
satisfaction, and in fact researchers have found dissatisfaction with liéeat symptom

of stress experienced by those in higher education. In a study done by Cohen, Kamarck,
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and Mermelstein (1983), perceived stress was associated with lownsatigiaction as
well as increased depressive and physical symptomology in college studatitsniviet
al. (2002)and Chang (1998) found an inverse relationship between perceived stress and
reported satisfaction with life among American and Turkish college studerii398
Kent, Gorenflo, Daniel, and Forney examined the relationship between percedgsd str
and life satisfaction found in second-year medical students. Data gerfeoate555
participants indicated that increased perceived stress was negatsaliatesd with life
satisfaction, showing that the same pattern in undergraduates existslf@tgrstudents.
Social Support Operationalization and Measurement

Much like stress, social support is a complex theoretical construct without a
universally agreed upon operationalization or measurement. Early on, resedrdhmet
distinguish between existence of support networks and perceptions of availability or
adequacy of support (Sarason, Sarason, & Pierce, 1990). Research focused on an
objective conceptualization of social support, often examining networks or actualtsuppor
given. Eckenrode and Gore (1981) operationalized social support as the number of
friendships, relatives nearby, and organizational involvements. In definired sopport
as being married or having a confidant, Wilcox (1981) employed a unidemensional
objective conceptualization of social support. Objective conceptualizations alf soci
support lend themselves to quantitative measurements, such as the number of friends one
can turn to in a crisis.

Winefield, Winefield, and Tiggemann (1992) point out that although strictly objective

measurements are easily measured and reduce confounding variabkes isdolidual

differences, they may do so at the cost of validity (Ganster & Victor, 1988)u$trate
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this they use the example of Ratcliff and Bogdan’s (1988) finding that netwocksiog

others were not experienced as supportive to unemployed women in search of work when
these support sources expressed hostility towards female employmentedtaing

the social support literature, Liem and Liem (1978) observe that the envittaime

support resources actually available in one’s social network are not mégélsa

primary factor in the perception of being supported. The authors suggest that social
support measures include subjective estimates (e.g. perception of social suppor
adequacy) as well as environmental indices (e.g. network evaluations)adfssggort.

Social support is currently identified as a multidimensional construct, and
researchers have attempted to differentiate various types of social séppa@tample,
Schaefer, Coyne, and Lazarus (1981) specified three types of social suppadnamot
support, informational support, and tangible support. Cobb (1979) defined social support
as information that results in the subject feeling either cared for, valuedpoging to a
network, with each type serving a distinct function. House (1981) identifiedamabti
appraisal, informational, and instrumental as distinct types of social support.

Cohen (2004) noted that three main types of support emerge: instrumental,
informational, and emotional. Instrumental support, which has also been referred to as
tangible or nonpsychological support, involves the provision of material aid, such as
financial assistance. Informational support involves contributing informatievarg to
the individual’s plight, as is the case with advice giving. Emotional support fooase
meeting social-emotional needs, often through expression of empathy, caring, or
understanding. The type of support must match the perceived coping requirements of the

recipient in order to be effective. Shinn, Lehmann, and Wong (1984) warned about the
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potential detrimental effects when the type of support offered does not fit the
circumstantial needs of the recipieDunkel-Schetter (1984) identified that even the
most well-intentioned efforts of support can backfire if they do not fit the $ityati
suggesting the importance of identifying the effectiveness of different kirglgppbrt
for future intervention.

Researchers have also identified the importance of specifying soustasaif
support. Although it may be important to measure availability of a confidant, Cohen and
McKay (1984) note it may be misleading to assume all support givers ate equa
Evidence of the importance of including source as well as type of support is shown in
Neuling and Winefield’s (1988) findings that source of support is a better redict
psychological well-being than type of support.

Regardless of how social support is conceptualized, research seems to indicate
perceived availability, sufficiency of support, and who offers the support aretanpor
elements in determining effectiveness of social support for future intesaenifter
reviewing 23 measures of social support, Heitzmann and Kaplan (1998) recommended
that measures assess both quantity and adequacy of support, as research has shown that
is the perception of social support and not the actual receipt that is important. The
Multidimensional Support Scale (MDSS, Neuling & Winefield, 1988) was selectied as
addresses both availability and adequacy of social support, as welleasrdifites the
source providing the support. Chapter Three includes a description of the MDSS
measure.

Social Support Buffering Model
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Cohen and Wills (1985) identified that social support promotes health both
through an overall beneficial effect of support (main or direct effect model) aad by
process of support serving as a protective factor against the advertedfitress
(buffering model). Research in this area has shown inconsistent resultssevhde
studies find social support to have a buffering effect on stress, others have only found
direct effects of social support (Cohen & Wills, 1985). Reviews of studies have grovide
some evidence that the perception of support may be more important than support
actually received due to more consistent correlations with positive outcorableari
(Cohen & Wills 1985; Wethington & Kessler, 1986). Using the transactional model of
stress, the social buffering model argues that the belief that othersovitigpmnecessary
resources may increase the perceived ability to cope with demands, changing the
appraisal of the situation and ultimately decreasing the effects of §teken, 2004,
Cohen & Wills, 1985; Wethington & Kessler, 1986).

Cohen and Wills (1985) theorized that direct effects are found when global
support measures are used. Buffering effects are better targeted eysmeritic
measures (such as friends, family, advisors) in which the type of support snidtehe
demand of the stressor (Cohen, 2004). For example, lending money is a useful form of
support if the stressor is financial, such as the loss of a job, but not if the stressor is
emotional, such as the loss of a loved one. Therefore, as done in Clark, Murdock, and
Koetting’s 2009 study, sources of support for this study were selected to match the
perceived needs elicited by stressors graduate students face, inckslintamily,
professor, and advisor support, as well as psychological SOC.

Social Support and Graduate Student Stress
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Goplerud’s (1980) research emphasizes the importance of social support right
from the beginning of the graduate school experience. In his study of 22 first year
graduate students, those who were more socially isolated reported sigryificarel
overall stress, more physical and emotional problems, and more life chattgésyver
intensity ratings. The frequency of social contact with faculty wagpkatly influential,
as those students who reported less contact with faculty reported a gusaber of
intense stressors, emotional problems, and physical problems than students with more
contact.

In a study of role relations and graduate students, Baird’s 1969 investigation of
680 graduate students produced similar results, indicating that unclear or icgnflict
demands from faculty caused students to experience more overall stress and to
psychologically withdraw. Clark, Murdock, and Koetting (2008) also found support from
advisors significantly predicted burnout in psychology graduate students; higilsrdé
support from advisors were significantly correlated with lower levels of burimoat.
gualitative study of 20 chemistry and history graduate students by G&200&), many
commented that not only was the amount and frequency of contact with faculty and
advisors important, but that having a supportive advisor was more important than having
someone who was a specialist in their area. It seems that advisor and oty &
instrumental to graduate student success and overall satisfaction witadbatgrschool
experience.

Studies also indicate the importance of peer support in graduate school success.
Gardner (2007) found that the only factor graduate students cited as being more

important in their graduate school success than faculty support was peer dogpott.
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many of the students attributed their survival at the beginning of the prograerto pe
support. Likewise, another one of Baird’'s (1969) findings was that those who sought
social support from their classmates were more likely to experieademe success and
commitment to their field. Conversely, as competition among peers increased so did
stress, with students reporting they always experienced stress when iritomyéh
other students. Nelson, Dell’Oliver, Koch, and Buckler's (2001) survey of 53 psychology
graduate students found those with increased interpersonal contact with peers
experienced decreased psychological stress and also had increasedcasackess as
evidenced by higher GPAs. In a study of 314 social work students, Wilks (2008) found
that friend support significantly moderated the negative relationship betwasenaic
stress and resilience, suggesting that support from friends buffers the aopaemic
stress has on a graduate student’s ability to be resilient in an acadenoom@evit.

Mallinckrodt and Leong'’s (1992) investigation of the relationship between social
support and stress, depression, and anxiety in 166 graduate students indicated gender
differences in the perception of social support. Females perceived thenaselves
supported by family but not in their academic environment, and familial support mrovide
a buffering effect against perceived stress. Males, however, perceiveskthies as
supported by family as well as in their academic environment regaod|dssr
perceived stress level. The authors hypothesize that gender differesmedsosn the
greater impact maintaining multiple roles and subsequent role strain hasssn str
symptoms for females than it does for males.

Stecker’s (2004) assessment of students at top ranking medical certiarsheit

United States found symptoms of stress, such as depression, were assodidtad wit
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levels of social support. Based on these results they suggested treating s/ofptom
stress, such as depression, by encouraging group processing of sharetheapsrich
as academic workload and personal difficulties as a way of increasiagsqaport.
Based on similar hypotheses, Byars (2005) conducted a study examining tteaéffect
group counseling on graduate student stress. Byers found masters levelieguns
psychology graduate students engaged in group counseling had fewer syipgness
than those who received no group counseling, which was attributed in part to an
increased sense of social support.

Psychological Sense of Community Oper ationalization and Measurement

In his book examining the high attrition rates in graduate school, Lovitts (2001)
noted that research has not shown academic ability to be a predictor of sarcastion
in graduate school. He asserted the importance of research going beyond student
characteristics and instead focusing on the influence of the graduate school [grogram
culture itself. Lovitts asserted that graduate school community hasifcsigt influence
on the graduate school experience, and that a sense of community membership provides
students with resources needed to navigate a complex system. This fits a#bnSar
(1974) assessment that sense of community is central to well being, althougteft is of
overlooked in research.

The term “community” is most often associated with a particular geographi
location, such as a neighborhood. Gusfield (1975) identified that conceptualization as the
territorial view of community, noting it as a definition that is geograplyidaiuind.
Gusfield also identified a second notion of community, relational, which is cattern

with the nature of human relationships regardless of location. Researchers have
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recognized that community can be developed and experienced by factors other than just
geographical considerations (Lounsbury & DeNeui, 1996). The two are not mutually
exclusive, but for operationalization and measurement the distinction is important.

The concept of “psychological sense of community” was first introduced by
Sarason in 1974 and defined as “the sense that one belongs in and is meaningfully a part
of a larger collectivity” (p 41). Although he identified it as the overarchingeronaf
community psychology, his definition lacked a precise model or operationatiZati
the purpose of research. In 1986 McMillan and Chavis took those first steps, defining
psychological sense of community as “ . . . a feeling that members havemgihgl a
feeling that members matter to the group, and a shared faith that membersvitidezls
met through their commitment together” (p 9).

The authors further broke down the concept into four elements: membership,
influence, integration and fulfillment of needs, and shared education connection.
Membership refers to the feeling of belonging, and influence takes into acseunt t
reciprocal impact members have with the group as a whole. The third elersent, al
named reinforcement, is the reassurance that needs will be met througbuiheltue
last element sums up the feeling of shared experience and emotional connection. This
theory of psychological sense of community aims to transcend specifi@gbagr
boundaries and therefore be applicable to all communities.

In 1986, the Sense of Community Index (SCI; Chavis, Hogge, McMillan, &
Wandersman) was designed to measure McMillan and Chavis’ (1986) four elements of
psychological sense of community. Consequently, the creators noted that thasSCI w

developed to better understand the components of a sense of community, and was not
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designed as a measurement of sense of community. Although a 12 item short form was
created, Pretty’s 1990 initial investigation of psychological sense of comnmunity

higher education revealed high intercorrelations between the four elemenestsigggo
further justification for a multidimensional construct and measure.

Importantly, Pretty’s (1990) study also demonstrated psychological sEnse
community to be significantly positively related to characteristiceoobs climate.
Research has shown social climate in collegiate settings, as measitedd)y
University Environmental Scale, to be correlated with students’ physidé#h ligeos &
Van Dort, 1979) as well as distress (Tracy & Sherry, 1984). In support of thesgéndi
McCarthy, Pretty, and Catano’s (1990) survey of 360 undergraduate studentcditat
inverse relationship between psychological sense of community and student®rege
of psychological distress and burnout. Clark, Murdock, and Koetting (2009) found the
same inverse relationship in their investigation of psychological sensenofienity and
burnout in counseling psychology graduate students. The authors also found stronger
levels of psychological sense of community were associated with highesr ¢é\alreer
choice satisfaction, and suggested future research focus on examiningtitestd|a of
SOC with quality of life.

Clark, Murdock, and Koetting’s (2009) study utilized the Collegiate
Psychological Sense of Community Scale to measure psychological seosenadinity.
Created by Lounsbury and Deneui (1996), this instrument is unique in having been
designed specifically for use in institutions of higher education. As résetlizing the
SCl failed to support SOC as a multidimensional construct, the CollegiatiedRsyical

Sense of Community Scale was based on a unidimensional conceptualization of SOC and

37



created as a unifactorial measure of SOC. A detailed description of thgi&telle
Psychological Sense of Community Scale is provided in Chapter Three.
Summary

A review of the literature provided ample evidence that perceived stress i
inherent in the graduate school experience. If perceived stress indreassk of
physical and psychological symptoms, burnout, attrition, and dissatisfactionfeyiih |
becomes important to identify factors that buffer students’ perception of Jthess.
chapter identified social support as an important buffering factor in theiexpe of
stress, as well as psychological sense of community. The present studgré¢here
investigated if social support has a moderating influence on the perceived-difes

satisfaction relationship in graduate psychology students.
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Chapter 3
Method

Chapter Three addresses the methods used to examine the potential moderating
effect of social support on the relationship between perceived stress aadisifaction.
This chapter is divided into the following sections: the population from which the sample
will be drawn, including the criteria for the participants in the study,unsgnts that will
be utilized, data collection, and the research design and an&lyseal considerations
are also included.

Participants

The sampling group for this study was comprised of counseling and clinical
psychology doctoral students. Prior to analyses, the survey responses wered¢vie
identify missing data. Ten respondents stopped after partially completisgrires/, and
were removed from the data set. A total of 119 completed cases wereeddotifdata
analysis.

The descriptive statistics of the participants are displayed in Table itigants
were between 22 and 60 years of age, with a mean age of 20.34.976). Eighteen
and a half percent of the respondents were nmae2@), and 81.5% were female £
97). 73.1% of the participants were Caucasian 87), 5.9 % were African America €
7), 5% were Asian Americam € 6), 5% were Latinan(= 6), 5% were Internationah &
6), and 5% identified as “otheri & 6). Nearly half were married (42%), 37.8% were
single, 5.9% were divorced or separated, and 14.3% were living with a partner. The

majority of participants did not have children (84%). Slightly over half of theoredents
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reported an income under $25,000, 10.1% reported an income between $25,001-40,000,
there were 12.6% participants in both the $40,001-60,000 and $60,001-80,000 income
brackets, and 10.8% reported income over $80,001. The majority of participants were
full-time students (80.7% = 96), 17.6% were on internship (n = 21), and only 1.7 %

were part time studentsa € 2). Nearly half of the students (42%) were in at least their

fifth year of graduate school, and only 5% were in their first yeard&woz related
demographics (e.g., credit hours earned) are presented in Table 2.

The average time spent commuting weekly commute time reported by patscipa
was 5.454 3D = 5.331) hours, with a range between zero and twenty hours (see Table 3).
Eighteen patrticipants reported volunteering between two to forty hours weekiyg wi
mean of 9.19 hoursSD = 11.52). Thirty-one participants reported working off-campus
between four to fifty hours weekly, with a mean of 23.84 hdtlds<{ 14.98). Eighty-one
participants reported working on-campus between six and forty-five hours, mgam
of 21.2 hours$D = 9.26). Sixty-four respondents indicated they were engaged in
practicum between two and thirty-six hours, with the average weekly hours being 14.51
(8D =6.74). All work related demographics (e.g., number of hours volunteering per
week) are displayed in Table 4.

The question “what do you identify as your greatest current stressor” on the
demographics questionnaire was coded into six categories: time managafasod,
academic; financial; work; relationships; and health/well-being (skke B The inter-
rater reliability was kappa =.8f<.001. According to the standard convention, a kappa
of .81 or higher is considered almost perfect agreement (Viera & Garret, Z0@5)

highest percentage of students (37%) reported that time management and batance w
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their greatest stressor, while 29.4 % of participants said relationshipsheergreatest
current stressor. Almost nineteen percent named financial concerns as eagignifi
current stressor, while less than ten percent of students said either acagekyior
health/well-being was their current greatest stressor.
Measures

Demographic questionnaire. A demographic questionnaire (see Appendix) was
designed for this study to obtain pertinent information about the participant. Tearmea
includes variables to determine the eligibility of a participant, suchrafireent in a
counseling psychology doctoral program, and other descriptive information such as
gender, age, ethnic group, marital status, number of children, employment, and income.
This questionnaire was used to describe the sample for this research study.

Multidimensional Support Scale (MDSS). The MDSS (Neuling & Winefield,
1988) is a 16-item self-report scale designed to measure the availabiljpgr@ed/ed
adequacy of social support from confidants (family and closest friends), trees (
facing similar challenges), and “experts” (those with an official hglpmsupervisory
role). In this study, these three primary sources of social support Weltedas: a)
family and close friends, b) peers in graduate school, and c) professors,adusaiors
and/or supervisors. Neuling and Winefield (1988) have found perceived adequacy, or
satisfaction with the amount of social support, to be relatively independent af ddvel
availability and socially-supportive behaviors received.

Scoring the MDSS results in six subscales (availability and adequacydam e
of the three sources). Alpha coefficients of internal reliability for theubscales have

characteristically found to be .75 and above (Neuling & Winefield, 1988; Winefield,
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1993; Winefield, Winefield & Tiggermann, 1992). Cronbach’s alpha for the six subscale
in the current study were as follows: Friends/Family Social Suppajuéney was .84;
Friends/Family Social Support Adequacy was .71; Peer Social Support Frequency w
.85; Peer Social Support Adequacy was .8; Professors, Advisors, Mentors, and/or
Supervisors Social Support Frequency was .85; and Professors, Advisors, Mentors,
and/or Supervisors Social Support Adequacy was .84. The scale has also shown
predictive validity for measures of psychological well-being includinjesteem,
depression, anxiety, and health (Neuling & Winefield, 1988; Winefield et al., .1992)
Sense of Community (SOC). A slightly modified version of the Collegiate
Psychological Sense of Community scale (Lounsbury & DeNeui, 1996) was used to
assess the psychological sense of program community experienceddndesgp. The
original instrument contains 14 items designed to measure psychological SOC at
communities and universities. In this study it was modified to address psychology
programs instead of colleges and universities, with items such as “ldediel like |
belong in this school/program.” In addition, “My family likes this college/usig’
was changed to “People in my life like this school/program.” Items are rated-paiat5
Likert-type scale from 1sfrongly disagree) to 5 &trongly agree). Factor analysis
performed by Lounsbury and DeNeui (1996) produced one first-order factor, which
reflected meanings traditionally associated with the Psycholdggese of Community
scale (PSC), such as belongingness, commitment, fulfillment of need$naént, and
overall SOC. Reported internal consistency estimates for the PSC hged feom .88
to .92 with samples of college students (Lounsbury & DeNeui,1996). Cronbach’s alpha

coefficient in the current study was .92.
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Perceived Stress Scale (PSS). The PSS (Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983)
is a 14 item assessment designed to measure nonspecific appraised singsa.54Us
point Likert scale, participants are asked how often they feel or think anceegj with
responses ranging from 0 (never) to 4 (very often). This instrument has baéossity
correlated with life events, depressive and physical symptoms, utilizatioaltf he
services, social anxiety, and lower life satisfaction (Cohen et al., 1883; Shertsflo,

& Forney, 1993). It has been found to be an appropriate measure of global stress
experience with all age groups (Chen, Kressler, & Gordon, 1995). Cohen, Kamarck, and
Mermelstein (1983) found internal consistency reliability coefficieauging from .84 to

.86 and test-retest reliabilities of .85 on two samples of colleges students. Crenbach’
alpha for the Perceived Stress Scale in the current study was .88.

Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS). Life satisfaction was measured using a 5-
item scale, the Life Satisfaction Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsenif@n(Gt985). Using
a 7-point Likert scale, participants are asked to indicate their leagreément with the
satisfaction with life items. Responses range from 1 (strongly digagrégstrongly
agree). Sample items include: “I am satisfied with my life in geharal “In most ways,
my life is close to ideal”. The Life Satisfaction Scale has favorablehpsyetric
properties, including adequate internal consistency and high temporal itgliddiérnal
consistency is reported to be goed=(.78). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the current
study was .81. Scores on the SWLS correlate from moderately to highly heth ot
measures of subjective well-being (e.g., Rosenberg Self-Esteee) Bealowe-Crowne
Social Desirability Scale).

Procedures

43



Students were accessed by contacting 276 training directors of doctgranpso
from universities in the United States with counseling or clinical psychiaogtoral
programs. The consent letter, description of the study, and electronic susrey wa
provided to the department chair, so that they could supply students with the information
needed to decide if they wanted to participate (see Appendix). One trainirtgrdirec
indicated he/she was unwilling to forward the study to his/her students.

Participants were informed that the survey is voluntary, and that personal
information would be treated confidentially and not included in the results of theastudy
shared with others. Contact information for the researcher was included sosstasaht
respond to the researcher with any questions or concerns.

Research Design and Analysis

Self-report questionnaires distributed to counseling psychology graduatetstuden
were used to conduct correlational analysis, in which a moderator is a thaflevéinat
affects the zero-order (bivariate) correlation between two othemblesiavioderation
analyses were conducted through performing a series of linear regréBsioms &

Kenny, 1986; Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004). A significant interaction betweeimeapr
independent variable and the proposed moderating variable on a dependent variable
would suggest moderation effects (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Wang, Badley, & Gignac,
2006). Moderation observed through family and friend support, peer support,
professor/advisor/mentor support, or SOC would offer evidence of social support as a

protective factor of life satisfaction among counseling psychology gmagdualents.
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Chapter 4
Results

The current study was designed to examine the relationship between perceived
stress and life satisfaction, and to indentify if social support has a modendiiilegce
on the perceived stress — life satisfaction relationship in graduate psycktidgnts.
This chapter reports the results of the statistical analyses conductedstgyateethe
proposed hypotheses.
Distribution of data

To check if the assumption of normal distribution was met, frequency analyses
were run on all of the variables. Most variables showed normal distributions, aseelxpe
Two of the items (questions three and four) on the Satisfaction with Life (AleS;
Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) were slightly positively skewed B, “| am
satisfied with my life” (skew = -1.08) and item 4 “so far | have gotten tip@itant
things | want in life” (skew = -1.09) both had values just above the conventionally
accepted boundary of 1.0. This mild positive skew indicates that, in general, participants
responded as satisfied with their life and feel they have gotten the impbiteyst they
want in life.

Question number 13 on the Collegiate Sense of Community measure, “if |
am/were attending a psychology graduate program next year | would caotigoie
here,” was negatively skewed (skew = -1.15), indicating most respondents wguid sta
their current program. Responses to how often professors, advisors, mentors, and/or
supervisors were perceived as lending help in practical ways (i.e., item 27 on the

Multidimensional Support Scale) were positively skewed (skew = 1.61). Aasitrend
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was seen in responses to how often academic peers were perceived as lemdling hel
practical ways (skew = 1.17), item 17 on the same measure. As all the iteniisedes
above were barely outside the standard boundaries, they were treated as ndhmal for
rest of the analyses.

Correlation analyses

Table 6 displays the correlations, means, standard deviations, and reliability
coefficients of the independent and dependent variables. The correlations in Walnée 6
used to test the first and second hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1: There will be a significant negative correlation betweehdé
perceived stress and global life satisfaction.

As hypothesized, there was a negative correlation between particifgamesos
the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS) and their score on the Satisfactibifieniitale
(SWLS). The correlation was statistically significant(-.55,p <.001). That s,
participants satisfied with their lives tended to experience less percaessl s

Hypothesis 2: Given that previous studies have found that social support is related to
positive mental health outcomes:
a. There will be a significant positive correlation between frequencynofyffdriend
support and global life satisfaction:

As hypothesized, there was a positive correlation between participants’
scores on the frequency of family/friend support scale of the MDSS and their
scores on Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS). The correlation wastistaty
significant ¢ = .28,p < .002). Therefore, the more available participants’

perceived family/friend support the more satisfied they were with ikes. |
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b. There will be a significant positive correlation between adequacy iyférend
support and global life satisfaction:

As hypothesized, there was a positive correlation between participants’
score on the adequacy of family/friend support scale of the MDSS and their
scores on the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS). The correlation was
statistically significantr(= .30,p < .002). In this sample, more adequate
family/friend support was related to more life satisfaction.

c. There will be a significant positive correlation between frequency afsugmgort
and global life satisfaction:

The correlation between patrticipants’ scores on the frequency of peer
support scale of the MDSS and their scores on the Satisfaction with Life Scale
(SWLS) was positive, yet small and not statistically significart .(12,p < .18).
Therefore, Hypothesis 2c was rejected. According to these findings, there doe
not seem to be a relationship between frequency of peer support and life
satisfaction.

d. There will be a significant positive correlation between adequacy of peer suppor
and global life satisfaction:

The correlation between participants’ scores on the adequacy of peer
support scale of the MDSS and their scores on the Satisfaction with Life Scale
(SWLS) was positive, yet small and not statistically significart .(L6,p < .09).
Therefore, Hypothesis 2d was rejected. Results from this study indreabeate

students who reported higher levels of adequacy of peer social support were not
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more likely to report higher levels of life satisfaction than those who reported

lower levels of adequacy of social support.

e. There will be a significant positive correlation between frequency of

f.

professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support and global life satisfaction:

The correlation between participants’ scores on the frequency of the
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support scale of the MDSS and their scores
on the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) was positive, but not statligti
significant ¢ =.17,p < .07). Therefore, the hypothesis was rejected. Thus,
participants reporting higher levels of availability of
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor were no more satisfied with life than those
reporting lower levels of availability of professor/advisor/mentor/ super.

There will be a significant positive correlation between adequacy of
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support and global life satisfaction:

The correlation between patrticipants’ scores on the adequacy of
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support scale of the MDSS and their scores
on the Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS) was positive, but not staiisti
significant(r = .17,p <.06). This hypothesis was rejected. According to these
findings, there does not seem to be a relationship between adequacy of

professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support and life satisfaction.

g. There will be a significant positive correlation between level of S@Cgéobal

life satisfaction:
As hypothesized, there was a positive correlation between participants’

scores on the Collegiate Psychological Sense of Community Scale (80C) a
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their scores on the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS). The caoelaias

statistically significantr(= .30,p < .001), supporting the hypothesis that a higher

level of collegiate sense of community is associated with more liféaszits.
Moderation analyses

Correlations were run between the demographic questions and the dependent
variable (SWLS) to determine if any demographic variables needed to belledfior
in the moderation analyses. Table 7 presents the correlations and p-values. Age was
statistically significantly negatively correlated to global satgbn with life ¢ = -.22,p
<.02). In this sample, therefore, older graduate students reported lesstgatisidh
life than younger graduate students. Age was controlled for by enteringcbaareate
in the first step of all of the regression analyses. No other demographiddesaviere
significantly correlated with global life satisfaction.

A series of linear regressions were performed for the moderation es dhgd
followed procedures outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986) and Frazier et al. (2004).
Before creating any moderation terms, the moderators were standaadtheg bad a
mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. An interaction term was then created between
each moderator and the predicting variable, which was entered into the sepooitise
linear regression. Each moderation analysis performed for the third hypothesssléeside
below.

Hypothesis 3: Social support is expected to significantly moderate thenstap
between perceived stress and life satisfaction. Given that social supporéhas be
established as a protective factor, it is proposed that social support will haveranguf

effect on the relationship between perceived stress and global lifas@bisfso that:
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a. The relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfadilitwe w
significantly weaker for participants who report more frequency of
friend/family support than for those who report less frequency of friend/family
support:

For this analysis stepwise hierarchical regression analysis wasditili
When SWLS was regressed onto PSS and friend/family support frequency in
the first step, the regression was signific&fi.[ 116) = 28.21p < .001] and
accounted for 32.7% of the variance in global life satisfaction. Independently,
PSS B=-.52,t =-6.54, p <.001) and friend/family support frequer@y(
.15,t = 1.88,p < .06) were also both significant predictors of global life
satisfaction. When the PSS x friend/family support frequency interaction te
was entered in the second stBp=(.06,t = .77,p < .44), the regression
accounted for 33.1% of global life satisfaction but was not signifi¢gft [
115) = 18.94,p < .44]. This indicates that family/friend support frequency
does not moderate the relationship between perceived stress and global life
satisfaction (see Table 8).

The moderation analyses was run a second time with age as a covariate in
the first stepB = -.23,t =-2.48,p < .02), and PS3PB(= -.526.t = -6.86,p <
.001) and family/friend support frequend® £ .11,t = 1.45,p < .02) in the
second step. When the PSS x friend/family support frequency interaction term
(B =.06,t =.84,p < .41) was entered in the third step, the regression was still

not significant F(1, 114) = 17.02p < .41]. This indicates that even when age
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is held constant, friend/family support frequency does not moderate the
relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfaction.
. The relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfactide w
significantly weaker for participants who report more adequate friendyfa
support than for those who report less adequate friend/family support:

For this analysis stepwise hierarchical regression analysis wasditili
When SWLS was regressed onto PSS and friend/family support adequacy in
the first step, the regression was signific&{il[ 116) = 26.67p < .001] and
accounted for 31.5% of the variance in global life satisfaction. Independently,
PSS B=-.52,t =-6.46,p < .001) was a significant predictor of global life
satisfaction, but friend/family support adequaBy=(-.1,t = -1.18,p < .24)
was not. When the PSS x friend/family support adequacy interaction term was
entered in the second stdp< -.016,t = -.21,p < .84), the regression
accounted for 31.5% of global life satisfaction but was not signifi¢gft [
115) = 17.65,p < .84]. This indicates that friend/family support adequacy
does not moderate the relationship between perceived stress and global life
satisfaction (see Table 9).

The moderation analyses was run a second time with age as a covariate in
the first stepB = -.23,t =-2.48,p < .02), and PSPB(=-.54,t =-6.71p <
.001) and friend/family support adequa8y=.04,t = .44, p < .67) in the
second step. When the PSS x friend/family support adequacy interaction term
(B=-.01,t =.09,p < .37) was entered in the third step, the regression was still

not significant F(1, 114) = 16.01p < .93]. This indicates that even when age
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is held constant, friend/family support adequacy does not moderate the
relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfaction.

. The relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfadiiite w
significantly weaker for participants who report more frequent peer support
than for those who report less frequent peer support:

For this analysis stepwise hierarchical regression analysis was used. W
SWLS was regressed onto PSS and peer support frequency in the first step,
the regression was significami([L, 116) = 25.68,p < .001] and accounted for
30.7% of the variance in global life satisfaction. Independently, BSS.65,

t =-6.98,p <.001) significantly predicted global life satisfaction but peer

support frequencyR = .01,t = .07,p < .95) did not. When the PSS x peer

support frequency interaction term was entered in the secondBstep4,t =

.56,p < .58), the regression accounted for 30.9% of global life satisfaction but
was not significantf(1, 115) = 17.12p < .58]. This indicates that peer

support frequency does not moderate the relationship between perceived stress
and global life satisfaction (see Table 10).

The moderation analyses was run a second time with age as a covariate in
the first stepB = -.23,t =-2.48,p < .02), and PSPB(= -.56.t = -7.26,p <
.001) and peer support frequen&y=.001,t = .02, p <.99) in the second
step. When the PSS x peer support frequency interaction Bern0g,t =
.74,p < .46) was entered in the third step, the regression was still not

significant [F(1, 114) = 16.14p < .46]. This indicates that even when age is
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held constant, peer support frequency does not moderate the relationship
between perceived stress and global life satisfaction.
. The relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfacllide w
significantly weaker for participants who report more adequate peer support
than for those who report less adequate peer support:

For this analysis stepwise hierarchical regression analysis wasditili
When SWLS was regressed onto PSS and peer support adequacy in the first
step, the regression was significaitl, 116) = 25.68p < .001] and
accounted for 30.7% of the variance in global life satisfaction. Independently,
PSS B =-.55,t =-6.86,p < .001) was a significant predictor of global life
satisfaction but peer support adequay(-01,t = -.1,p < .92) was not.
When the PSS x peer support adequacy interaction term was entered in the
second stepR= -.05,t = -.69,p < .49), the regression accounted for 31% of
global life satisfaction but was not significai{(], 115) = 17.38p < .36].
This indicates that peer support adequacy does not moderate the relationship
between perceived stress and global life satisfaction (see Table 11).

The moderation analyses was run a second time with age as a covariate in
the first stepB = -.23,t =-2.48,p < .02), and PSPB(=-.56.t =-7.23p <
.001) and peer support adequaBy=(-.03,t = -.37, p <.71) in the second
step. When the PSS x peer support adequacy interactionBern®6,t = .77,
p < .44) was entered in the third step, the regression was still not significant

[F(1, 114) = 16.21p < .93]. This indicates that even when age is held
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constant, peer support adequacy does not moderate the relationship between
perceived stress and global life satisfaction.
. The relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfaciide w
significantly weaker for participants who report more frequent
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support than for those who report less
frequent professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support:

For this analysis stepwise hierarchical regression analysis wiasaitil
When SWLS was regressed onto PSS and
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support frequency in the first step, the
regression was significarf(l, 116) = 25.86p < .001] and accounted for
30.8% of the variance in global life satisfaction. Independently, BSS.54,
t = -6.85,p < .001) was a significant predictor of global life satisfaction but
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support frequeBey .04,t = .51,p <
.61) was not. When the PSS x professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support
frequency interaction term was entered in the secondBtep.05,t = -.59,p
<.56), the regression accounted for 31% of global life satisfaction but was not
significant F(1, 115) = 17.26p < .558]. This indicates that
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support frequency does not moderate the
relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfactiomabbe
12).

The moderation analyses was run a second time with age as a covariate in
the first stedB = -.23,t =-2.48,p < .02), and PSRB(=-.55.t =-7.12p <

.001) and professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support frequBneydd,t =
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.53,p < .61) in the second step. When the PSS x
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support frequency interactionBerm (
.004,t = -.06,p < .96) was entered in the third step, the regression was still not
significant F(1, 114) = 16.03p < .96]. This indicates that even when age is
held constant, professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support frequency does not
moderate the relationship between perceived stress and global lifacsetisf
The relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfadiiitwe w
significantly weaker for participants who report more adequate
professor/advisor/ mentor/supervisor support than for those who report less
adequate professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support:

For this analysis stepwise hierarchical regression analysis wasditili
When SWLS was regressed onto PSS and
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support adequacy in the first step, the
regression was significarf(l, 116) = 25.74p < .001] and accounted for
30.7% of the variance in global life satisfaction. Independently, BSS.65,

t =-6.8,p <.001) was a significant predictor of global life satisfaction, but
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support adequaey-(02,t = -.3,p <

.77) was not. When the PSS x professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support
adequacy interaction term was entered in the secondBtep@01,t = -.02,

p < .99), the regression accounted for 34% of global life satisfaction but was
not significant F(1, 115) = 17.01p < .99]. This indicates that

professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support adequacy does not moderate the
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relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfactiomdbbe
13).

The moderation analyses was run a second time with age as a covariate in
the first stepBB = -.23,t =-.25,p < .02), and PSPB(=-.56,t =-7.11p<
.001) and professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support adedBiacy04,t =
.05,p < .96) in the second step. When the PSS x
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support adequacy interactionBerm (
.02,t = .3,p <.73) was entered in the third step, the regression was still not
significant [F(1, 114) = 15.97p < .73]. This indicates that even when age is
held constant, professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support adequacy does not
moderate the relationship between perceived stress and global lifacsetisf
. The relationship between perceived stress and global life satsfaatl be
significantly weaker for participants who report higher SOC than for those
who report lower SOC:

For this analysis stepwise hierarchical regression analysis wasditili
When SWLS was regressed onto PSS and SOC in the first step, the regression
was significant (1, 116) = 29.24p < .001] and accounted for 33.5% of the
variance in global life satisfaction. Independently, PBS {.51,t = -6.57,p
<.001) SOCB = .17,t = 2.23,p < .03) were also both significant predictors
of global life satisfaction. When the PSS x SOC interaction term maseel
in the second ste®(= -.07,t = -.91,p < .37), the regression accounted for

34% of global life satisfaction but was not significatl], 115) = 12.43p <
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.37]. This indicates that SOC does not moderate the relationship between
perceived stress and global life satisfaction (see Table 14).

The moderation analyses was run a second time with age as a covariate in
the first stepB = -.23,t =-2.48,p < .02), and PSPB(=-.51.t =-6.83p <
.001) and SOCH = .18,t = 2.35,p < .02) in the second step. When the PSS x
SOC interaction ternB(= -.07,t = -.898,p < .37) was entered in the third
step, the regression was still not significdf(l], 114) = 18.39p < .37]. This
indicates that even when age is held constant, SOC does not moderate the

relationship between perceived stress and global life satisfaction.
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Chapter 5
Discussion

The previous chapter conveyed the results of the statistical analyses edrtduct
investigate the proposed hypotheses of the current study. Chapter Five iacludes
comprehensive discussion of these research findings, and limitations of theyatiest
are addressed. Lastly, recommendations for future research and iropticae
addressed.

Summary of Findings

Research indicates that stress is inherent in the graduate school procdss, and t
social support can be an important buffer to perceived stress. There is a laelaadres
however, looking at social support as a buffer to perceived stress in psycha@dgstgr
students with well-being outcome measures such as global life satisfattepresent
study, therefore, examined the relationship between perceived stress aatishifetson
among graduate clinical and counseling psychology students, in an attemptifyg ide
whether social support and a psychological sense of community (SOC) in the doctoral
program are protective factors of life satisfaction.

As hypothesized, there was a large significant negative correlation between
perceived stress and life satisfactiorr (-.55). These results are consistent with prior
research findings that indicated a similar relationship between peatctress and life
satisfaction in students in higher education. Matheny and colleagues’ (2002pftud
American college students found a very similar negative correlatmn.$7) using the
Perceived Stress Scale and the Satisfaction with Life Scaley th&rsame measures,

Chang (1998) found perceived stress to be negatively correlated with lifectimtis{a=
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-.53) in undergraduate college students as well. Also using the same measorastH

and colleagues’ (2001) study on adults over the age of 18 found perceived stress
negatively correlated with life satisfaction=-.55) for adults age 18 and older, and an
even higher correlationm € -.60) for adults ages 18-40. The consistency of these findings
implies that for the average graduate student, high levels of perceivedchstress
associated with lower levels of life satisfaction.

There was also a significant positive correlation between frequency of
family/friend support and global life satisfaction, indicating that the moréaaia
participants’ perceived family/friend support the more satisfied theg with their lives.

The hypothesis that there would be a significant positive correlation betwepraagén
family/friend support and global life satisfaction was also supported by thjgea
suggesting more adequate family/friend support is related to more |g&asadn.

The present study was the first to examine the relationship between social support
and well-being using the Multidimensional Support Scale and the Life &aimsf scale.
Previous studies documenting the relationship between social support and well-being
support the results found. Using the Social Provisions Scale (SPS; Cutrona &,Russell
1987), Triestman’s (2004) study on female graduate students found social support to be
significantly positively correlated with the Satisfaction witheL8cale. Winefield,

Winefield, and Tiggemann (1992) found a significant negative correlation between
availability and frequency of family/friend support on the Multidimensional Sappor
Scale and indicators of well-being (i.e. self-esteem, depression, and deatia). In
fact, the frequency of perceived family and friend social support was nong gt

associated with well-being than any other source of social support on the MDeSigec
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previous research, the current findings suggest that graduate studem®thvailable
and adequate family and friend social support will experience higher levéés of |
satisfaction than students with less available and adequate family andsizal
support.

Furthermore, there was a significant positive correlation betweende8&C
and global life satisfaction, supporting the hypothesis that a higher levelediatd!
sense of community is associated with more life satisfaction. Pastales@a indicated
aspects of well-being to be related to psychological sense of community. In 1990,
McCarthy, Pretty, and Catano found an inverse relationship between psychadegmal
of community (as measured by the short form of the SCI; Chavis, Florin, Rich, &
Wandersman, 1987) and burnout, physical distress, and psychological distress in
undergraduate college students.

Using the Collegiate Sense of Community (Lounsbury & DeNeui, 1996) measure,
Clark, Murdock, and Koetting (2009) examined the relationship between psychological
sense of community (SOC) and well-being in counseling psychology gradudéants.
Consistent with McCarthy and colleagues’ (1990) study, they found SOC to be
negatively related to burnout and stress. The present study is the first studyiftcadiye
examine SOC'’s relationship with life satisfaction in clinical and coumgglsychology
graduate students. The results are in support of prior research findings thest SOC
positively related to well-being, or in this study global life satisdactEvidence suggests
that social characteristics of a student’s program or community wattantion from

those looking to improve the graduate school experience.
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It was hypothesized that frequency and adequacy of peer support would be
significantly positively related to global life satisfaction; howeverabelations
between the participants’ scores on the scale of the MDSS and their scoreSWf the
were small and not statistically significant. Therefore, results frosrsthy indicate
graduate students who reported higher levels of availability and adequyaegraocial
support were not more likely to report higher levels of life satisfaction thaae Wios
reported lower levels of availability and adequacy of social support.

Recent research offers some possible explanations for these findings. In 2000,
Bolger, Zuckerman, and Kessler found that attempts to provide support that recipients
were unaware of were more effective in reducing distress than thoseetieat
acknowledged. Possible reasons that invisible support is superior to visible support draw
from the link between social support and social comparison; when social support is
known, it may involve social comparison, especially when provided by peers. Visibly
offered support could be perceived as implying ineffectiveness, inducingdgtiient
that negatively affects self-esteem. In 2009, Bolger and Amarel found thaé &sjtport
can be detrimental to adjustment, which is partly due to recipients’ appheital
supportive peers view them as incompetent.

Due to small cohorts and high stakes graduate school can often become a
competitive environment, with students competing with each other for resources (e.g
practicum placements, teaching and research assistantships, and ever).pg&zatigate
students are also constantly evaluated, so it follows that social comparison wauld oc
According to Baird’s (1969) research as competition among peers iedreaslid stress,

with graduate students reporting they always experienced stress when ititbon\wéh
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other students. The measure in the current study looked at perceived social support,
which would be visible support. In this study, the feeling of inefficiency fromabkoci
comparison induced by visible or perceived peer support may offset any betfedit of
actual supportive behavior.

Similarly, results from the current study suggest that frequency agdadeof
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support was unrelated to global lifadaiis.

Thus, participants reporting higher levels of availability and adequacy of
professor/advisor/mentor/ supervisor support were no more satisfied withaliféhtose
reporting lower levels of availability and adequacy of
professor/advisor/mentor/supervisor support. Although graduate students are mpost like
not in direct competition with professors, advisors, mentors, and supervisors, receiving
visible social support from superiors may also have self-esteem costs péitessors

and advisors are in evaluating roles, and graduate students want to appeagrtcanpet
effective while learning how to become a professional. Perceived or visdé support
may be appraised as also communicating inadequacy, which could negate any positive
effects of social support in this study. Receiving visible support from professors,
advisors, mentors, or supervisors, although necessary, may evoke fear in graduate
students that they are not living up to their expectations.

The demographic variable age was found to be significantly negatively cedrelat
to global life satisfaction, meaning in this sample older graduate studenteddess
satisfaction with life than younger graduate students. This is comtr&tgmarat and
colleagues’ (2001) findings of a positive relationship between age and setrsfaith

life, with oldest adults reporting the highest levels of life satisfacttas.important to
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note, however, that the sample in Hamarat et al.’s study were not graduatgésstude
which may influence the experience of life satisfaction. It may be that gldduate
students have more financial and family responsibilities, lowering theialbver
experience of satisfaction with life. Older students may be changregrs and dealing
with the stress associated with significant transitions. If thatitamss motivated out of
not being satisfied with their previous careers, it could influence current tehés
satisfaction when reflecting upon achieving the things one wants in life. Qldenss
may also feel out of sync with more socially accepted chronological sulels as parent,
co-worker, employee, and boss.

Several potential moderators of the relationship between perceived stitess an
global life satisfaction were tested, but none of them were supported by riet cur
sample. The results did not support the hypotheses that the relationship between
perceived stress and global life satisfaction will be significandgker for participants
who report more availability and adequacy of the three sources of support (i.e.,.
friend/family, peer, and professor/advisor/mentor/ supervisor) than for thosepdro r
less availability and adequacy of support from these sources. The hypotheS{3hat
would moderate the relationship between perceived stress and global Ifecgatisvas
also not supported by this sample.

This research seems to be the first to document the relationship between gerceive
stress and life satisfaction with the Multidimensional Support Scale asraipbt
moderating variable. The results found are inconsistent with recent reseanchgs
evidence for the moderating role of social support in the relationship betweewvgercei

stress and well-being in graduate students (Wilks, 2008). However, Wilks’ stgdy wa
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conducted on a different population (social work graduate students), and examined
perceived academic stress as opposed to a global scale of perceive@stydssnily

and friend social support was measured in Wilks’ study via the Maton et al.’s (1996)
shortened, 20-item version of the Perceived Social Support Scale (PSSS-20nBr&cida
Heller, 1983), and the outcome variable was resilience, as measuredlen&eScale
(RS-15; Nelll & Dias, 2001). Any one of these variables may have contributed to the
difference in findings.

Clark, Murdock, and Koetting (2009) also found evidence for the buffering
effects of social support (specifically SOC) on perceived stress in coungsjicigology
graduate students. Their study revealed that under low levels of perceessd Istyher
levels of career choice satisfaction were associated with higher SO@veipthey
observed no moderating effects under high levels of perceived stress, which they
hypothesized was due to SOC not being powerful enough to buffer the effects of
perceived stress on career satisfaction when stress is high. They also foand tha
traditional social support measure as well as SOC failed to moderatéeitts ef stress
on burnout. As noted earlier, it may be that perceived social support, in any form, comes
with negative consequences that negate possible buffering effects.

Overall, the pattern of findings via the correlational analyses sugggstsofsgy
graduate students experience higher degrees of satisfaction when thexeperce
themselves as having more available and adequate family and friend support. The
findings also indicate that students who report a better global experience ainprogr
support, as measured by SOC, are more satisfied with their lives than stodergpart

lower SOC. According to these results, however, a graduate student’s lefeel of |
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satisfaction does not differ based on levels of individual academic support sourbes, suc
as mentors, advisors, supervisors, and academic peers. Graduate studentewith low
levels of perceived stress are more likely to be satisfied with theirthaesthose with
higher levels of perceived stress, but none of the proposed social support sources
moderated this relationship.
Limitations of the Sudy

There were methodological issues that may have been study limitatiohghEirs
participants were primarily Caucasian females, thus making the saarple f
homogeneous. Generalizing these results to males and/or persons of cadorimed
done with caution. Demographic breadth offered through increased heterogeneity in
future samples would supply more information about perceived stress and the graduate
school experience.

The timing of the survey may create a relevant limitation in the curehy.s
June is atypical of the graduate school schedule; this is most likely a ttra@sifion
between the spring academic schedules and summer classes, as wdaft &s graduate
teaching assistantships, graduate research assistantships, and psdteduates or
involvement. Looking at table 2, only a little over four percent of participaptsted
being in 9 credits, which is a traditionally accepted number to be enrolledell-dind
in fact, nearly thirty percent were currently not enrolled in any @ealthough eighty
percent described themselves as full-time students. Student responseyrateenaeen
lower as faculty members are more likely to vacation during such transitias tirtle

fewer training directors forwarding the e-mail request to partieif@tudents themselves
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may be more likely to be on vacation or not checking school related e-mail, possibly
lowering the response rate.
Future Research Directions

Although retention rates are an issue for all graduate students, minoaiéytst
face unique factors that may impact their graduate school experienceiaradely their
attrition rates. Minority students are often underrepresented in graduaté gadgrams,
and have been found to perceive institutions as marginalizing, and feel distednina
against (Nettles, 1990). Nettles also found that black students received faeinenge
and research assistantships, a major source of funding for students. Itissdimsse
and other potential differences might affect perceived stress as wédl satisfaction for
students of color. Thus, future research would benefit from examining the relationship
between perceived stress, life satisfaction, and social support for lamgaesaf
students of color.

Furthermore, since it was identified that the timing of the survey may have
affected the results, future research on the potential buffering effectsialf support on
the relationship between stress and life satisfaction should be done during tmei@cade
year. Graduate students’ schedules typically vary significantly froradhéemic year to
the summer, so surveys sent during either fall or spring semester may beiccessfl
in response rates, and target a different or more inclusive set of relevent stnessors.

Although traditional social support sources, family and friends, were supported as
being significant predictors of life satisfaction, the importance of SOC iexgperience
of satisfaction was also shown in this sample. As this was a preliminayyadttroe

relationship between SOC and global life satisfaction, it would be important to see i

66



these results are replicated in future research. Training programs woulid foemef

further exploring this relationship as they can potentially influence studeqgsiience

of SOC, and possibly create a more positive graduate school experience. Faamehre
could also focus on SOC's relationship with behavioral success markers of thegraduat
school experience, such as GPA, program dropout rates, and time to degree completion
for individual students.

Although none of the hypothesized moderators were found to buffer the perceived
stress and life satisfaction relationship, future research might continuanhinexother
potential moderators in the stress — life satisfaction relationship. It wourdeloesting to
see if the type of social support given acts as a moderator. Future mesmaddcalso
explore visible support versus invisible support, and see if it impacts the potential
buffering effects of social support on the relationship between stress artuewnegllin
graduate students.

As the correlation between perceived stress and life satisfaction wag, str
may be important for future research to target reducing perceivedistggasiuate
students, as opposed to identifying potential buffers. In the current study, graduate
students identified time management, balance, relationships, financial concerns
academics, work, and health/well-being as current relevant stressore esearch
might focus on identifying relevant stressors and ways to eliminagsstseor help to
alleviate the stress associated with them. The most endorsed stressauimmehestudy
was time management and balance, so future research could further ex@abespects

or variables of a graduate student’s life contribute to this self-idehsfressor.

67



Additionally, research might focus on ways to increase life satisfactiorsesnid any of
these interventions impact perceived stress in graduate students.

Age, the only demographic variable significantly correlated with lifisfsation,
would be another important variable to target in an exploration of its impact on the
experience of graduate school. It would first be important to see if theseisdmgs
are replicated in future studies. Qualitative research has shown mature feathlate
students experience stress related to role conflict, particularly ssudightchildren
(Anderson & Miezitis, 1999). Research might continue to explore stressors unique to
older graduate students, as well as ways programs can better accomherdateuture
research could also examine various behavioral outcomes in relationship to age, such as
GPA, program dropout rates, and time to degree completion for individual students.

Implications

Results from this study, in accordance with previous research, found that students
with higher levels of perceived stress experienced lower levels of tigéastion than
students with lower levels of perceived stress (Hamarat, et al., 2001; Mathahy
2002; Chang, 1998). Given the consistency and strength of this relationship, it follows
that academic programs would benefit from investing in stress reductioremmtien
methods for their graduate students. In the current study, graduate stddetiied time
management, balance, relationships, financial concerns, academics, work, and
health/well-being as current relevant stressors. Programs looking todtvess in
students might begin by surveying students to establish relevant stressmisombey
can then work toward establishing programs that address the most prevatsurstin

their graduate students’ lives.
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Graduate school programs might also implement more generalized stress
reduction programs. Research done on undergraduate college students and nursing
students has found that relaxation response and cognitive behavioral interventions
reduced levels of psychological distress, anxiety, and perceived stresso(Beakr
2009; Heaman, 1995; Johansson, 1991). A recent study also found a mindfulness-based
stress reduction (MBSR) program had positive implications for graduate adognsel
psychology student’'s mental health (Shapiro, Brown, & Biegel, 2007). Students
participating in the program experienced lower levels of perceived sieggsjve affect,
and anxiety, as well as increases in positive affect and self-compdssasms the
introduction of a mindfulness-based or mind-body intervention into graduate students’
curriculum could result in a number of mental health benefits.

Other ways of reducing stress that have been highlighted in recent lnesearc
group counseling and exercise. Group counseling has been found to alleviate symptoms
of stress, depression, and anxiety in counseling psychology graduate stugtargs (B
2005). Programs could make connection with local counseling resources that are not
associated with the program academically, and find places that wilkgigents
discounts to make these resources more accessible. Exercise has also been found to
alleviate symptoms of stress, depression, and anxiety in counseling psychaldgsgtgr
students (Byars, 2005). Exercise is a cost efficient option that programs canagec
their students to incorporate into their daily lives, either through universibymees or
fun intra-program competitions or work out related challenges. Such interventigns ma
not only reduce stress but also promote life satisfaction, and positively impact the

graduate school experience.
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According to these findings, graduate school programs would benefit by having
interventions to increase life satisfaction that focus not only on the individuahstudge
also on the student’s program/community. Higher levels of SOC were dsdoaith
higher levels of life satisfaction in this study, and previous studies have alsotfdoind i
be inversely related to physical and psychological indicators of stressiamalib
(McCarthy, Pretty, & Catano, 1990; Clark, Murdock, & Koetting, 2009). These findings
suggest that attention to program dynamics or culture could improve graduatgsstude
well-being.

To increase SOC, academic programs might start by surveying students on the
current perceptions of the academic communities and ways in which they would like
them to be improved upon (Clark, Murdock, & Koetting, 2009). Clark, Murdock, and
Koetting also suggested interventions including informal department sodialiggs,
such as happy hours, academic gatherings, like research groups, or student-faculty
meetings to touch base around happenings of the program. In general, academic programs
would benefit from creating social and academic programming focused omgettin
students involved in the program, both ways of increasing psychological sense of
community.

With the increasing use of technology in all forms of social connection, support,
and networking, technology can also be utilized by programs to bolster SOC. Research
by Kruger et al. (2001) has already identified that online groups can hetppasnts
develop a strong sense of SOC. Kruger et al.’s findings indicate it may even ibéeposs
for SOC to develop more rapidly online than in person, due to the potential for more

frequent contact with members. Kruger and his colleagues outlined guidelines
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developing successful online communities based on their experience developing online
discussion forums for school psychology professionals and students, which can be
utilized by programs looking for alternative ways to increase SOC. In doinqgograms

can not only potentially impact graduate students’ experience of the progranmobut als

positively contribute to graduate students’ overall well-being.
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APPENDIX A
Invitation to Facilitate Research Study
Dear Department Chair

| am pre-doctoral candidate at the University of Kansas, and am condustingeg on
stress and life satisfaction among counseling psychology graduate studemts. |
undertaking this research for my dissertation, which is supervised by Dn Kaieon. |
have received ethical approval for my study from the University of Kansas aditHum
Subjects Committee. To gather my data | have constructed an online quesionhin

| am hoping to distribute via email to PhD students in counseling psychology doctoral
students. Their participation is voluntary and completely confidential.

The purpose of this email is to ask if you would be willing to forward this email
(containing a link to the online questionnaire) to doctoral students in your department
Once the study has been completed and my dissertation is written, | would bepyry ha
to distribute a summary of the findings to your department, for circulation to

students.

| look forward to hearing from you very shortly. If you have any questions about the
project, please don’t hesitate to contact me at the email address or phone number
listed below. If there is someone else | need to discuss this request with, pleas
forward my email to that person or point me in the correct direction.

Thank you for considering my request, and | look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

Jan Townsend Karen Multon, Ph.D.

Principal Investigator Faculty Supervisor
Department of Psychology Department of Psychology
and Research in Education and Research in Education
Joseph R. Pearson Hall Joseph R. Pearson Hall
University of Kansas University of Kansas
Lawrence, KS 66045 Lawrence, KS 66045

(612) 269-2392 (785) 864-3820
jank@ku.edu kmulton@ku.edu

85



APPENDIX B
Information Statement

The Department of Psychology and Research in Education at the University of
Kansas supports the practice of protection for human subjects participatingarches
The following information is provided for you to decide whether you wish to patigcipa
in the present study. You should be aware that even if you agree to participate you a
free to withdraw at any time without penalty.

We are conducting this study to better understand the role social support plays in
the relationship between stress and life satisfaction in counseling psyclhcéaigyate
students. This will entail your completion of a questionnaire. The questionnaket gac
expected to take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete.

The content of the questionnaires should cause no more discomfort than you
would experience in your everyday life. Although participation may not benefit you
directly, we believe that the information obtained from this study will hel@umsay
better understanding of the potential moderating role of social support on trenstlgdi
of perceived stress and life satisfaction of counseling psychology gratudémts. Your
participation is solicited, although strictly voluntary. Your name will not becated in
any way with the research findings. It is possible, however, with internet
communications, that through intent or accident someone other than the intended
recipient may see your response.

If you would like additional information concerning this study before or after it is
completed, please feel free to contact us by phone or mail.

Completion of the survey indicates your willingness to participate in thisgproje
and that you are at least age eighteen. If you have any additionabgsesiout your
rights as a research participant, you may call (785) 864-7429, write the HumantSubj
Committee Lawrence Campus (HSCL), University of Kansas, 2385 Irvihiréfd,
Lawrence, Kansas 66045-7563, or email mdenning@ku.edu.

Sincerely,

Jan Townsend Karen Multon, Ph.D.
Principal Investigator Faculty Supervisor
Department of Psychology Department of Psychology
and Research in Education and Research in Education
Joseph R. Pearson Hall Joseph R. Pearson Hall
University of Kansas University of Kansas
Lawrence, KS 66045 Lawrence, KS 66045

(612) 269-2392 (785) 864-3820
jank@ku.edu kmulton@ku.edu
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APPENDIX C
Demographic Questionnaire

1. Age
2. Sex: Female Male
3. Ethnicity:
African American
Native American
Asian American
Latina
Caucasian
International
Other (please specify)
5. Are you a full-time student or part-time student?
6. How many credits are you enrolled for this semester (Spring 2010)?
7. Marital status:
Single
Married
Separated
Divorced
Widowed
8. Do you have children?
Yes
No
If yes, how many children do you have?
If yes, what are the ages of all of your children?
If yes, what are the ages of the children who live with you at least half
time?
9. Involvement in work-related roles (please check all that apply):
Paid worker in job on campus (how many hours per week )
Paid worker in job off campus (how many hours per week_ )
Practicum student (how many hours per week )
Volunteer
10. Check the category that includes the total combined annual income of your financial
support group:
Under $10,000
$10,001 - $15,000
$15,001 - $25,000
$25,001 - $40,000
____%40,001 - $60,000
$60,001 - $80,000
$80,001 - $100,000
Over $100,000
11. What do you identify as your greatest current stressor?
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APPENDIX D
Satisfaction With Life Scale

Below are five statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using/ theale
below, indicate your agreement with each item by placing the appropuiateen on the
line preceding that item. Please be open and honest in your responding. The 7-goint scal
is as follows”
1 = strongly disagree
2 = disagree
3 = slightly disagree
4 = neither agree nor disagree
5 = slightly agree
6 = agree
7 = strongly agree

1. In most ways my life is close to my ideal.

2. The conditions of my life are excellent.

3. | am satisfied with my life.

4. So far | have the important things | want in life.

5. If | could live my life over, | would change almost nothing.
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APPENDIX E
Perceived Stress Scale

Directions: The questions in this scale ask you about your thoughts and fedlingg
thelast month. In each case, you will be asked to indidates often you felt or thought
a

certain way.

1. In the last month, how often have you been upset because of something that
happened unexpectedly?

______never

_____almost never

______sometimes

___ fairly often

_____veryoften

2. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were unable to control the
important things in your life?

______never

______almost never

______sometimes

____ fairly often

______very often

3. In the last month how often have you felt nervous and “stressed”?
______never

______almost never

______sometimes

___fairly often

______very often

4. In the last month how often have you felt confident about your ability to handle
your personal problems?

______never

_____almost never

______sometimes

____ fairly often

_____very often

5. In the past month, how often have you felt things were going your way?
______never

_____almost never

______sometimes

___fairly often

_____very often

237

6. In the last month, how often have you found that you could not cope with all the
things you had to do?

______never

_____almost never
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______sometimes

____ fairly often

_____veryoften

7. In the last month, how often have you been able to control irritations in your life?
______never

_____almost never

______sometimes

___ fairly often

_____veryoften

8. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were on top of things?
______never

_____almost never

______sometimes

___ fairly often

_____veryoften

9. In the last month, how often have you been angered because things were outside
of your control?

_____never

______almost never

______sometimes

___ fairly often

______very often

10. In the last month, how often have you felt difficulties were piling up so high that
you could not overcome them?

______never

_____almost never

______sometimes

___ fairly often

______veryoften

90



APPENDIX F
Permission from author to use Collegiate Psychological Sense of Communéy Scal

From: JLounsbury@aol.com [mailto:JLounsbury@aol.com]
Sent: Mon 2/22/2010 12:17 PM

To: Kapsner, Jan Cecilia

Subject: Re: Collegiate Sense of Community Measure

Hi Jan,

Nice to hear from you. Thanks for your interest in my work. Sure, you may use our PSC
scale, and adapt it for psychology programs. Good idea. The PSC itemsa#se yell

shaded on the attached. Feel free to use them or any other scales on that guestionna
Also, please feel free to send me the emended scale and | will review itasfierents,

etc.

Best wishes,

John

John W. Lounsbury
Professor

Dept. of Psychology
University of Tennessee
Knoxville, TN 37996-0900
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APPENDIX G
Collegiate Psychological Sense of Community Scale — Revised

Instructions: Please read each of the following statements below aadherttumber
that corresponds to your response in the space to the left of the statement.
Please answer the following 14 questions regarding your doctoral program
1 = Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree
1. __  Ireallyfeel like I belong in this school/program.
2. ___ Thereis a sociable atmosphere in the school/program.
3. ___ lwish I had gone to another school/program instead of this one.
4. _ Students feel they can get help if they are in trouble.
5. l'would recommend this school/program.
6. __ People in my life like this school/program.
7. ____ Thereis a strong feeling of togetherness in this school/program.
8. __ I someday plan to give alumni contributions to this school/program.
9. __lreally enjoy attending this school/program.

10.__ Students really care about what happens to this school/program.

11. | feel very attached to this school/program.

12.  Student life in this school/program is very stimulating.

13. _ If  am/were attending a psychology graduate program next weand
continue to go here.

14. _ There is a real sense of community in this school/program
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APPENDIX H

Multi-Dimensional Support Scale

Below are some questions about the kind of help and support you have available to you in
coping with your life at present. The questions refer to three different gobpesple
who might have been providing support to you IN THE LAST MONTH. For each item,
please mark the alternatives which show your answer.

A. Firgt, think of your family and close friends, especially the 2-3 that are the

1.

most important to you:
How often did they really listen to you when you talked about your concerns or
problems?

______never
______sometimes
______often
_____usually/always
______very often

Would you have liked it:
_____ More

____ Less
__Justright

How often did you feel that they were really trying to understand your problems?
______never

______sometimes

______ often

______usually/always

_____veryoften

Would you have liked it:

_ More

___ lLess

__Justright

How often did they really make you feel loved?
______never

______sometimes

_____often

_____usually/always

______very often

Would you have liked it:

_____ More

___ Less

__Justright
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. How often did they help you in practical ways, like doing things for you or
lending you money?
______never
______sometimes

_____ often
______usually/always
______veryoften

Would you have liked it:
__ More

___ lLess
__Justright

. How often did they answer your questions or give you advice about how to solve
your problems?
______never
______sometimes

_____ often
______usually/always
_____veryoften

Would you have liked it:
_ More

____ lLess
_Justright

. How often could you use them as examples of how to deal with your problems?
______never

______sometimes

_____often

_____usually/always

______very often

Would you have liked it:

_____ More

___ Less

_Justright

. Now, think of your peersin graduate school:

. How often did they really listen to you when you talked about your concerns or
problems?

______never

______sometimes

______ often

______usually/always

______veryoften

Would you have liked it:
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More
Less
Just right

2. How often did you feel that they were really trying to understand your problems?
______never
______sometimes
_____often
_____usually/always
______very often
Would you have liked it:
_____ More
___ Less
__Justright

3. How often did they help you in practical ways, like doing things for you or
lending you money?
_____never
______sometimes
_____often
_____usually/always
______very often
Would you have liked it:
_____ More
___ Less
_Justright

4. How often did they answer your questions or give you advice about how to solve
your problems?
______never
______sometimes
_____often
_____usually/always
______very often
Would you have liked it:
_____ More
___ Less
_Justright

5. How often could you use them as examples of how to deal with your problems?
______never
______sometimes
_____ often
______usually/always
_____veryoften
Would you have liked it:
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More
Less
Just right

. Lastly, think about your professors, advisors, mentors, and/or supervisors:

. How often did they really listen to you when you talked about your concerns or
problems?

______never
______sometimes

_____ often
______usually/always
_____veryoften

Would you have liked it:
__ More

____ lLess
__Justright

. How often did you feel that they were really trying to understand your problems?
______never

______sometimes

______often

_____usually/always

______very often

Would you have liked it:

_____ More

___ less

_Justright

. How often did they help you in practical ways, like doing things for you or
lending you money?
______never
______sometimes
_____often
______usually/always
______very often

Would you have liked it:
_____ More

____ Less
_Justright

. How often did they answer your questions or give you advice about how to solve
your problems?

_____never

______sometimes

_____often
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______usually/always
______very often

Would you have liked it:
_____ More

____ Less

__ Justright

5. How often could you use them as examples of how to deal with your problems?
______never
______sometimes
_____ often
______usually/always
_____veryoften
Would you have liked it:
_ More
____ lLess
__Justright
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Table 1

Demographic Information

APPENDIX |

Variable N F % M D
Age 119 29.34 6.99
Gender 119
Male 22 18.5
Female 97 81.5
Race 119
African American 7 59
Asian American 6 5
Latina 6 5
Caucasian 87 73.1
International 6 5
Other 6 5
Marital Status 119
Single 45 37.8
Married 50 42
Separated 2 1.7
Divorced 5 4.2
Living with a partner 17 14.3
Children 119
Yes 19 16
No 100 84
Income 119
Under 10,000 15 12.6
10,001-15,000 21 17.6
15,001-25,000 27 22.7
25,001-40,000 12 10.1
40,001-60,000 15 12.6
60,001-80,000 15 12.6
80,0001-10,000 7 5.9
Over 100,000 7 5.9
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Table 2

Academic Related Demographics

Variable N F % M D
Student Status 119
Full-time Student 96 80.7
Part-time Student 2 1.7
On Internship 21 17.6
Year 119 3.26 1.29
1* Year 6 5
2" Year 24 20.2
39 Year 21 17.6
4" Year 26 21.8
5" or More Years 42 35.3
Number of Credits 119 3.85 3.48
0 credits 34 28.6
1 credits 12 10.1
3 credits 15 12.6
4 credits 7 5.9
5 credits 1 .8
6 credits 29 24.4
7 credits 4 3.4
8 credits 5 4.2
9 credits 5 4.2
9.5 credits 1 .8
10 credits 1 .8
12 credits 4 3.4
13 credits 1 .8
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Table 3

Commuting Demographics

Variable N F % M D
Weekly Commute Hours 119 5.45 5.33
0 hours 3 2.5
0.25 hours 1 .8
0.5 hours 3 2.5
1 hours 16 13.4
1.5 hours 7 5.9
2 hours 12 10.1
2.5 hours 6 58
3 hours 6 5
4 8 6.7
4.5 hours 1 .8
4.75 hours 1 .8
1.5 hours 7 5.9
2 hours 12 10.1
2.5 hours 6 5
3 hours 6 5
4 hours 8 6.7
4.5 hours 1 .8
4.75 hours 1 .8
5 hours 17 14.3
6 hours 8 6.7
7 hours 3 2.5
7.5 hours 2 1.7
8 hours 4 3.4
9 hours 1 .8
10 hours 4 3.4
11 hours 1 .8
12 hours 2 1.7
12.5 hours 1 .8
15 hours 3 2.5
20 hours 9 7.6

Note. There were eight cases with very extreme values (30 — 200 hours), so they were
Winsorized to the highest reasonable value of 20 hours in order to make the data
interpretable (Howell, 2002).
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Table 4

Work Related Demographics
Variable N F % M D
Volunteer Hours 18 9.19 11.52
0 hours 1 .8
2 hours 1 .8
3.5 hours 1 .8
4 hours 3 2.5
5 hours 6 5
8 hours 1 .8
10 hours 3 2.5
40 hours 2 1.7
Work Off Campus Hours 31 23.84 14.98
4 hours 1 .8
5 hours 4 3.4
8 hours 1 .8
10 hours 5 4.2
20 hours 6 5
24 hours 1 .8
25 hours 1 .8
32 hours 1 .8
36 hours 1 .8
40 hours 7 5.9
45 hours 2 1.7
50 hours 1 .8
Practicum Hours 64 14.51 6.74
2 hours 1 .8
3 hours 1 .8
5 hours 5 4.2
6 hours 2 1.7
8 hours 3 2.5
10 hours 7 5.9
12 hours 4 3.4
14 hours 2 1.7
15 hours 9 7.6
16 hours 8 6.7
16.5 hours 1 .8
18 hours 2 1.7
20 hours 13 10.9
24 hours 1 .8
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Work Related Demographics, Cont.

Variable N F % M D
25 hours 1 .8
26 hours 1 .8
30 hours 1 .8
36 hours 1 .8
Work On Campus Hours 81 21.2 9.26
6 hours 1 .8
8 hours 2 1.7
10 hours 11 9.2
12 hours 2 .8
15 hours 4 3.4
16 hours 3 2.5
20 hours 40 33.6
25 hours 5 4.2
30 hours 2 1.7
35 hours 1 .8
40 hours 10 8.4
45 hours 1 .8
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Table 5

Greatest Current Stressor

Stressor N %
Time Management/Balance 35 37
Academic 7 29.4
Financial 8 18.5
Work 22 6.7
Relationships 44 5.9
Health/Well-being 3 2.5
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Table 6

Correlations, Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliability Coefficients of the Measured Variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. PSS -

2. SWLS -55** -

3.FSS F -.26** .28** -

4. FSS A -.36** 3x* .66** -

5.CSS F -.22% 12 S51** .34%* -

6. CSS A -.3** .16 .26** .35%* B1**

7. MSS F -.24* A7 27** 22*% A7 .003 -

8. MSS A -.29*%* A7 .05 22*% -.05 13 - 57**

9. SOC -.24** 3x* .003 .03 .05 A1 Ax* 32%* -

M 2.8 4.28 3.33 2.23 2.76 2.31 2.4 1.93 3.49
D .6 .96 .83 .56 .85 1 .76 g7 71
Alpha .88 .81 .84 .61 .85 .8 .85 .84 .92

Note. PSS = Perceived Stress Scale; SWLS = Satisfaction With Life; $&ffe F = Friends/Family Support Frequency;
FSS_A = Friends/Family Support Adequacy; CSS_F = Peer Support Frequency; €88eASupport Adequacy; MSS_F =
Professors, Advisors, Mentors, and/or Supervisors Support Frequency; MSS_A = Pspfebasors, Mentors, and/or
Supervisors Support Adequacy; SOC = Collegiate Psychological Sense of Caynmuni

*p< .05; **p< .01
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Table 7

Correlations of the Demographic Questions with the Dependent Variable (Satisfaction

With Life Scale)

Variables Satisfaction With Life Scale
Age -.22*
Sex .05
Ethnicity .03
Marital Status A
Year -.001
Student Status -.004
Number of Credits .03
Children A7
Children At Home -11
Work On Campus Hours -12
Work Off Campus Hours -.14
Practicum Hours -2
Volunteer Hours -4
Commute Hours .08
Income A2
Note. *p< .05
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Table 8
Regression Analysis of Frequency of Family/Friend Support on the Relationship between

Perceived Sress and Global Life Satisfaction

Step and Predictor Variable R RA o B
Step 1 C1C S 1C Sk
Perceived Stress Scale - B0*** - B2FRx
Friend/Family Support Frequency 14 15
Step 2 33** 003
Perceived Stress Scale 1o ek N O Rk
Friend/Family Support Frequency 14 15
PSS x FSS F .06 .06

Note. PSS = Perceived Stress Scale; FFS_F = Family/Friend Support recgqiie

MDSS

This moderation analysis was also run with age in the model, but the interaction &erm wa
still not significant.

**p<.01, **p<.001.
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Table 9

Regression Analysis of Adequacy of Family/Friend Support on the Relationship between

Perceived Sress and Global Life Satisfaction

Step and Predictor Variable R RA s B
Step 1 32%kx Zxk*
Perceived Stress Scale -50F** - B2xe*
Friend/Family Support Adequacy -.09 -.10
Step 2 32%* .003
Perceived Stress Scale - 4OF xR BRRkk
Friend/Family Support Adequacy -.09 -.09
PSS x FSS A -.02 -.02

Note. PSS = Perceived Stress Scale; FFS_A = Family/Friend Support Aglezfuac

MDSS. This moderation analysis was also run with age in the model, but the interaction
term was still not significant.

**p<.01; **p<.001.
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Table 10
Regression Analysis of Frequency of Peer Support on the Relationship between

Perceived Sress and Global Life Satisfaction

Step and Predictor Variable R RA o i
Step 1 G 1 Aol Rl
Perceived Stress Scale - - 55***
.54***
Peer Support Frequency .01 .01
Step 2 31** 002
Perceived Stress Scale - - 56 **
.54***
Peer Support Frequency .01 .01
PSS x CSS F .04 .04

Note. PSS = Perceived Stress Scale; CSS_F = Peer Support Frequency of MDSS. This
moderation analysis was also run with age in the model, but the interactionasrstiliv

not significant.

**p<.01, **p<.001.
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Table 11
Regression Analysis of Adequacy of Peer Support on the Relationship between Perceived

Stress and Global Life Satisfaction

Step and Predictor Variable R REA s B
Step 1 G N Il ¥ kil
Perceived Stress Scale - 53F** - Bhxxx
Peer Support Adequacy -.01 -.01
Step 2 31 .00¢
Perceived Stress Scale - B4F** L BEFR*
Peer Support Adequacy -.01 -.004
PSS x CSS A .07 -.05

Note. PSS = Perceived Stress Scale; CSS_A = Peer Support Adequacy of MDSS. This
moderation analysis was also run with age in the model, but the interactionasrstiliv

not significant.

**p<.01; **p<.001.
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Table 12
Regression Analysis of Frequency of Professors, Advisors, Mentors, and/or Supervisors

Support on the Relationship between Perceived Stress and Global Life Satisfaction

Step and Predictor Variable R RA S B
Step 1 G N Rl G ¥ il
Perceived Stress Scale - 53Fx* L BYrx
Professors, Advisors, Mentors, and/or .04 .04
Supervisors Support Frequency
Step 2 31%** 002
Perceived Stress Scale - 53F** L BYrx
Professors, Advisors, Mentors, and/or .04 .04
Supervisors Support Frequency
PSS xMSS _F -.05 .05

Note. PSS = Perceived Stress Scale; MSS_F = Professors, Advisors, Mentors, and/or
Supervisors Support Frequency of MDSS. This moderation analysis was also run with
age in the model, but the interaction term was still not significant.

**p<.01; **p<.001.
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Table 13
Regression Analysis of Adequacy of Professors, Advisors, Mentors, and/or Supervisors

Support on the Relationship between Perceived Stress and Global Life Satisfaction

Step and Predictor Variable R RA S B
Step 1 NCH e G ¥
Perceived Stress Scale - 53*** . K%k
Professors, Advisors, Mentors, and/or -.03 -.02
Supervisors Support Adequacy
Step 2 31** 001
Perceived Stress Scale - 53*** . Gh**
Professors, Advisors, Mentors, and/or -.03 -.02
Supervisors Support Adequacy
PSS x MSS A .001 -.001

Note. PSS = Perceived Stress Scale; MSS_A = Professors, Advisors, Mentors, and/or
Supervisors Support Adequacy of MDSS. This moderation analysis was also run with age
in the model, but the interaction term was still not significant.

**p<.01; **p<.001.
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Table 14
Regression Analysis of the Moderating Effects of Collegiate Psychological Sense of

Community on the Relationship between Perceived Sress and Global Life Satisfaction

Step and Predictor Variable R FA S B
Step 1 RO/l ¥ kil
Perceived Stress Scale -50%** - B Rk
Collegiate Psychological Sense of Community A7 .20*
Step 2 347 01
Perceived Stress Scale - 50x** - HQF*
Collegiate Psychological Sense of Community .18 .20*
PSS x SOC .07 -.10

Note. PSS = Perceived Stress Scale; SOC = Collegiate Psychologicaloense
Community. This moderation analysis was also run with age in the model, but the
interaction term was still not significant.

*p<.05; **p<.001.
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