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The Legislature should amend state law to strengthen regulation of 

psychologists. Because some of state law’s licensure requirements for psychologists 
differ from those of states with which Mississippi has reciprocity agreements, at present 
the board cannot ensure that all licensees enter the profession at the same level of 
competence.  Professional groups have called into question the necessity of postdoctoral 
experience (which Mississippi law requires) as a licensure requirement, as well as an 
examination of knowledge of the history of psychology (which Mississippi law also 
requires).  Also, state law does not specifically authorize the board to perform 
background checks on applicants for licensure. 

 
The Board of Psychology should improve the effectiveness of its processes for 

licensing psychologists.  The board should maintain a log of complaints against 
licensees, increase the public’s awareness of disciplinary actions taken, and correct 
problems with its financial management.   

 
In this and other recent reports, PEER has noted that the boards responsible for 

regulating Mississippi’s mental health professions (psychology, licensed professional 
counselors, social workers, and marriage and family therapists) have suffered from 
conditions such as a lack of permanent staffing, lack of a permanent office location, and 
insufficient in-house accounting expertise.  These deficiencies have impacted the 
boards’ administrative and financial operations. These boards could benefit from a 
solution that would allow them to pool resources to address common needs and 
problems.  PEER recommends a series of steps moving toward combining the 
administration of the boards, believing that the boards should be able to set up and 
operate the administrative support component with current fee structures. 

 
Also, significant overlap in the scopes of practice in Mississippi of psychologists, 

counselors, social workers, and marriage and family therapists, along with a lack of 
definition for the unique competencies that define each field, could cause confusion for 
the public when deciding which professionals are competent to treat certain disorders.  
Some mental health professionals may be engaging in practices for which they have not 
been properly trained.  PEER recommends a task force composed of members of the 
three boards to propose revisions to state law regarding scopes of practice. 
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ineffectiveness or a failure to accomplish legislative objectives, and makes 
recommendations for redefinition, redirection, redistribution and/or restructuring of 
Mississippi government.  As directed by and subject to the prior approval of the PEER 
Committee, the Committee’s professional staff executes audit and evaluation projects 
obtaining information and developing options for consideration by the Committee.  
The PEER Committee releases reports to the Legislature, Governor, Lieutenant 
Governor, and the agency examined. 
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A Review of the Board of 
Psychology 

Executive Summary 

 

Introduction 

PEER reviewed the Mississippi Board of Psychology 
(hereafter referred to as “the board”). PEER conducted the 
review pursuant to the authority granted by MISS. CODE 
ANN. Section 5-3-57 et seq. (1972). This review is a “cycle 
review,” which is not driven by specific complaints or 
allegations of misconduct. 

PEER first established the public need for regulation of the 
psychology profession, then evaluated how well the board 
carries out its two primary regulatory functions to protect 
the public:  licensing psychologists and handling 
complaints/investigations.  PEER also reviewed the board’s 
financial management practices. 

 

Background 

According to MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-1 (1972), the 
Legislature created the Board of Psychology to “safeguard 
life, health, property, and the public welfare in Mississippi 
in order to protect the people of this state against 
unauthorized, unqualified, and improper applications of 
psychology.” Currently, the board regulates approximately 
390 psychologists in the state.  

The board is composed of seven members appointed by 
the Governor:  one member who is not a psychologist or 
mental health professional but who has expressed an 
interest in the field of psychology; three who are faculty at 
institutions of higher learning that grant doctoral degrees, 
or staff or faculty of an American Psychological 
Association-approved doctoral-level internship; and three 
who are engaged in the professional practice of 
psychology. 
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The board contracts for a full-time Board Administrator, 
who uses an employee of another state agency as an 
accounting assistant.  (The Board Administrator personally 
provides payment to the accounting assistant, who has no 
contractual relationship with the board.)  Additionally, the 
board retains legal assistance from a representative of the 
Attorney General’s office, who assists with administrative 
hearings and provides legal advice.  

As a special fund agency, the board’s revenues are 
generated from fees charged for licensure application, 
examination, and annual license renewal.  The board’s 
expenditures have exceeded revenues in three of the last 
five fiscal years.  FY 2006 revenues were $96,542 and FY 
2006 expenditures were $101,415. 

 

Conclusions Regarding the Board’s Regulation of the Practice of Psychology 

Regulation of the psychology profession is necessary to reduce risks to the public.  
PEER found several provisions of state law, as well as the Board of Psychology’s 
licensure process, that should be improved to strengthen regulation of 
psychologists.  Also, the board should maintain a log of complaints against 
licensees, increase the public’s awareness of disciplinary actions taken, and correct 
problems with its own financial management.   

Needed Improvements in Licensure of Psychologists 

Needed Improvements in State Law Regarding Licensure of 
Psychologists 

Because some of state law’s licensure requirements for 
psychologists differ from those of states with which 
Mississippi has reciprocity agreements, the board cannot 
ensure that all licensees enter the profession at the same 
level of competence.  Professional groups have called into 
question the necessity of postdoctoral experience (which 
Mississippi law requires) as a licensure requirement, as 
well as an examination of knowledge of the history of 
psychology (which Mississippi law also requires).  Also, 
state law does not specifically authorize the board to 
perform background checks on applicants for licensure. 

 

Needed Improvements in the Board’s Licensure Process 

Because of problems with its content and administration, 
the board’s oral examination adds minimal value to the 
evaluation of licensure applicants.  The board’s process for 
utilizing the recommendations of supervisors of post-
doctoral supervised experience does not ensure that 
applicants possess the minimum competencies needed to 
practice.  Also, the process for collecting reference 
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information and the instruments used provide little, if any, 
utility in determining an applicant’s readiness for 
independent practice and could ultimately delay the 
licensure process. 

 

Needed Improvements in the Complaints Process 

Because the board does not maintain a log of complaint 
information, it cannot easily assess its own performance in 
protecting the public.  The Board Administrator created a 
database of complaint information in response to PEER’s 
request; however, prior to that request, the board did not 
maintain a master log of complaint information. Because 
the board does not maintain a complaint log, it is unable 
to report easily the number of complaints within any given 
period, effectively monitor the status of complaints to 
ensure timeliness of resolution, analyze trends in 
complaint information that might provide rationale for 
potential statutory or policy changes, track licensees’ 
competence over time, or ultimately assess its own 
performance.  

 

Needed Improvements in Increasing Public Awareness 

Because the board does not provide information that is 
easily accessible to the public regarding disciplinary 
actions taken against licensees, the board limits the 
public’s and licensed psychologists’ awareness of rules 
infractions and their consequences. The only method the 
board uses to disseminate information to the public 
regarding sanctions is to respond to requests. The public 
could choose a psychologist from the board’s online 
directory and unknowingly obtain counseling services 
from psychologists who have had sanctions against them, 
thereby placing themselves at an increased risk of harm, 
depending on the reason for the sanction.  

 

Problems with Financial Management 

The Board of Psychology has not established a proper internal control environment 
to ensure the integrity of its accounting and financial reporting processes and 
compliance with state timely deposits requirements. 

The management of an organization is responsible for 
establishing proper internal controls.  During its review, 
PEER found deficiencies in three areas of the board’s 
financial operations:  separation of accounting duties, 
timely deposit of cash receipts into the State Treasury, and 
monitoring of expenses and financial reporting. 



 

  PEER Report #503 x 

The board’s lack of separation of accounting duties 
violates state agency accounting policies and procedures 
set forth by the Department of Finance and Administration 
and compromises the accuracy and completeness of the 
board’s accounting records.  Because of this condition, the 
board cannot ensure the public that its operations are 
reasonably free from fraud. 

Contrary to MISS. CODE ANN. Section 7-9-21 (1972), the 
Department of Finance and Administration’s policy, and 
the State Auditor’s 2003 recommendations, the board does 
not always transfer daily collections in excess of $1,000 
from the clearing account to the State Treasury by the next 
business day or make weekly settlements of amounts less 
than $1,000. 

Also, the board’s practice of allowing the Board 
Administrator to be reimbursed for board operating 
expenses prevents members from monitoring the agency’s 
expenses and knowing the agency’s actual costs of 
operations. 

 

Administrative Issues of the Regulatory Boards for Mississippi’s Mental Health 

Professions 

The boards responsible for regulating three of Mississippi’s mental health 
professions have suffered from conditions such as a lack of permanent staffing, 
lack of a permanent office location, and insufficient in-house accounting expertise.  
These deficiencies have impacted the boards’ administrative and financial 
operations. The boards could benefit from a solution that would allow them to pool 
resources to address common needs and problems. 

In addition to this review, PEER has also recently reviewed 
the Board of Examiners for Licensed Professional 
Counselors and Board of Examiners for Social Workers and 
Marriage and Family Therapists.  As described in these 
reports, all three regulatory boards have managerial and 
financial deficiencies that limit their effectiveness in 
protecting the state’s citizens and providing services to 
their respective practitioners: 

• Two of the boards—Licensed Professional 
Counselors and Psychology—do not have 
office locations in the Jackson metropolitan 
area, thereby limiting their accessibility to 
practitioners and the public.  

 
• Two of the boards—Licensed Professional 

Counselors and Psychology—lack permanent 
office staff, relying instead on contract 
administrators.  The limited number of 
administrative staff of each board contributes 
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to internal control problems for the boards, 
primarily with regard to the separation of 
accounting duties. 

 
• Contract administrators for the boards of 

Licensed Professional Counselors and 
Psychology acknowledged that they have 
limited knowledge of the state’s accounting 
system and subcontract with personnel of 
other state agencies to enter these boards’ 
accounting information into the state system.   

 

• Within recent years, all three regulatory boards 
have been cited by the State Auditor for failing 
to comply with the state’s timely deposits 
requirements for transferring funds from 
clearing accounts to the State Treasury within 
periods designated by state law or Department 
of Finance and Administration policies.  

 
• Due to the use of contract staffing and the 

staffs’ unfamiliarity with the state’s 
accounting system, members of the boards 
sometimes have received limited financial 
information with which to make programmatic 
and resource allocation decisions. 

In view of the potential for mismanagement or theft of 
resources, a solution to the problems cited above is both 
possible and desirable.  Such solution could allow the 
three boards to pool resources to address common needs 
and problems.     

 

Overlap in the Scopes of Practice of Mississippi’s Mental Health Professions 

Significant overlap in the scopes of practice in Mississippi of psychologists, 
counselors, social workers, and marriage and family therapists, along with a lack of 
definition for the unique competencies that define each field, could cause 
confusion for the public when deciding which professionals are competent to treat 
certain disorders.  Further, some mental health professionals may be engaging in 
practices in which they have not been properly trained. 

PEER found that the statutory statements of scopes of 
practice of these four mental health professions overlap 
significantly.  Each of these professions may involve the 
assessment/diagnosis and treatment of mental and 
emotional disorders.  The overlapping of psychology with 
the other three professions is noted in MISS. CODE ANN. 
Section 73-31-27 (1972), which states: 

The practice of psychology overlaps with the 
activities of other professional groups and it 
is not the intent of this act to regulate them. 
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In Mississippi, a psychologist is authorized by state law to 
assess personal characteristics and change or improve 
behavior or mental health through psychotherapy 
procedures (e. g., psychoanalysis, biofeedback).  However, 
psychotherapy and psychotherapeutic techniques are also 
specifically mentioned as part of the scopes of social 
workers (in the board’s Rules and Regulations) and of 
marriage and family therapists (in MISS. CODE ANN. 
Section 73-54-5 [b] [1972]). Although not specifically 
mentioned in the law or Rules and Regulations of the 
Board of Examiners for Licensed Professional Counselors, 
licensed counselors are not prohibited from engaging in 
psychotherapy, provided that psychotherapy is within the 
boundaries of their competence.   

The overlap in scope of practice would not prove to be a 
problem in a situation in which all regulated mental health 
professions recognize common training standards for 
attaining competency in a given area of practice.  However, 
in Mississippi the licensed mental health professions have 
not established mutually agreed upon training 
requirements by service area, nor have they clearly defined 
boundaries of practice. Such an approach is not in the best 
interest of the consuming public.   

 

Recommendations 

1. By the 2010 legislative session, the Board of 
Psychology should present sound evidence 
supporting either the maintenance or modification 
of the state’s educational, experience, and 
examination requirements for licensure.1   

   Specifically, if the board believes that the state 
should maintain its current requirements, the 
board should provide sound evidence to 
demonstrate that: 

o individuals who graduate from designated 
programs (as opposed to APA-accredited 
programs) are not competent to practice 
psychology at an entry level; 

o individuals who receive 3,000 hours of 
experience (as opposed to 4,000 hours) are not 
competent to practice psychology at an entry 
level; 

                                         
1 An example of a process for validating the education- and experience-based minimum 

qualifications may be found in the Autumn 2005 edition of Personnel Psychology, Volume 58, 
pages 771-799. 
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o individuals who complete a 1,500 hour 
internship (as opposed to 2,000 hours) are not 
competent to practice psychology at an entry 
level; and, 

o the post-doctoral year of supervised experience 
(as opposed to two years pre-doctoral 
experience) is needed to ensure competence in 
practicing psychology at an entry level. 

If the board presents sufficient evidence to 
maintain the present licensure requirements, then 
the board should eliminate its acceptance of the 
CPQ and the ASPPB’s Agreement of Reciprocity and 
instead enter into reciprocity agreements only with 
states that have equivalent education and 
experience requirements. 

If the board does not present sufficient evidence to 
maintain the present licensure requirements, then 
the Legislature should consider amending MISS. 
CODE ANN. Section 73-31-9 (1972) to require that 
applicants meet only the minimum educational, 
experience, and examination standards needed to 
practice psychology competently, as established 
through research. 

2. The Legislature should amend MISS. CODE ANN. 
73-31-13 (1972) to remove the requirement that the 
board’s examination measure knowledge in the 
history of psychology. 

3. The Legislature should amend MISS. CODE ANN. 
Section 73-31-13 (c) (1972) to require the following: 

• that the board conduct background checks on 
all applicants for licensure; 

• that for purposes of these background checks, 
“good moral character” shall be established by 
an absence of felony convictions or convictions 
for misdemeanors involving moral turpitude; 
and, 

• that the board may request the assistance of 
the Department of Public Safety, as well as 
consulting sex offender registries, in checking 
criminal histories of applicants. 

Additionally, the board should provide to the 
Legislature for its consideration a list of criminal 
violations that should disqualify a person from 
receiving a license. 
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4. The board should immediately revise the structure 
and administration of its oral examination in 
accordance with the ASPPB’s Oral Examination 
Guidelines. 

5. The board should consider administering a written 
jurisprudence examination covering Mississippi law 
in addition to a valid oral examination. 

6. To comply with MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-13 
(1972), the board should establish in its Rules and 
Regulations a passing score for its oral 
examination. 

7. To ensure that applicants have the necessary 
competencies to practice psychology through 
quality supervised experience, the board should 
add the ASPPB’s Supervision Guidelines, section 
entitled Guidelines for Supervision of Doctoral 
Level Candidates for Licensure, to its Rules and 
Regulations. 

8. The board should eliminate the licensure 
requirement for professional references and 
instead require a more thorough evaluation from 
clinical supervisors, as described in the ASPPB’s 
Supervision Guidelines. 

9. To improve the board’s maintenance of complaint 
information, the Legislature should consider 
amending Title 73, Chapter 31, of the MISSISSIPPI 
CODE to require that the board maintain a log of 
every complaint received to include: the case 
number, the complainant’s name, the licensee’s 
name, the nature of the complaint, the names of 
investigators, the date assigned to investigators, 
the results of the complaint, any disciplinary action 
taken, and the date closed. 

10. The board should make information on final 
disciplinary orders and sanctions readily available 
to the public through the board’s website and in a 
periodic newsletter distributed to licensees. 

11.  The board should immediately adopt policies, 
procedures, and oversight controls to: 

• ensure that the contract administrator 
records and accounts for all remittances 
received by the board immediately upon 
their receipt; 

 
• require an independent verification, 

possibly with the assistance of the board’s 
officers, of the Board Administrator’s 
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recording of and depositing of cash 
receipts into the board’s bank clearing 
account; 

 
• ensure that someone other than the Board 

Administrator (possibly a board member) 
reconciles the monthly statement for the 
bank clearing account; and, 

 
• comply with state law and state agency 

accounting policies and procedures by 
depositing all collections into the State 
Treasury when such collections reach 
$1,000 or on a weekly basis. 

 

12. In order to monitor the agency’s financial 
operations, the board should require that all 
operating expenses be paid and accounted for 
through the Statewide Automated Accounting 
System (SAAS), rather than on a reimbursement 
basis.  Such an arrangement would allow operating 
expenses to be pre-audited prior to payment and 
categorized properly according to type of expense. 

13.  To address the administrative problems cited in 
this report and in two recently released PEER 
reports (#497, A Review of the Board of Examiners 
for Licensed Professional Counselors, and #501, A 
Review of the Board of Examiners for Social Workers 
and Marriage and Family Therapists), the 
Legislature should create an Executive Committee 
for the Board of Psychology, the Board of 
Examiners for Social Workers and Marriage and 
Family Therapists, and the Board of Examiners for 
Licensed Professional Counselors consisting of the 
chairs of each of the three boards.   

The Executive Committee should be responsible for 
developing a plan to manage the administrative 
support of the three boards. The Executive 
Committee should design an efficient, effective 
component to provide administrative support.  In 
developing the administrative component, the 
Executive Committee should take the following 
steps: 

a. Determine what type of administrative 
support (including staffing and resources) is 
necessary to correct the administrative 
problems common to the three boards. 

b. Determine the cost of providing this 
administrative support. 
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c. Determine how to distribute equitably the 
costs of administrative support among the 
three boards. 

Such administrative support activity should include 
the following: 

• the housing of staff and records for the three 
boards in a single location in the Jackson 
metropolitan area; 

 
• the selection of a single executive director to 

support the three boards; 
 
• the selection of clerks, bookkeepers, and other 

personnel necessary to carry out the financial 
management and other administrative 
functions of the three boards; and, 

 
• the selection of an investigator or 

investigators to support the three boards in 
reviewing and investigating complaints of 
misconduct. 

In furtherance of these ends, the Executive 
Committee should become custodian of all funds 
appropriated to the three boards and should have 
the sole authority to expend funds in the names of 
the three boards. 

PEER believes that because economies of scale 
should be achieved by combining the 
administration of the three boards, the boards 
should be able to set up and operate the 
administrative support component with current fee 
structures.  If not, the respective boards should 
increase annual fees, charging licensees their pro 
rata share in amounts sufficient to cover the costs 
of the administrative support component. 

The Executive Committee should also make 
recommendations to the Legislature regarding any 
changes in law needed to facilitate administrative 
consolidation of the three boards.  

Administrative consolidation should not address 
such matters as disciplinary hearings and penalties, 
rule making, fee setting, and the submission of 
annual budget requests, which shall remain the 
individual responsibilities of the three boards. 

14. The Legislature should create a task force 
composed of members of the Board of Examiners 
for Social Workers and Marriage and Family 
Therapists, the Board of Examiners for Licensed 
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Professional Counselors, and the Board of 
Psychology.   

The task force should make recommendations no 
later than November 1, 2008, to the PEER 
Committee regarding how to remedy the problems 
related to overlapping scopes of practice for 
Mississippi’s mental health professionals, as well as 
contradictions and imprecision in laws related to 
scope of practice.  The task force’s 
recommendations should include proposed 
revisions to existing law.   

Subsequently, the PEER Committee should report 
the efforts of the task force and make 
accompanying recommendations to the Senate 
Public Health and Welfare Committee and the 
House Public Health and Human Services 
Committee no later than January 1, 2009. 

 

 
For More Information or Clarification, Contact: 

 
PEER Committee 

P.O. Box 1204 
Jackson, MS  39215-1204 

(601) 359-1226 
http://www.peer.state.ms.us 

 
Representative Harvey Moss, Chair 

Corinth, MS  662-287-4689 
 

Senator Merle Flowers, Vice Chair 
Olive Branch, MS    662-349-3983 

 
Senator Gary Jackson, Secretary 
Kilmichael, MS  662-262-9273 

 
 

 



 

  PEER Report #503 xviii 



 

PEER Report #503   1 

A Review of the Board of 
Psychology 

 

Introduction   

 

Authority 

The PEER Committee reviewed the Mississippi Board of 
Psychology (hereafter referred to as “the board”).  PEER 
conducted the review pursuant to the authority granted by 
MISS. CODE ANN. Section 5-3-57 et seq. (1972). This review 
is a “cycle review,” which is not driven by specific 
complaints or allegations of misconduct. 

 

Scope and Purpose 

In conducting this review, PEER first determined whether 
regulation of the psychology profession is necessary in 
order to reduce risks to the public. 

Once PEER established the public need for regulation of 
the psychology profession, PEER then evaluated how well 
the board carries out its two primary regulatory functions 
to protect the public:  licensing psychologists and handling 
complaints/investigations. 

PEER also reviewed the board’s financial management 
practices. 
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Method 

In conducting this review, PEER: 

• reviewed relevant sections of federal and state 
laws, board rules, regulations, policies, and 
procedures;  

 
• interviewed board members, the Board 

Administrator, and personnel from relevant 
state and national professional associations; 
and, 

 
• analyzed the board’s records and financial 

information. 
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Background 

 

Statutory Authority for Licensing and Regulation of Psychologists 

According to MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-1 (1972), the 
Legislature created the Board of Psychology to “safeguard 
life, health, property, and the public welfare in Mississippi 
in order to protect the people of this state against 
unauthorized, unqualified, and improper applications of 
psychology.” The board accomplishes these goals by 
examining education and training credentials for 
psychologists, administering examinations for minimal 
competency to practice, requiring continuing professional 
education, investigating practice complaints, and enforcing 
penalties for violations of practice standards or ethical 
principles. 

CODE Section 73-31-13 (1972) establishes a regulatory 
regimen by which psychologists are licensed. CODE Section 
73-31-21 (1972) provides for penalties for violations of 
laws, rules, and regulations governing the psychology 
profession.  This section authorizes the board to withhold, 
deny, suspend or revoke a license, or otherwise discipline 
the licensee.  CODE Section 73-31-23 provides that persons 
representing themselves as psychologists or practicing 
psychology in the manner prescribed in Section 73-31-3 
without having been licensed are guilty of a misdemeanor 
punishable by a fine of not more than $300, by 
imprisonment of no more than sixty days, or by both a 
fine and imprisonment.  

Currently, the Board of Psychology regulates 
approximately 390 psychologists in the state of 
Mississippi.  

 

Scope of the Psychology Profession 

In order to identify risks to the state and/or its citizens, 
scope of practice must be defined.   

MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-3 (d) (1972) defines the 
“practice of psychology” as:  

 . . . the description, interpretation and 
modification of human behavior through the 
application of psychological principles and 
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procedures. The practice of psychology 
includes, but is not limited to, the assessment 
of personal characteristics such as 
intelligence, personality, ability, and other 
cognitive, behavioral and 
neuropsychological functioning, and efforts 
to change or improve symptomatic, 
maladaptive behavior or mental health 
through psychotherapy procedures including 
psychoanalysis, behavior therapy, 
biofeedback and hypnosis. Psychologists 
diagnose and treat mental and emotional 
disorders, disorders of habit and conduct, 
and disorders associated with physical illness 
or injury.  Psychological services are 
provided to individuals, families, groups and 
the public. The practice of psychology shall 
be construed within the meaning of this 
definition without regard to whether 
payment is received for services rendered. 

MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-3 (e) (1972) defines a 
“psychologist” as: 

. . .a person who represents himself or 
herself to be a psychologist by using any title 
or description of services incorporating the 
words “psychological,” “psychologist,” 
“psychology,” or who represents that he or 
she possesses expert qualification in any 
area of psychology, or offers to the public, or 
renders to individuals or to groups of 
individuals services defined as the practice 
of psychology by this chapter. 

The American Psychological Association’s (APA’s) Ethical 
Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct requires 
that “psychologists provide services, teach, and conduct 
research with populations and in areas only within the 
boundaries of their competence, based on their education, 
training, supervised experience, consultation, study, or 
professional experience.”  Neither the law nor the board 
prohibits psychologists from diagnosing and/or treating 
any type of mental or behavioral disorder.   

According the Bureau of Labor Statistics, psychologists 
work in a variety of settings, such as hospitals, schools, 
business, industry, government, nonprofit organizations, 
and private practice.  Also, approximately forty percent of 
all psychologists are self-employed.  
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Risks to the Public and Need for Regulation 

All fifty states currently regulate the psychology 
profession through licensure.  The regulation of 
psychology is based on the premise that the public should 
be protected from the potentially damaging effects of 
receiving services from incompetent or unethical 
professionals.  

The typical regulatory functions of licensure and 
enforcement of applicable laws, rules, and regulations 
provide a safeguard against public risk.  Without the 
safeguards of licensure and enforcement in place, the 
likelihood of untrained or unethical psychologists placing 
the public at risk could occur. 

The Association of State and Provincial Psychology Boards 
(ASPPB), an alliance of state and provincial licensing 
boards, claims that licensure laws related to the profession 
of psychology are meant to:  

. . .protect the public by limiting licensure to 
persons who are qualified to practice 
psychology as defined by state or provincial 
law. The legal basis for licensure lies in the 
right of a jurisdiction to enact legislation to 
protect its citizens. The concept of caveat 
emptor, or buyer beware, is considered an 
unsound maxim when the consumer of 
services cannot be sufficiently informed to 
beware. Hence, jurisdictions have 
established regulatory boards to license 
qualified practitioners.  

Risks to the public from the unregulated practice of 
psychology fall within three broad categories: (1) 
incompetent practice, (2) unethical practice, and (3) illegal 
practice.  Incompetent and illegal practice may also fall 
into the category of unethical practice.  Examples of 
incompetent practice include inaccurate diagnoses and 
corresponding treatment plans resulting from practicing 
outside of one’s scope of competence or lack of knowledge 
or clinical experience.  Examples of unethical practice 
include forming inappropriate dual relationships with 
clients or breaching clients’ confidentiality.  Illegal practice 
obviously includes the practice of psychology without a 
license.   
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Board Composition and Staff 

The Legislature established the Board of Psychology in 
1966.  As presently constituted under MISS. CODE ANN. 
Section 73-31-5 (1972), the board is composed of seven 
members appointed by the Governor:  one member who is 
not a psychologist or mental health professional but who 
has expressed an interest in the field of psychology, three 
who are faculty at institutions of higher learning that grant 
doctoral degrees, or staff or faculty of an American 
Psychological Association-approved doctoral level 
internship, and three who are engaged in the professional 
practice of psychology. The members serve five-year terms 
that begin on their dates of appointment.  

The board’s appropriation from the Legislature does not 
include any authorized positions; the board currently 
contracts for a full-time Board Administrator.  The Board 
Administrator is solely responsible for managing the office 
of the board, including such duties as receiving and 
reviewing applications for licensure, processing license 
renewals, maintaining the board’s database, and 
conducting board communications.  The Board 
Administrator uses an employee of another state agency 
as an accounting assistant.  (The Board Administrator 
personally provides payment to the accounting assistant, 
who has no contractual relationship with the board.)  
Additionally, the board retains legal assistance from a 
representative of the Attorney General’s office, who assists 
with administrative hearings and provides legal advice.  

 

Revenues and Expenditures 

The Board of Psychology is a special fund agency, with 
revenues generated from fees charged for licensure 
application, examination, and annual license renewal.  The 
board has established a fee schedule with fees of $300, 
$604 ($454 for national exam; $150 for oral exam), and 
$200, respectively, for each of these services.  The board 
receives a lump sum appropriation and determines how 
such funds are to be expended. 

As illustrated in Exhibit 1, page 8, the board’s 
expenditures exceeded revenues in three of the last five 
fiscal years. The increase in expenditures was primarily 
due to cost increases for contractual services.  The 
decrease in revenues during fiscal years 2004 and 2005 
was attributed to a decrease in the number of applications 
submitted (with a corresponding decrease in application 
fees).  MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-9 (3) (1972) 
authorizes the board to charge renewal fees up to $300.  
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Because the board’s current rate is $200, the board has the 
ability to increase its renewal fees to remedy the issue of 
expenditures exceeding revenues.  (See Exhibit 2, page 8, 
for a list of the board’s fees.)  
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Exhibit 1: Board of Psychology Revenues and Expenses, FY 2002-FY 
2006  

 
 

 FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 
      
Revenues      
      
License Fees/Other $112,490 $101,028 $81,796 $80,590 $96,542 
      
Expenditures:      
      
Travel 6,596 8,707 10,709 10,492 13,729 
Contractual Services 58,757 57,825 72,328 70,358 83,108 
Commodities 1,350 1,136 0 3,372 4,578 
   Total Expenditures $66,703 $67,668 $83,037 $84,222 $101,415 
      
Revenues less Expenditures $45,787 $33,360 ($1,241)* ($3,632)* ($4,873)* 
 
SOURCE: Staff of the Board of Psychology and Statewide Automated Accounting System records. 
 
*The board had carryover cash balances from FYs 2002 and 2003; therefore, the board had no true deficits in 
FYs 2004, 2005, and 2006. 

 

 

Exhibit 2: Board of Psychology, Fee Schedule  

 
Psychologists and Applicants Fee 

Application Fee 
 

Examination for the Professional Practice of Psychology (EPPP) 
 

Oral Examination Fee (Jurisprudence, Ethics and Practice) 
 

Provisional License Fee 
 

Temporary License Fee 
 

Annual Renewal Fee 
 

Civil Commitment Certification 
 

$300 
 

$454 
 

$150 
 

$200 
 

$  50 
 

$200 
 

$200 
 

In addition to the fees listed above, the board charges a fee for 
providing mailing lists of licensed psychologists.  The fee ranges from 
$50 to $100, depending on whether the list is typed or on a diskette. 
 

 

 
SOURCE:  Board of Psychology website. 
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Conclusions Regarding the Board’s Regulation of 
the Practice of Psychology 

 

Regulation of the psychology profession is necessary to reduce risks to the public.  
PEER found several provisions of state law, as well as the Board of Psychology’s 
licensure process, that should be improved to strengthen regulation of 
psychologists.  Also, the board should maintain a log of complaints against 
licensees, increase the public’s awareness of disciplinary actions taken, and correct 
problems with its own financial management.   

 

Needed Improvements in Licensure of Psychologists 

Needed Improvements in State Law Regarding Licensure of 
Psychologists 

 
Because some of state law’s licensure requirements for psychologists differ 
from those of states with which Mississippi has reciprocity agreements, the 
board cannot ensure that all licensees enter the profession at the same level 
of competence.  Professional groups have called into question the necessity 
of postdoctoral experience (which Mississippi law requires) as a licensure 
requirement, as well as an examination of knowledge of the history of 
psychology (which Mississippi law also requires).  Also, state law does not 
specifically authorize the board to perform background checks on applicants 
for licensure. 
 

Title 73, Chapter 31 of the MISSISSIPPI CODE sets forth 
requirements for licensure of psychologists.  The Board of 
Psychology, through its regulations, is responsible for 
implementing the public policy set forth in state law to 
regulate the psychology profession and ensure the 
protection of the public health, safety, and welfare of 
those who utilize psychological services.  To protect the 
public, the board should assure applicants’ compliance 
with state law’s requirements for licensure and 
periodically validate the appropriateness of licensure 
requirements that it sets forth in board regulations. 

The Board of Psychology may grant an applicant a license 
to practice psychology if he or she has met state law’s 
general requirements as well as specified education, 
experience, and examination requirements, as described in 
the following sections.  State law also allows the board to 
issue licenses through alternative methods, as discussed 
on page 11. 
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Requirements for Licensure 

General Requirements for Licensure 

MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-13 (1972) states that 
licensure applicants shall meet the following general 
requirements:  

• be at least twenty-one years of age; 
 
• be a citizen of the United States, a Canadian 

citizen applying through the reciprocity 
agreement, or intending to apply for 
citizenship; and, 

 
• be of “good moral character.” 

 

Education Requirements for Licensure 

For licensure as a psychologist, MISS. CODE ANN. Section 
73-31-13 (e) (1972) requires that an applicant possess a 
doctoral degree in psychology from an institution of 
higher learning that is regionally accredited by an 
accrediting body recognized by the U. S. Department of 
Education and from a program accredited by the American 
Psychological Association (APA) or the Canadian 
Psychological Association.  

Other standards apply for graduates from newly 
established programs seeking accreditation, in areas where 
no accreditation exists, and for training programs outside 
the U. S. or Canada.  (See Appendix A, page 57, for a list of 
these standards.) 

 

Experience Requirements for Licensure 

 

For licensure as a psychologist, MISS. CODE ANN. Section 
73-31-13 (f) (1972) requires that an applicant complete two 
years of supervised experience in the same area of 
emphasis as the academic degree, which includes an 
internship and one year of supervised post-doctoral 
experience.  Each year shall be comprised of at least 2,000 
hours of actual work, to include direct service, training, 
and supervisory time.  A pre-doctoral internship may be 
counted as one of the two years of experience.  

The board requires that internships be APA-accredited and 
that a supervised practice plan be approved prior to the 
start of the post-doctoral year of supervision.  

Licensure applicants 
must complete two 
years of supervised 
experience in the same 
area of emphasis as 
the academic degree, 
including an internship 
and one year of 
supervised post-
doctoral experience.  
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Examination Requirements for Licensure 

 

For licensure as a psychologist, MISS. CODE ANN. Section 
73-31-13 (g) (1972) requires that an applicant pass a 
written and oral examination in psychology prescribed by 
the board.  

The board utilizes the Association of State and Provincial 
Psychology Boards’ Examination for Professional Practice 
in Psychology (EPPP) as its written examination.  For its 
oral examination, the board utilizes an exam created and 
administered by the board to assess professional practice, 
ethics, and state law.  The oral exam also includes a 
discussion with applicants regarding scope of practice. 

 

Alternative Routes to Licensure  

MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-15 (1972) allows the board 
to issue a license, without written examination, to any 
person who provides evidence that he or she: 

• is licensed or certified as a psychologist by another 
state if the requirements for such license or 
certification are substantially equivalent; or, 

• is a diplomate in good standing of the American 
Board of Examiners in Professional Psychology; or, 

• is licensed in a jurisdiction that is a party to an 
agreement for reciprocity with the State of 
Mississippi; or, 

• possesses a valid Certificate of Professional 
Qualification (CPQ) granted by the Association of 
State and Provincial Psychology Boards; or, 

• surrendered a valid Mississippi license which had 
been held in good standing for not less than twenty 
years.  

[PEER emphasis added] 

In fiscal years 2002 through 2007, approximately twenty 
percent of all applicants licensed by the Mississippi Board 
of Psychology applied through reciprocity or CPQ.  

 
Licensure through Reciprocity 

The ASPPB encourages professional mobility of licensed 
psychologists through its Agreement of Reciprocity and its 

In FYs 2002-07, 
approximately twenty 
percent of all 
applicants licensed by 
the board applied 
through reciprocity or 
a Certificate of 
Professional 
Qualification.  
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Certification Program.  The ASPPB contends that 
professional mobility “enhances the consumer’s access to 
a broad range of psychological services across 
jurisdictions.”  

Those individuals applying through reciprocity must live 
in a state that is a part of the agreement and must meet 
the following requirements: 

• must have been licensed at the doctoral level for 
independent practice and have been practicing 
continually for five years; and, 

• must have no outstanding complaints or charges 
pending against them and have not been subject to 
disciplinary action or felony conviction.  

Mississippi participates in ASPPB’s reciprocity agreement 
with the following jurisdictions:  Arkansas, Kentucky, 
Manitoba, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, Oklahoma, 
Ontario, Texas, and Wisconsin. As indicated on the ASPPB’s 
website, entrance into the agreement is dependent on a 
state or province demonstrating that its requirements for 
licensure meet the standards required by other 
participating jurisdictions.  (See Appendix B, page 59, for 
licensure requirements of states that have reciprocity 
agreements with Mississippi.)  

 

Licensure through Certificate of Professional Qualification (CPQ) 

The Association of State and Provincial Psychology Boards 
issues a Certificate of Professional Qualification (CPQ) to 
psychologists who meet standards of educational 
preparation, supervised experience, and exam 
performance.  General requirements for the CPQ include:  

• must have been licensed at the doctoral level for 
independent practice and have a record of 
practicing psychology for five years in an ASPPB 
member jurisdiction; 

• must have no history of disciplinary actions in any 
jurisdiction; 

• must have graduated from a program accredited by 
the American Psychological Association or the 
Canadian Psychological Association, or designated 
as a psychology program by the Joint Designation 
Committee of the ASPPB and the National Register 
of Health Service Providers in Psychology, or meet 
criteria designed to establish an acceptable level of 
educational training; 
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• must have a score on the national exam at or above 
the ASPPB passing score; and, 

• must have two years supervised experience, one of 
which shall have been completed postdoctoral, for 
a minimum of 3,000 total clock hours. 

Thirty-one states and seven other jurisdictions accept the 
CPQ as evidence of eligibility for licensure.  

 

Differences in Mississippi’s Licensure Requirements and 
Reciprocity/CPQ Requirements 

The Board of Psychology has entered into an Agreement of Reciprocity 
with ten other jurisdictions and also accepts the Certificate of 
Professional Qualification in lieu of educational and experience 
requirements.  However, because Mississippi law’s licensing requirements 
differ from those of other states, licensure applicants are subject to 
different standards, depending on their method of entry into the 
profession.  

 

Differences in Educational Requirements 

Mississippi law’s educational requirements for licensure in psychology 
are more stringent than those of all other jurisdictions participating in 
the Association for State and Provincial Psychology Boards’ reciprocity 
agreement and those required for the CPQ. 

As noted on page 10, MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-13 
(e) (1972) requires that licensure applicants have 
completed a doctoral degree in a program accredited by 
the American Psychological Association (APA) or the 
Canadian Psychological Association (CPA).  The ten other 
states participating in the reciprocity agreement with 
Mississippi all have slightly more flexible educational 
requirements (e.g., most allow graduates from APA-
accredited programs or their equivalent).  See Appendix B, 
page 59, for educational requirements of states 
participating in the agreement of reciprocity. 

In an article in the American Psychological Association’s 
journal Professional Psychology: Research and Practice 
entitled “Licensure Requirements: Have We Raised the Bar 
Too Far?,” Olvey, Hogg, and Counts pointed out that in 
2002, Mississippi and Oklahoma were the only states that 
required applicants to graduate from programs that were 
APA/CPA-accredited. According to the article, all other 
states permitted degrees from programs that were 
accredited, designated, or comparable.2 Educational 

                                         
2 The ASPPB and National Register Designation Committee review doctoral programs in 
psychology in any specialty area to determine whether they meet certain criteria.  If all criteria are 
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requirements for the CPQ include a doctoral degree from a 
program that is accredited, designated, or equivalent, as 
determined by the ASPPB. 

 

Differences in Experience Requirements 

Mississippi law’s experience requirements for licensure in psychology are 
more stringent than those of eight of the ten other jurisdictions 
participating in the Association for State and Provincial Psychology 
Boards’ reciprocity agreement and those required for the CPQ. 
 

As noted on page 10, MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-13 (f) 
(1972) requires that an applicant complete two years of 
supervised experience that includes an internship and one 
year of supervised post-doctoral experience.  Each year 
shall be comprised of at least 2,000 hours and a pre-
doctoral internship may be counted as one of the two 
years of experience. The board requires that internships be 
APA-accredited.  

Most other jurisdictions have less stringent experience 
requirements. For example, other jurisdictions allow 
applicants who did not complete an APA-accredited 
internship program to demonstrate how their internships 
meet certain criteria as defined by the board.  Further, 
many boards only require a total of 3,000 total hours with 
a 1,500 hour internship, including Wisconsin and New 
Hampshire, which are included in the reciprocity 
agreement.  The Association of State and Provincial 
Psychology Boards only requires 3,000 total hours for the 
CPQ.  

 

Differences in Examination Requirements 

Although state law requires that applicants for licensure pass an oral 
examination in psychology, individuals licensed in Mississippi through 
reciprocity or CPQ are not required to take an oral exam except for the 
section that tests knowledge of state law regarding psychology and the 
discussion regarding scope of practice.   

As noted on page 11, MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-13 
(g) (1972) requires that an applicant for a license in 
psychology pass both a written and an oral examination in 
psychology prescribed by the board.  

As of June 1, 2006, the passage of an oral examination is 
no longer a requirement for obtaining the CPQ, issued by 
the Association of State and Provincial Psychology Boards.  
Individuals applying for licensure in Mississippi through 
reciprocity and CPQ are currently exempt from oral exam 

                                                                                                                         
met, the program is designated.  All APA-accredited programs are considered designated; forty-
four programs that are not APA-accredited are designated.  
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questions related to professional practice and ethics; thus 
some individuals receiving a license to practice psychology 
in Mississippi are not required to complete any type of oral 
exam except for the state law section of the board’s 
current oral exam (unless they are applying through 
reciprocity and the state that originally licensed them 
required an oral exam). (See pages 11 and 21 for a 
description and discussion of Mississippi’s oral exam.)  

 

Analysis of Differences 

The contradiction between some of Mississippi’s licensure 
requirements for psychologists and its participation in reciprocity 
agreements has resulted in a regulatory quandary for the Board of 
Psychology. 

 

The concept of a reciprocity agreement is that 
jurisdictions agree to allow licensed practitioners from 
either jurisdiction to be recognized by the other without 
having to demonstrate any additional degree of 
competence. The implication is that the agreeing 
jurisdictions’ standards are substantially equivalent. 
Nothing in the concept of reciprocity suggests that a 
Mississippi applicant should actually be meeting a higher 
standard than is required of an out-of-state applicant or, 
conversely, that the state should be accepting into practice 
those individuals who might not be competent.   

However, because Mississippi’s education and experience 
requirements for licensure of psychologists differ from the 
standards of other states participating in the reciprocity 
agreement, acceptance of the standards of other 
jurisdictions does not ensure that applicants meet the 
standards of Mississippi.  For example, a person who 
graduated with a 1,500-hour internship would not be 
licensed in Mississippi.  This person could be licensed in 
another jurisdiction that participates in the reciprocity 
agreement and accepts 1,500 hour internships (e. g., 
Wisconsin), practice for five years in that jurisdiction, and 
then be eligible for licensure in Mississippi.  

Also, because state law requires applicants for licensure in 
Mississippi to pass an oral examination in psychology, 
whereas applicants licensed through the CPQ must only 
pass that portion of the exam regarding the state’s 
psychology laws, individuals who choose to seek licensure 
through Mississippi are held to a different standard than 
those who are licensed alternatively through holding a 
CPQ. 

The Texas Sunset Occupational Licensing Model, which 
offers standard practices for evaluating boards’ efficiency, 

The implication of a 
reciprocity agreement 
is that the agreeing 
jurisdictions’ 
standards are 
substantially 
equivalent.  

Regulatory boards 
should utilize 
unbiased procedures, 
imposing uniform 
requirements on all 
applicants.  
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effectiveness, fairness, and accountability, states that for 
reciprocity or endorsement, boards should utilize an 
unbiased procedure, imposing uniform requirements on 
all applicants.  However, Mississippi’s Board of Psychology 
is in the position of implementing the public policy set 
forth in state law while also participating in professional 
reciprocity agreements, which has resulted in a regulatory 
quandary.   

Unless the state’s licensure requirements are based on 
evidence from research, the state may be preventing 
qualified psychologists from practicing not based upon 
competency but based upon their methods of application 
or, conversely, the state may be allowing individuals to 
practice in the state without fully meeting necessary 
licensing requirements, thus placing the public at risk of 
incompetent practice.   

 

Post-Doctoral Experience Requirement 

State law requires that applicants complete a year of post-doctoral 
supervised experience for licensure.  However, a 2006 resolution of the 
American Psychological Association has raised questions about the 
necessity of the post-doctoral year as a licensure requirement. 

As described on page 10, for licensure as a psychologist, 
MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-13 (f) (1972) requires that 
an applicant must have completed two years of supervised 
experience in the same area of emphasis as the academic 
degree, which includes an internship and one year of 
supervised post-doctoral experience, that meet the 
standards of training as defined by the board. Each year 
must be comprised of at least 2,000 hours of actual work, 
to include direct service, training, and supervisory time. A 
pre-doctoral internship may be counted as one of the two 
years of experience.  

In 2000, the American Psychological Association (APA) 
created the Commission on Education and Training 
Leading to Licensure in Psychology, which was charged 
with developing recommendations for modifications to the 
training, education, examination, and supervision 
requirements for licensure (i. e., the point at which basic 
readiness for independent practice is achieved).  The 
commission’s report, released in February 2001, concluded 
that the current training of many doctoral psychologists 
provides them with sufficient experience to be competent 
for entry-level practice upon completion of the internship 
and doctoral degree (when they have completed two years 
of organized, sequential, supervised professional training 
experience predoctorally). The findings of the 
commission’s report led to the adoption of a resolution by 
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the APA’s Council of Representatives in February 2006 
that states:  

The APA affirms the doctorate as the 
minimum educational requirements for entry 
into professional practice as a psychologist.  

The APA recommends that for admission to 
licensure, applicants demonstrate that they 
have completed a sequential, organized 
supervised professional experience 
equivalent to two years of full-time training 
that can be completed prior or subsequent 
to the granting of the doctoral degree.  For 
applicants prepared for practice in the health 
services domain of psychology, one of those 
two years of supervised professional 
experience shall be a predoctoral internship. 

The APA affirms that postdoctoral education 
and training remains an important part of the 
continuing professional development and 
credentialing process for professional 
psychologists.  Postdoctoral education and 
training is a foundation for practice 
improvement, advanced competence, and 
inter-jurisdictional mobility.  

[PEER emphasis added] 

The board’s chair believes that this resolution is the result 
of a push from the graduate student affiliates of APA and 
that the reason for the desire to omit the post-doctoral 
experience requirement is that students want their 
licenses immediately upon graduation.  

Subsequent to the commission’s report, the Association of 
State and Provincial Psychology Boards surveyed its sixty-
three member jurisdictions regarding the issue of post-
doctoral experience.  The majority of jurisdictions 
responding to the ASPPB’s survey were opposed to the 
elimination of the post-doctoral year as a licensure 
requirement.  The ASPPB contends that practicum hours 
are clearly a less sophisticated or advanced level of 
practice than post-doctoral hours.  Also, the ASPPB claims 
that eliminating this requirement is premature and 
counterproductive to other initiatives of the profession 
(e.g., mobility).  For example, the post-doctoral year is a 
requirement for the CPQ and for states included in the 
reciprocity agreement.  Implementation of this action 
would require changes in at least thirty-eight licensing 
laws that specifically require a post-doctoral year.  Also, 
ASPPB believes that students would have to remain in the 
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doctoral program longer to obtain an acceptable number 
of practicum hours.  

The question of whether the post-doctoral year of 
experience is needed has become a controversial issue. 
The Texas Sunset Occupational Licensing Model notes that 
experience requirements should be set to ensure 
competency and not limit entry to the profession. 
Unfortunately, neither the proponents of the requirement 
nor the opponents have strong research evidence to show 
what experience requirements are needed to ensure 
competence in practicing psychology.    

The 2002 article by Olvey, Hogg, and Counts entitled 
“Licensure Requirements: Have We Raised the Bar Too 
Far?” refers to a 1997 survey of clinical psychology 
program directors conducted by the Council of University 
Directors of Clinical Psychology.  Nearly 60% reported that 
their students had completed at least two years of 
supervised externship prior to their predoctoral internship 
(Belar, 2000).  In 1996, the council reported that students 
generally acquire 1,500 hours of clinical experience prior 
to internship (Belar, 2000).  Still, this research is not 
sufficient to make a judgment as to whether the post-
doctoral year is needed.  If future research were to refute 
the need for such a requirement, Mississippi’s requirement 
for a post-doctoral year of experience could be 
unnecessarily limiting entry to the profession for 
competent graduates of doctoral programs in psychology. 

 

Requirement for Testing Knowledge of the History of Psychology  

Although state law requires the board’s examination to test applicants’ 
knowledge of the history of psychology, such has not been established as 
a core area of knowledge for the safe and effective practice of 
psychology, as determined through practice analysis studies conducted 
by the Professional Examination Service. 

As noted on page 11, for licensure as a psychologist, MISS. 
CODE ANN. Section 73-31-13 (1972) requires applicants to 
pass written and oral examinations.  That section states: 

. . . the examination used by the board shall 
consist of written tests and oral tests, and 
shall fairly test the applicant’s knowledge 
and application thereof in those areas 
deemed relevant by the board.  These shall 
include, but not be limited to, the following: 
history of psychology, statistical methods, 
experimental design, personality theory and 
psychology of learning.  

Neither the proponents 
nor the opponents of 
the requirement for a 
postdoctoral year of 
experience have strong 
research evidence to 
show what experience 
requirements are 
needed to ensure 
competence in 
practicing psychology.    
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The board requires applicants to pass both the national 
exam, the Examination for Professional Practice in 
Psychology (EPPP), and an oral exam.  The EPPP is widely 
accepted, as it is used as a licensing exam in all states.  It 
evaluates broad basic knowledge and application of 
psychology, regardless of specialty area.  According to the 
ASPPB, the eight content domains are:  

• biological bases of behavior; 

• cognitive-affective bases of behavior; 

• social and multicultural bases of behavior; 

• growth and lifespan development; 

• assessment and diagnosis; 

• treatment, intervention, and prevention; 

• research methods and statistics; and,  

• ethical, legal, and professional issues.   

The board’s oral exam evaluates knowledge in the 
following three content domains: 

• professional practice; 

• ethics; and, 

• relevant portions of state law.   

At present, neither exam explicitly tests for knowledge of 
the history of psychology.  However, according to the 
board’s chair, the board believes that knowledge of the 
history of psychology is implicit in some of the national 
exam’s questions.  Professional Examination Service, which 
is responsible for developing the EPPP, indicated that the 
content of its exam has been determined by several 
practice analysis studies that show what psychologists do 
and what they need to know; none of these studies have 
indicated a need for knowledge of the history of 
psychology in order to practice safely and effectively.  

The Principles for the Validation and Use of Selection 
Procedures, a resource developed by the Society for 
Industrial/Organizational Psychology that discusses 
procedures for conducting validation research and 
indicating principles of good practice in choosing, 
evaluating, and using selection procedures, state that any 
selection procedure should reflect an important 
knowledge, skill, or ability that the individual should 
possess in order to perform successfully on the job.  
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The statutory requirement for knowledge of the history of 
psychology might stem from a period in the 1960s in 
which an emphasis was placed on the history of 
psychology as a specialized area of research.  

Although neither of the board’s examinations presently 
tests explicitly for knowledge of the history of psychology, 
if the board modified either of its exams to comply with 
CODE Section 73-31-13, the board would not be 
administering a valid exam. 

 

No Requirement for Background Checks on Applicants 

Because state law does not specifically authorize the Board of Psychology 
to perform background checks on applicants for licensure, the board 
accepts applicants’ self-reporting of criminal history rather than utilizing 
background check resources available to it.  As a result, the board may 
not be able to protect the public from applicants who do not disclose 
criminal histories and subsequently obtain licenses. 

The licensure prerequisites for psychologists set forth in 
MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-13 (c) (1972) do not 
include a requirement for the board to conduct 
background checks on licensure applicants, but do state 
that psychology applicants must be “of good moral 
character.”  MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-21 (1972) 
gives the board the authority to withhold, deny, revoke or 
suspend a license if the applicant or licensed psychologist 
has been convicted of a felony or any offense involving 
moral turpitude.  

In determining whether applicants have a criminal history 
that would preclude them from licensure, the board relies 
on self-reporting on the application forms.  For example, 
the application requires that applicants answer “yes” or 
“no” to three questions regarding personal and licensure 
history, such as “Have you ever been convicted of a 
felony?” or “Have you ever been found guilty of unethical 
or unprofessional conduct?”  

Since negative information could lead to a denial of 
licensure for a psychologist, it seems apparent that those 
with criminal backgrounds would not voluntarily provide 
this information, even under the threat of committing 
perjury in a sworn statement.  Self-reporting of 
information might be appropriate in certain situations; 
however, self-reporting of criminal history is not 
appropriate due to the seriousness of this information and 
a higher potential for misreporting.  

If the board modified 
either of its exams to 
comply with state 
law’s requirement to 
test for knowledge of 
the history of 
psychology, the board 
would not be 
administering a valid 
exam. 

Self-reporting of 
criminal history is not 
appropriate due to the 
seriousness of this 
information and a 
higher potential for 
misreporting.  
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Due to the nature of the psychology profession, use of 
criminal background checks and offender registry checks 
would be justified.  According to the Commerce Clearing 
House, a noted publisher of news and information for 
business and legal professionals, jobs that are likely to 
require a criminal background search are ones that have a 
high degree of public contact, have little supervision, 
involve working in private residences or other businesses, 
involve personal care of others, or have direct access to 
others’ personal belongings.  

The board lacks explicit statutory authority to conduct 
background checks.  Board members are, however, 
supportive of this effort.   

Relying on self-reporting of criminal history potentially 
allows unethical applicants with serious criminal histories 
to be licensed.  These licensees would be obvious threats 
to public safety, as they could take advantage of a 
vulnerable population.  

 

Needed Improvements in the Board’s Licensure Process 

Because of problems with its content and administration, the board’s oral 
examination adds minimal value to the evaluation of licensure applicants.  
The board’s process for utilizing the recommendations of supervisors of 
post-doctoral supervised experience does not ensure that applicants possess 
the minimum competencies needed to practice.  Also, the references that the 
board requires applicants to obtain are of little use in determining an 
applicant’s readiness for independent practice. 

 

Oral Examination 

State law requires an oral examination of applicants for licensure in 
psychology.  However, due to problems with its content and 
administration, the board’s oral examination adds minimal value to the 
evaluation of licensure applicants. 

As described on page 11, for licensure as a psychologist, 
MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-13 (1972) requires 
licensure applicants to pass both written and oral 
examinations.  The oral examination is the final step in the 
licensure process.  Applicants must pay $150 to sit for the 
oral exam, which is intended to evaluate knowledge and 
application of professional practice, ethical issues, and 
Mississippi statutes.  

Because licensure applicants have already demonstrated 
knowledge of psychology by passing the Examination for 
Professional Practice in Psychology (EPPP), the board must 
be able to show that the oral examination adds value 
beyond that of the national exam to the licensure process.   
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PEER found that: 

• The board has not ensured that the oral 
examination samples the knowledge, skills, 
and abilities essential for licensure. 

 
• The board utilizes arbitrary standards for 

determining whether examinees pass or fail 
the oral examination, demonstrated by the 
board’s failure to establish a minimum passing 
score (as required by law), the absence of 
detailed criteria for scoring, and the lack of 
thorough training for evaluators. 

 
• Because the board’s oral examination 

questions are not categorized based upon 
degree of difficulty, the content of the oral 
exam may not be uniform for all applicants. 

The following sections contain discussions of each of 
these issues. 

The board’s chair stated to PEER that the format of the 
oral examination needs improvement and is under 
revision. Although the board has had documented 
discussions related to the revision of the oral exam since 
2003 without much progress, the board’s chair has 
recently begun revising the exam in accordance with the 
ASPPB’s Oral Examination Guidelines.  

 

Lack of Content Validity 

 
The board has not ensured that the oral examination samples the 
knowledge, skills, and abilities essential for licensing of minimal 
competency. 

The oral examination’s professional practice questions 
include content involving hypothetical client scenarios, 
decision-making scenarios, and common practice 
circumstances.  Ethics questions pose ethical dilemmas, to 
which the examinee must formulate an appropriate 
response based on the APA Code of Ethics.  State law 
questions are specific questions testing for knowledge of 
Mississippi laws related to the practice and licensing of 
psychologists.  

The board also conducts an open-ended, semi-structured 
interview to determine the examinee’s:  

• anticipated scope of practice; 

• perceived strengths and weaknesses; 
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• plans for continued supervision and continuing 
education; 

• experience with past supervision; 

• awareness of proficiencies and importance of 
monitoring need for limiting practice accordingly; 

• personal and emotional stability relevant to the 
practice of psychology; and, 

• quality of ethical knowledge and aptitude.  

The ASPPB conducted a practice analysis in 2003 to 
determine the most salient responsibilities of 
psychologists.  The oral exam should reflect skills 
associated with the tasks defined by the practice analysis.  
The licensee should be competent to:  

• make appropriate referrals;  

• coordinate/participate in service delivery with 
psychologists and others;  

• use multiple methods to gather information to 
identify problems; 

• develop procedures/instruments for assessment; 

• select, administer, and score instruments; 

• evaluate results to formulate hypotheses, 
descriptions, diagnoses, and  intervention 
recommendations; 

• plan, design, implement, and evaluate 
interventions; 

• prepare, present, and coordinate classes, seminars, 
or workshops; 

• document and communicate assessment results, 
intervention recommendations, progress, and 
outcomes; and, 

• design, implement, and monitor quality efficacy 
and effectiveness of prevention/intervention.  

In the book Human Resource Selection, Gatewood and Field 
(2001) state that “any assessment device should contain 
several items or parts that gather answers about the same 
variable in order for the assessment device to be a useful 
instrument.” The board requires applicants to answer 
three professional practice questions, two ethics 
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questions, and one Mississippi statute question; however, 
the board has not demonstrated that the six questions 
required are a valid representation of the knowledge, 
skills, and abilities needed to practice psychology in a 
competent manner.  

According to the Council on Licensure, Enforcement, and 
Regulation (CLEAR), the following must be true to 
demonstrate the validity of a licensure exam:  

• the examination must measure competencies 
required for safe and effective entry-level job 
performance (i. e., should reflect job analysis); and,  

• the examination must distinguish between 
candidates who do and do not possess those 
competencies.   

 

The first criterion is met by establishing a link between the 
exam questions and tasks essential to public safety that 
are actually performed on the job (i. e., questions should 
be based on a job analysis).  As noted by the board’s chair, 
some questions on the oral exam are difficult to tie back 
to core areas provided by the job analysis; therefore, the 
first criterion to demonstrate validity is not being met.  

The oral examination’s lack of content validity could 
prevent a qualified individual from passing it.  Conversely, 
the exam could allow a person who has not demonstrated 
knowledge and skills in the core areas of competence to 
receive a license. 

 

Arbitrary Standards and Lack of Training for Evaluators 

 
The board utilizes arbitrary standards for determining whether 
examinees pass or fail the oral examination, as demonstrated by the 
board’s failure to establish a minimum passing score, the absence of 
detailed criteria for scoring, and the lack of appropriate training for 
evaluators. 

MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-13 (1972) states: 

. . . the passing scores for the written and 
oral examinations shall be established by the 
board in its rules and regulations.  

As noted above, the second criterion for demonstrating 
the validity of an exam is that the examination must 
distinguish between candidates who do and do not 
possess those competencies.  Because the board has not 
established a passing score for the oral exam in its rules 
and regulations, this criterion is not being met.  The 

The oral examination’s 
lack of content validity 
could prevent a 
qualified individual 
from passing it or 
could allow a person 
who has not 
demonstrated 
knowledge and skills 
in the core areas of 
competence to receive 
a license. 
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decision as to pass or fail is based upon evaluators’ clinical 
judgments as to the level of communicated knowledge or 
competence in answering the question.  

The oral exam evaluation form provides three evaluators 
(typically current or former board members) with three 
options (pass, fail, or undecided); however, none of the 
questions are referenced to published material that 
confirms acceptable responses.  Rules have not been 
developed to specify what constitutes a “passing” response 
versus a “failing” response.  

The board does not conduct formal training for oral 
evaluators.  Current board members inform new board 
members of the oral examination process before sitting on 
an examination committee.  According to the board’s 
chair, outside evaluators are often former board members 
and are familiar with the process.    

In the board’s minutes for April 11, 2003, a board member 
discussed concerns regarding the defensibility of the oral 
exam.  This board member indicated that a multiple-choice 
administration on ethics and the Mississippi statutes in 
addition to an oral administration of professional practice 
questions would be a more defensible alternative than the 
current format.  

CLEAR standards note that the goal for oral exams is to 
remove as much subjectivity as possible. In order to 
demonstrate the validity of a licensure exam, the board 
must establish a minimum passing score, which defines 
the minimal level of competence required for public 
protection.  Gatewood and Field (2001), authors of Human 
Resource Selection, state that interview formats that apply 
formal scoring systems are superior to those that do not 
in terms of “legal defensibility, reliability and validity of 
judgment by the interviewer, and acceptance by the 
interviewee.”  

Further, the scoring of verbal performance tests depends 
on the appropriate training of evaluators. Training is 
essential to the construction of performance tests that are 
both legally defensible and valid. Gatewood and Field 
(2001) write that the three most important skills of 
interviewers include the ability to receive information 
accurately, critically evaluate the information received, and 
regulate his or her own behavior in delivering questions. In 
order to perfect these three skills, interviewers should be 
trained to take notes, reduce the anxiety of the applicants, 
and take measures to reduce loss of interest by the 
interviewer.  In order to evaluate the information critically, 
interviewers should be trained to improve decision-making 
by acknowledging common decision errors (e. g., the halo 
effect, the similar-to-me effect).  To regulate behaviors in 

Rules have not been 
developed to specify 
what constitutes a 
“passing” response 
versus a “failing” 
response.  

Training of evaluators 
is essential to the 
construction of 
performance tests that 
are both legally 
defensible and valid.  
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delivering questions, interviewers should be trained in 
questioning techniques and interview structure.    

The board’s chair stated that evaluators rely on their own 
professional judgments to assess whether the candidate 
possesses the minimal level of competence.  If an 
evaluator has a concern, then board members discuss the 
concern before making the final decision.   However, 
without appropriate training for evaluators and criteria for 
scoring, evaluators’ own professional judgments could be 
biased and lead to questions regarding fairness.   

 

No Assurance of Uniform Content 

 
Because the board’s oral examination questions are not categorized 
based upon degree of difficulty, the content of the oral exam may not be 
uniform for all applicants. 

During the oral examination, the examinee chooses six 
numbers (three for professional practice, two for ethics, 
and one for the MISSISSIPPI CODE) that correspond to 
unseen oral examination questions.  The examinee must 
then read the selected questions/scenarios aloud and 
provide a response.   Since examinees randomly choose 
numbers that correlate with certain questions, and since 
the questions have varying degrees of difficulty, one 
examinee might choose a much easier set of questions 
than the next person. 

One alternative to the current format for the oral exam 
would be the use of case vignettes.  The ASPPB’s Oral 
Examination Guidelines state that the use of case vignettes 
in the oral exam would be ideal and would address both 
reliability and validity.  Case vignettes are written to 
describe clients suffering from common psychological 
disorders.  Each vignette describes the client 
demographically, the presenting problem, and relevant 
history.  As the exam proceeds, further prepared details 
may be added to the vignette including a crisis situation, a 
cultural diversity change, or an ethical issue to consider.  
The use of case vignettes provides a standardized format 
in which all examinees answer the same basic questions 
with similar levels of difficulty. Recently, the board began 
to modify its oral exam to include case vignettes; however, 
the board did not provide a time frame to PEER for 
completion or implementation of the revised exam.   

Since examinees 
randomly choose 
numbers that correlate 
with certain exam 
questions, and since 
the questions have 
varying degrees of 
difficulty, one 
examinee might 
choose a much easier 
set of questions than 
the next person. 
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In recent years, the board has increased the number of its 
meetings in order to administer oral exams in a timely 
manner.  In FY 2003, the board met six times, but 
increased the number of meetings to nine in FY 2006 to 
accommodate licensure applicants.  Corresponding travel 
expenses for board members increased from $1,983 in FY 
2003 to $4,435 in FY 2006.  These increases in 
expenditures for administering the oral exam do not 
appear to be justified in terms of value to the licensure 
process.  

 

Verification of Supervised Experience 

The board requires supervisors of applicants’ post-doctoral supervised 
experience to submit verification of supervision, including a brief 
assessment of the supervisee’s performance, to the board in order for the 
applicant to be considered for licensure.  However, the board’s process 
for utilizing supervisors’ recommendations does not ensure that 
applicants possess the minimum competencies needed to practice 
psychology.   

As noted on page 10, MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-13 (f) 
(1972) requires the licensure applicant to have two years 
of supervised experience in the same area of emphasis as 
the academic degree, which includes an internship and one 
year of supervised post-doctoral experience.  Each year (or 
equivalent) must be comprised of at least 2,000 hours of 
actual work, to include direct service, training, and 
supervisory time.  A pre-doctoral internship may count as 
one of the two years of experience. 

A board regulation (Section 5.6) specifies that supervised 
experience must meet standards such as a minimum of 
two hours per week of formal, face-to-face individual 
supervision.  Further, supervisors must meet specified 
criteria (e. g., must be licensed in the jurisdiction where 
the supervision is provided).  A plan of supervision for the 
post-doctoral year must be approved by the board prior to 
the start of supervision.   

PEER found that the board’s verification of supervised 
experience does not ensure that all applicants possess the 
minimum competencies need to practice because: 

• the board does not provide objective criteria 
by which to make assessments; and, 

 
• the board does not require supervisors to 

demonstrate competence to provide 
supervision.  

 

The increases in 
expenditures for 
administering the oral 
exam do not appear to 
be justified in terms of 
value to the licensure 
process.  
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The following sections contain discussions of these 
deficiencies. 

 

Lack of Objective Criteria for Supervisors’ Assessments 

 
The board does not provide supervisors of post-doctoral supervised 
experience with objective criteria by which to make their assessments, 
thus allowing for subjective and inconsistent judgments of applicants’ 
competence. 

Since supervisors are responsible for providing an 
assessment to the board regarding an applicant’s 
readiness for licensure, the board should make an effort to 
obtain an objective recommendation based on the 
supervisor’s assessment of the knowledge and skills 
obtained within the clinical experience that are needed to 
perform the practice of psychology in a competent 
manner.  

Prior to granting a license to applicants, the board requires 
verification of an applicant’s post-doctoral supervised 
experience.  This verification form requires supervisors to 
document specific information, such as the total number 
of practice hours and total number of one-on-one specific 
case discussions/skill training.  Further, the form allows 
for a brief assessment of supervisee’s performance, asks 
whether there are any areas of practice that are beyond the 
applicant’s competence or experience, and whether the 
supervisor, if he/she were a member of the board, would 
have any reservations about granting the applicant a 
license.  

The board does not require any documentation from 
supervisors of internships or post-master’s clinical 
experience that the applicants for whom they provide 
positive assessments have demonstrated the competencies 
necessary to perform as an entry-level psychologist.  

Human resources literature suggests that subjective 
judgments are inadequate in making recommendations 
(Gatewood and Field, 2001). An objective method for 
evaluating all licensure applicants would ensure that the 
same type of information is obtained on all applicants and 
that the information is utilized in the same manner.  

Further, the ASPPB’s Supervision Guidelines recognizes the 
value of periodic, objective evaluations based upon pre-
determined competencies to be evaluated and goals to be 
obtained.  The guidelines also state that standards should 
be specified for measuring performance and a time frame 
for goal attainment should be established.  

The board does not 
require any 
documentation from 
supervisors of 
internships or post-
master’s clinical 
experience that the 
applicants for whom 
they provide positive 
assessments have 
demonstrated the 
competencies 
necessary to perform 
as an entry-level 
psychologist.  
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The APA Code of Ethics states that: 

. . .psychologists evaluate students and 
supervisees on the basis of their actual 
performance on relevant and established 
program requirements.  

 

However, without requiring more specific information 
from supervisors, the board’s current procedure allows the 
licensure of individuals based upon potentially subjective 
judgments of competence.  Applicants who have not 
demonstrated the necessary competencies to practice 
psychology in their post-doctoral experience could receive 
positive assessments from their supervisors, become 
licensed, and practice psychology in an incompetent 
manner due to insufficient clinical skills.  In addition, the 
supervised experience requirement is devalued for 
supervisees if supervisors do not provide periodic 
evaluations that allow the supervisee to improve in 
specific areas targeted by the supervisor.  

 

No Requirement for Supervisors’ Demonstration of Competence 

 
Because the board does not require supervisors to demonstrate 
competence to provide supervision, the board cannot assure quality post-
doctoral supervised experience.  

According to one board regulation (Section 5.6 [b]), 
supervisors must meet the following criteria: 

• Supervisors must be employed no less than twelve 
hours per week at the facility where the experience 
is obtained. 

• Supervisors must be licensed for practice of 
psychology in the jurisdiction where the 
supervision is provided. 

• Supervisors’ professional qualifications must be 
appropriate to the services rendered (documented 
through vita or other evidence). 

• Supervisors must not be in a dual relationship with 
the supervisee.  

• Supervisors must have sufficient knowledge of all 
clients for whom supervision is provided.  

While these criteria are listed in the board’s rules and 
regulations, PEER did not find evidence of the board’s 
verification that supervisors are employed no less than 

The board’s current 
procedure for 
supervisors’ 
assessments allows 
the licensure of 
individuals based upon 
potentially subjective 
judgments of 
competence.  



 

  PEER Report #503 30 

twelve hours per week at the facilities where the 
experience is obtained, verification of the supervisors’ 
professional qualifications, or statements from 
supervisors to verify that they are not in dual relationships 
with supervisees.  The Supervised Practice Plan does, 
however, show evidence that supervisors are licensed in 
the jurisdiction where supervision is provided and that 
supervisors should have sufficient knowledge of all clients 
for whom supervision is provided.   

The Association of State and Provincial Psychology Boards 
recognizes that supervision plays a critical role in training 
future psychologists;  however, the board does not require 
supervisors to have completed training in supervision.  

In 2003, the ASPPB published a revised version of its 
Supervision Guidelines, which were developed by a Task 
Force whose mission was to review and develop guidelines 
for the supervision of doctoral level candidates for 
licensure. The guidelines specifically recommend that 
supervisors have at least three years of post-licensure 
experience and training and/or experience in supervision.  
Further, the guidelines state: 

In order to assure quality supervision, 
supervisors must register with the 
jurisdiction.  Registrants shall submit 
academic credentials, applied training and 
experience, as well as formal and informal 
training in supervision.  Based on those 
materials, the jurisdiction will evaluate the 
supervisor’s qualifications for providing 
supervision.  

The board’s Credentialing Coordinator recognizes that the 
current supervision guidelines need improvement; 
however, the board has focused its immediate attention on 
revising other aspects of the licensure process (i. e., the 
oral exam).  

Without requiring supervisors to register with the board 
by providing evidence of competence to provide 
supervision, the board cannot ensure that supervisees 
receive quality supervised experience.  The lack of quality 
supervised experience is a disservice to the supervisee and 
could ultimately lead to incompetent practices by the 
supervisee if the individual obtains a license.  

 

The Association of 
State and Provincial 
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Applicant References 

The board requires licensure applicants to submit the names and 
addresses of three references who must submit completed reference 
forms to the board for review.  However, the process for collecting 
reference information and instruments used provide little, if any, utility 
in determining an applicants’ readiness for independent practice and 
could ultimately delay the licensure process. 

One section of the board’s licensure application requires 
applicants to “list 3 licensed psychologists who are well 
acquainted with you and with your professional activities 
within the past 5 years.  The board will mail reference 
forms to these psychologists.”  

The forms require reference givers to provide information 
such as the areas in which the applicant is judged to be 
technically competent.  (See Appendix C, page 60, for a 
copy of the reference form.)  Because the reference givers 
for licensure applicants may be previous supervisors, 
colleagues, personal acquaintances, or others, differences 
could be expected in the type and quality of the 
information provided.  It has been shown that previous 
supervisors are the best source for assessing applicants’ 
work habits.  Unfortunately, there is little research 
evidence to support the reliability and effectiveness of 
reference information in predicting future job 
performance.  

Gatewood and Field, authors of the 2001 book Human 
Resource Selection, point out that the few studies that have 
been conducted on this topic have concluded that there is 
a weak relationship between reference givers’ ratings and 
measures of success on the job (as indicated by 
performance ratings and turnover). One possible 
explanation for this weak relationship includes applicants’ 
self-selection of reference givers.  

The Board Administrator stated that she has no 
recollection of instances in which an applicant was denied 
licensure based upon information given by references, 
which further calls into question the utility of these 
instruments.  Also, the Credentialing Coordinator stated 
that, depending on the timeliness of reference givers, this 
step in the application process can delay the process 
considerably.     

In their book Human Resource Selection, Gatewood and 
Field (2001) suggest that an essential element to having 
useful reference data is the reference giver.  Reference 
givers should meet the following conditions:  

• must have had a chance to observe the applicant in 
relevant situations; 

Unfortunately, there is 
little research evidence 
to support the 
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reference information 
in predicting future job 
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• must be competent to make the evaluations 
requested; 

• must want to give frank and honest assessments; 
and, 

• must be able to express themselves so their 
comments are understood as intended. 

As mentioned previously, it appears that previous 
supervisors would provide the most useful reference data.  

The Texas Sunset Occupational Licensing Model 
recommends that because qualifications for licensure 
should not unreasonably restrict entry into practice, 
licensure applicants should not be required to obtain 
permission from others within that profession who might 
view the applicant as a future competitor.  

Like Mississippi, many states require completed reference 
forms from licensed psychologists before granting licenses 
(e. g., Georgia, Alabama, and Louisiana).   This requirement 
might appear to have face validity, as reference checks are 
widely used in selection programs. However, this step in 
the application process seems to be an unnecessary 
burden for the applicant, as it could delay the process, and 
for the board, which is responsible for mailing, receiving, 
and reviewing the reference forms.  

 

Needed Improvements in the Complaints Process 

Because the board does not maintain a log of complaint information, it 
cannot easily assess its own performance in protecting the public. 

The enforcement of psychology law and regulations is 
greatly dependent on how well the regulatory body 
administers processes for receiving and handling 
complaints against psychologists and the expediency and 
uniformity with which it takes disciplinary action against 
violators.  PEER examined the complaint and disciplinary 
processes of the Board of Psychology. 

The board’s website provides basic complaint procedures 
for the board and licensees to follow. The procedures state 
that after a complaint is received, a file is created and 
copies of the complaint are sent to the Attorney General’s 
Office and the Executive Secretary of the Board. The 
accused licensee is notified of the complaint and offered a 
chance to respond.  An investigation of allegations takes 
place under the direction of the Executive Secretary, and 
experts may be appointed by the board to review the 
complaint materials and render an opinion.  The board 

The Texas Sunset 
Occupational Licensing 
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then conducts a meeting to determine whether to take no 
action, authorize a disciplinary hearing, or take other 
appropriate action. Disciplinary hearings result in final 
orders, in which a variety of sanctions may be imposed.  

The Board Administrator created a database of complaint 
information in response to a request from PEER; however, 
prior to that request, the board did not maintain a master 
log of complaint information.  Because the board did not 
maintain a master record or log of complaints received, 
neither the status/disposition of a complaint, nor the 
name of the investigator to which it was assigned, could be 
quickly identified. That information may be available in 
one or more other locations (e. g., minutes, complaint case 
files); however, it is not maintained in a centralized 
report/complaint log.  

The Texas Sunset Occupational Licensing Model states that 
boards should maintain general complaint information so 
that they can monitor and analyze the information to 
ensure that they are adequately protecting the public.  

Neither the Action on Complaints section of the board’s 
Rules and Regulations nor the Complaints Process 
description on the board’s website addresses maintaining 
a complaints log.  

Because the board has no complaints log, board members 
and/or staff members cannot quickly verify the status or 
disposition, with certainty, of any one case for a licensee 
who is the subject of a complaint, the complainant, 
someone inquiring of a psychologist’s disciplinary history, 
or even an outside observer such as an auditor or 
evaluator who needs to know a case’s status.  

Also, because the board does not maintain a complaint log, 
it is unable to report easily the number of complaints 
within any given period, effectively monitor the status of 
complaints to ensure timeliness of resolution, analyze 
trends in complaint information that might provide 
rationale for potential statutory or policy changes, track 
licensees’ competence over time, or ultimately assess its 
own performance in protecting the public.  

Because the board did 
not maintain a master 
record or log of 
complaints received 
prior to PEER’s 
request, neither the 
status/disposition of a 
complaint, nor the 
name of the 
investigator to which it 
was assigned, could be 
quickly identified. 
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Needed Improvements in Increasing Public Awareness 

Because the board does not provide information that is easily accessible to 
the public regarding disciplinary actions taken against licensees, the board 
limits the public’s and licensed psychologists’ awareness of rules infractions 
and their consequences.  

In interviews with PEER, the Board Administrator stated 
that the board reports sanction information to the 
Association of State and Provincial Psychology Boards.  
The ASPPB produces a monthly report listing sanctions 
imposed by all state boards.  This report is distributed to 
all member boards; however, the public does not have 
access to this report.  In order for someone to learn about 
a licensee’s complaint history, that person would have to 
contact the board.  

The board does not use an adequate method of 
disseminating information to the public regarding 
sanctions. The only method currently used is responding 
to requests from the public. Other states use such 
methods as board websites (e. g., California) and periodic 
newsletters distributed to licensees (e. g., Kentucky) to 
disseminate such information.  While the board’s website 
allows the public to search for a currently licensed 
psychologist, the website does not contain information 
regarding disciplinary sanctions against psychologists.  

The Texas Sunset Occupational Licensing Model 
recommends that boards provide information that is easily 
accessible to the public regarding sanctions against 
licensees so that the public can make informed choices 
when obtaining services. 

The board’s website states its purpose is to protect its 
people against “unauthorized, unqualified, and improper 
applications of psychology” by regulating the practice of 
psychology.”  However, the board’s lack of disclosure to 
the public regarding sanctions defeats this purpose.  

MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-21 (4) (1972) does not 
require the board to provide information to the public 
regarding sanctions against licensees; however, it states 
that the board may make its orders and judgments 
available to the public as it deems appropriate.  The board 
has determined that it is appropriate to report sanction 
information to the ASPPB and to general telephone or 
written inquiries from the public or other licensing 
jurisdictions.  

The public could choose a psychologist from the board’s 
online directory and unknowingly obtain counseling 

The only method that 
the board currently 
uses to disseminate 
information to the 
public is responding to 
requests from the 
public.  

While the board’s 
website allows the 
public to search for a 
currently licensed 
psychologist, the 
website does not 
contain information 
regarding disciplinary 
sanctions against 
psychologists.  
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services from psychologists who have had sanctions 
against them, thereby placing themselves at an increased 
risk of harm, depending on the reason for the sanction.  

 

Problems with Financial Management 

The Internal Control Environment 

The management of any organization is responsible for 
establishing a proper control environment. Management’s 
attitude toward providing strong internal controls directly 
impacts the effectiveness of the organization’s accounting 
system. As stated in Auditing, A Risk Management 
Approach (5th Ed.) by Larry Konrath:  

The control environment is determined by 
the attitudes of the persons in charge of the 
internal control system. Management’s 
attitude toward control has a significant 
impact on control effectiveness; thus, 
management must be strongly supportive 
of internal control and must communicate 
that support throughout the organization. 
Management that does not possess a control-
conscious attitude will serve to undermine 
the system. . . .Lack of concern for accurate 
accounting can negate other controls and 
cause the entire system to be ineffective. 
Internal control is only as strong as the 
ethics and competence of the persons who 
are responsible for it. (Author’s emphasis) 

An internal control system is a system of checks and 
balances put into place by management of an organization 
to provide reasonable assurance regarding the 
achievement of objectives in the reliability of financial 
reporting, compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations, and the effectiveness and efficiency of 
operations.  

For state entities such as the Board of Psychology, the 
Department of Finance and Administration provides 
guidelines for internal controls through its state agency 
accounting policies and procedures—i. e., the Mississippi 
Agency Accounting Policy and Procedure Manual. 

During its review, PEER found deficiencies in three areas of 
the board’s financial operations: 
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• separation of accounting duties; 

• timely deposit of cash receipts into State Treasury; 
and, 

• monitoring of expenses and financial reporting. 

 

The Board of Psychology has not established a proper internal control environment 
to ensure the integrity of its accounting and financial reporting processes and 
compliance with state timely deposits requirements. 

 

Lack of Separation of Accounting Duties 

The board’s lack of separation of accounting duties violates state agency 
accounting policies and procedures set forth by the Department of Finance 
and Administration and compromises the accuracy and completeness of the 
board’s accounting records.  Because of this condition, the board cannot 
ensure the public that its operations are reasonably free from fraud. 

An effective internal control environment  includes, to the 
degree possible and practical, adequate separation of 
accounting duties. The purpose of separation of 
accounting duties is to create an environment in which a 
misstatement would be identified.  If duties are properly 
separated, overriding the system of internal controls 
would require collusion by employees. Strong internal 
controls regarding separation of duties reduce the risk of 
the misuse of funds, misstatement of accounting records, 
and fraud. 

Contrary to state agency accounting policies and 
procedures, the Board Administrator has absolute control 
over the billing, collecting, and depositing process, with no 
independent verification as to the accuracy of these 
actions. She mails renewal notices to licensees, collects 
fees for renewals and other services provided by the 
board, enters amounts received into a computerized 
accounting system, and deposits collections into the 
board’s bank clearing account.  No third party reconciles 
the Board Administrator’s accounting records to renewal 
notices mailed to licensees or checks and money orders 
deposited into the bank.  Therefore, no independent party 
ensures that all amounts that should have been collected 
and deposited were in fact received and deposited.  The 
board’s treasurer periodically meets with the Board 
Administrator to review amounts collected but does not 
formally perform any type of reconciliation of collections 
to deposits.  Also, the Board Administrator reconciles the 
bank statements of the board’s clearing account, with no 
independent review of such reconciliations. 

Contrary to state 
agency accounting 
policies and 
procedures, the Board 
Administrator has 
absolute control over 
the billing, collecting, 
and depositing 
process, with no 
independent 
verification as to the 
accuracy of these 
actions.  
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Subsection 30.40.20 (A) of the Department of Finance and 
Administration’s state agency accounting policies and 
procedures states:  

Division of duties in the handling of cash is 
one of the most effective ways to ensure 
control of cash. No one individual is to have 
complete control in the handling of cash. 
Specifically, there is to be a separation of 
duties in the actual handling of money, 
recording the transactions, and reconciling 
bank accounts. Employees handling cash are 
to be assigned duties that are 
complementary to or checked by another 
employee. 

In addition, Subsection 30.40.30 (A), states: 

. . .there is to be a separation of duties with 
regard to billing, collection, cash receiving, 
receivables accounting, and the 
maintenance of general ledger control 
accounts. 

Thus, the board’s procedures for receiving and accounting 
for and depositing cash received from licensees violate 
state agency accounting policies and procedures. 

PEER recognizes that it is difficult for a small entity such 
as the Board of Psychology to achieve segregation of 
duties, especially since the board has no full-time 
employees and relies on a contract administrator for 
primary accounting duties.  PEER did not audit for or 
observe any fraudulent activities.  However, it is 
incumbent upon the board to ensure that its financial 
management processes are above reproach.   

 

Timely Deposits of Cash Receipts into State Treasury 

Contrary to MISS. CODE ANN. Section 7-9-21 (1972), the Department of 
Finance and Administration’s policy, and the State Auditor’s 2003 
recommendations, the board does not always transfer daily collections in 
excess of $1,000 from the clearing account to the State Treasury by the next 
business day or make weekly settlements of amounts less than $1,000. 

During FY 2006 (and in previous fiscal years), the Board of 
Psychology maintained a clearing account for the deposit 
of funds received by the board.  (The State Treasurer and 
Department of Finance and Administration most recently 
reauthorized the board’s use of a clearing account on 
March 29, 2005.)   
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Procedurally, the Board Administrator deposits funds 
received by the board into the clearing account.  
Periodically, the Board Administrator notifies her 
accounting assistant (who is a full-time employee of 
another state agency who provides part-time accounting 
assistance to the Board Administrator) to draw a check on 
the clearing account, have it signed by a board member 
who is a signatory on the account, and deposit the funds 
into the State Treasury.  According to the Board 
Administrator, she instructs the accounting assistant to 
transfer funds to the State Treasury when the balance in 
the clearing account exceeds $5,000, the minimum balance 
at which the board may earn interest on its clearing 
account.  During FY 2006, the accounting assistant made 
eighteen transfers to the State Treasury, with the amounts 
ranging between $1,100 and $15,700. 

MISS. CODE ANN. Section 7-9-21 (1972) states the 
following regarding the transfer of public funds into the 
State Treasury: 

. . .All state officials shall make a detailed 
report to the State Fiscal Officer and pay 
into the State Treasury all public 
funds…which are required to be paid into 
the Treasury.  Such funds shall be deposited 
in the State Treasury by the end of the next 
business day following the day that such 
funds are collected. . . . [PEER emphasis 
added] 

This CODE section also allows the Department of Finance 
and Administration (DFA), with the advice and consent of 
the State Treasurer, to promulgate regulations to provide 
for other than daily deposits of accounts by a state agency.  
In 1998, DFA promulgated a policy whereby state agencies 
must deposit funds into the State Treasury when such 
funds accumulate to $1,000 or on a weekly basis, 
whichever occurs first.   

PEER performed test work on the board’s accounting 
records to determine whether the board had complied with 
state law and DFA policies regarding timely deposits.  PEER 
reviewed FY 2006 deposits into the board’s bank clearing 
account and checks written on the account to the State 
Treasury.  The Board Administrator provided evidence to 
show that she deposits collections into the board’s 
clearing account upon receipt.  However, the board’s 
transfer of funds from the clearing account to the State 
Treasury were not in compliance with state law and DFA 
policy.  For example, of the fifty-eight deposits into the 
bank clearing account during FY 2006, the Board 
Administrator did not notify the accounting assistant to 
transfer funds from fourteen deposits (24%) to the State 
Treasury by the next business day—i. e., amounts in excess 

In 2003, the State 
Auditor determined 
that the board did not 
make transfers of 
funds to the State 
Treasury in a timely 
manner.  Despite 
subsequent procedural 
changes, the board 
still does not 
consistently transfer 
funds to the State 
Treasury as required 
by state law and DFA 
policy.  
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of $1,000 received in one day—and the Board 
Administrator did not notify the accounting assistant to 
transfer funds from twenty deposits (34%) to the State 
Treasury within a week of receipt—i. e., amounts less than 
$1,000 received in one week.  

In 2003, the State Auditor conducted a limited internal 
control and compliance review of the board and 
determined that the board did not make transfers of funds 
to the State Treasury in a timely manner.  In response to 
the State Auditor’s management report, the then-
administrator for the board acknowledged that the board 
had not made timely transfers to the State Treasury, 
primarily because board members who were required to 
sign checks to transfer funds from the clearing account 
did not reside in the Jackson metropolitan area.  The 
board approved an additional signatory on the clearing 
account to allow more timely transfers to the State 
Treasury.  Despite such actions, the board does not always 
transfer funds to the State Treasury as required by state 
law and DFA policy.  

The current Board Administrator and accounting assistant 
stated that they were aware of the timely deposits 
requirements but did not comply with such.  While the 
board’s cash collections vary from day to day and 
represent relatively small amounts (except during months 
in which psychologists renew their licenses), it is 
imperative that the board’s staff comply with state law and 
DFA policy and deposit the collections into the clearing 
account and subsequently the State Treasury on a regular 
and timely basis. 

 
As stated in the State Auditor’s 2003 report, failure to 
make prompt deposits and timely transfers of funds could 
result in the loss of investment earnings and increases the 
risk of theft or misplacement of funds while held at the 
board.  MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-9 (1972) states, 
“any interest earned on this special fund [Board of 
Psychology] shall be credited by the State Treasurer to the 
fund and shall not be paid into the State General Fund.”  
Therefore, it is incumbent upon the board’s staff to 
comply with state law, DFA policy, and the State Auditor’s 
recommendations and make timely transfers from the 
bank clearing account to the State Treasury so that 
investment earnings on the fund may be maximized. 

 
 

Failure to make 
prompt deposits and 
timely transfers of 
funds could result in 
the loss of investment 
earnings and increases 
the risk of theft or 
misplacement of 
funds.  
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Insufficient Monitoring of Expenses and Financial Reporting 

The board’s practice of allowing the Board Administrator to be reimbursed 
for board operating expenses prevents members from monitoring the 
agency’s expenses and knowing the agency’s actual costs of operations. 

The Board of Psychology entered into a professional 
services contract with its current Board Administrator on 
September 1, 2005.  (The board has renewed the contract 
on three occasions since September 1, 2005.)  In return for 
providing administrative, clerical, and financial services to 
the board, the Board Administrator receives a monthly 
management fee, currently $4,300 per month.  The 
contract also provides that the board will reimburse the 
Board Administrator for the following expenses (at cost) 
incurred on behalf of the board: 

• outside mailing services; 

• postage; 

• printing, including stationery and copying; 

• faxes; 

• telephone lines; 

• long distance telephone calls; 

• meeting costs, including meals, space, etc.; 

• travel and transportation for meetings approved by the 
board; 

• consulting fees with prior approval of the board; 

• extraordinary storage with prior approval of the board; 
and, 

• computer software programs uniquely for the board. 

 

Each month, the Board Administrator submits to her 
accounting assistant an invoice (and documentation) that 
includes her monthly management fee and items for which 
the Board Administrator is requesting reimbursement.  
The Board Administrator’s accounting assistant enters the 
invoice amount into the Statewide Automated Accounting 
System (SAAS) and codes the expenditure as “Contractual 
Services—Other Fees and Services.”  (The SAAS system 
allows state agencies to account for expenditures by 
“major” objects—i. e., personal services, contractual 
services, commodities, and capital outlay—as well as 
“minor” objects within the major categories—e. g., mileage, 
meals, postage, and paper supplies.)  Once the invoice is 

Because the board has 
a fiduciary 
responsibility 
regarding the receipt 
and disbursement of 
public funds, prudent 
financial management 
principles require that 
the board stay abreast 
of the agency’s 
financial condition.   
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entered into and processed by the SAAS system, the Board 
Administrator receives payment for her fees and 
reimbursable expenses. 

Payment of the Board Administrator’s monthly invoice is 
problematic for the following reasons. 

• Although the board’s contract with the Board 
Administrator requires some expense items for 
which the Board Administrator may request 
reimbursement to be approved in advance by the 
board, PEER detected no formal method by which 
the board grants such approval. 

• The Board Administrator submits monthly invoices 
and supporting documentation for entry into SAAS 
by the accounting assistant, who is employed by 
the Board Administrator and has no employment 
relationship or contractual arrangement with the 
board.  Once the accounting assistant enters the 
invoices into SAAS and finalizes them 
electronically for payment, SAAS produces a paper 
payment voucher that the accounting assistant 
submits to the board chair or treasurer for 
signature.  Neither the chair nor the treasurer has 
an opportunity to review the Board Administrator’s 
invoices and supporting documentation or give 
approval for such expenses to be paid prior to their 
being entered into SAAS for payment. 

• The accounting assistant codes the Board 
Administrator’s monthly invoices as “Contractual 
Services—Other Fees and Services,” although some 
of the reimbursed items should more appropriately 
be coded as personal services-travel and 
commodities.  For example, of the total amount of 
$5,896.65 on the Board Administrator’s May 25, 
3006, invoice, $79.20 represented personal 
services-travel expenses; $5,221.54 represented 
contractual services expenses; and, $595.91 
represented commodities expenses. 

• For each of the board’s quarterly meetings, the 
accounting assistant provides to the board 
treasurer a financial report for presentation to the 
members.  Because the Board Administrator’s 
reimbursed expenses are accounted for in total as 
“Contractual Services—Other Fees and Services,” 
rather than accounting categories that reflect the 
types of expenses incurred, board members do not 
have sufficient information regarding the board’s 
financial operations.  Therefore, it is difficult for 
members to monitor actual costs of operation and 
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make informed decisions as to the board’s 
resources.  

Because the board has a fiduciary responsibility regarding 
the receipt and disbursement of public funds, prudent 
financial management principles require that the board 
stay abreast of the agency’s financial condition.  Because 
board members are part-time and not involved in the day-
to-day management of the agency, they are dependent on 
financial information prepared by the staff to use in 
exercising their fiduciary responsibilities. 



 

PEER Report #503   43 

Administrative Issues of the Regulatory Boards 
for Mississippi’s Mental Health Professions 
 

The boards responsible for regulating three of Mississippi’s mental health 
professions have suffered from conditions such as a lack of permanent staffing, 
lack of a permanent office location, and insufficient in-house accounting expertise.  
These deficiencies have impacted the boards’ administrative and financial 
operations. The boards could benefit from a solution that would allow them to pool 
resources to address common needs and problems. 

 

Regulatory boards are, in effect, similar to small 
businesses that need organized and systematic 
management, especially with regard to their administrative 
and financial operations.  Essential to the boards’ 
successful operation are executive leadership to formulate 
management decisions and control systems to provide 
information with which to make such decisions. Because 
regulatory boards’ resources are limited, in both personnel 
and money, they must assure that resources are deployed 
where they will have the most impact. 

In addition to this review of the Board of Psychology, PEER 
has also recently reviewed the Board of Examiners for 
Licensed Professional Counselors (#497) and Board of 
Examiners for Social Workers and Marriage and Family 
Therapists (#501).  As described in these reports, all three 
regulatory boards have managerial and financial 
deficiencies that limit their effectiveness in protecting the 
state’s citizens and providing services to their respective 
practitioners.  The following illustrate such deficiencies. 

• Two of the boards—Licensed Professional 
Counselors and Psychology—do not have 
office locations in the Jackson metropolitan 
area, thereby limiting their accessibility to 
practitioners and the public. Only the Board of 
Examiners for Social Workers and Marriage 
and Family Therapists has an office in Jackson.  
In fact, the Board of Psychology has no 
permanent office location, but is 
headquartered at the contract administrator’s 
personal residence in rural Yazoo County.   

 
• Two of the boards—Licensed Professional 

Counselors and Psychology—lack permanent 
office staff, relying instead on contract 
administrators, both of whom are located in 
Yazoo County.  Only the Board of Examiners 
for Social Workers and Marriage and Family 
Therapists has permanent staff, consisting of 
five authorized positions for FY 2008.  As 

Because regulatory 
boards’ resources are 
limited, in both 
personnel and money, 
they must assure that 
resources are deployed 
where they will have 
the most impact. 
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noted in PEER’s reviews of the three regulatory 
boards, the limited number of administrative 
staff of each board contributes to internal 
control problems for the boards, primarily 
with regard to the separation of accounting 
duties. 

 
• Contract administrators for the boards of 

Licensed Professional Counselors and 
Psychology acknowledged that they have 
limited knowledge of the state’s accounting 
system and subcontract with personnel of 
other state agencies to enter these boards’ 
accounting information into the state system.  
Therefore, the administrators’ abilities to 
retrieve, analyze, and report accounting and 
financial information to board members is 
limited, at best. 

 

• Within recent years, all three regulatory boards 
have been cited by the State Auditor for failing 
to comply with the state’s timely deposits 
requirements for transferring funds from 
clearing accounts to the State Treasury within 
periods designated by state law or Department 
of Finance and Administration policies.  
Despite each board’s assertions to the State 
Auditor of future compliance, PEER 
determined that each board has, on occasion, 
not transferred collections to the State 
Treasury in a timely manner. 

 
• Due to the use of contract staffing and the 

staffs’ unfamiliarity with the state’s 
accounting system, members of the Licensed 
Professional Counselors and Psychology 
boards have received limited financial 
information with which to make programmatic 
and resource allocation decisions. 

 

PEER believes that the permanent and contract staffs of 
these three regulatory boards have attempted to provide 
administrative and accounting services to their respective 
boards to the best of their abilities.  However, the 
conditions described above have impacted their 
administrative and financial operations.  In view of the 
potential for mismanagement or theft of resources, a 
solution to the problems cited above is both possible and 
desirable.  Such solution could allow the three boards to 
pool resources to address common needs and problems.     

 

 

PEER believes that the 
permanent and 
contract staffs of these 
three regulatory 
boards have attempted 
to provide 
administrative and 
accounting services to 
their respective boards 
to the best of their 
abilities.   
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Overlap in the Scopes of Practice of Mississippi’s 
Mental Health Professions 

 

Significant overlap in the scopes of practice in Mississippi of psychologists, 
counselors, social workers, and marriage and family therapists, along with a lack of 
definition for the unique competencies that define each field, could cause 
confusion for the public when deciding which professionals are competent to treat 
certain disorders.  Further, some mental health professionals may be engaging in 
practices in which they have not been properly trained. 

 

Regulation of the Professions Should Safeguard Public Safety and Trust 

A 2004 report of the Federation of State Medical Boards 
(FSMB) of the United States points out that consumers 
generally trust that practitioners who are authorized to 
provide health care services are competent; therefore, 
regulation serves as a safeguard to enhance public safety 
and engender public trust.  The report further states that 
while there has been an increasing number of debates 
regarding changes in scopes of practice for these 
professions, public protection must be the primary 
consideration for policy makers and regulators.  PEER 
agrees with the assessment of the FSMB and believes that 
it applies to regulation of the mental health professions as 
well.  

The American Psychological Association has determined 
that the doctoral degree is the minimum needed to 
practice psychology independently in a competent manner.  
This requirement infers that certain diagnoses or 
treatments applied by psychologists for mental disorders 
are not within the boundaries of other professional 
groups’ competence.  Although psychologists, counselors, 
social workers, and marriage and family therapists share 
some skills and procedures, the very fact of regulation 
through independent boards presumes that each 
profession is trained to provide at least some distinct 
mental health services and will have at least some distinct 
competencies.  However, current state law regarding these 
professions does not demonstrate distinct scopes of 
practice for each profession.  Rather, there is significant 
overlap among the professions as to allowable practice 
under law.   

 

The very fact of 
regulation through 
independent boards 
presumes that each 
profession is trained 
to provide at least 
some distinct mental 
health services and 
will have at least some 
distinct competencies.  
However, current state 
law regarding these 
professions does not 
demonstrate distinct 
scopes of practice for 
each profession. 
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State Law Does Not Provide Discrete Statements of Scope of Practice 

Following are excerpts from state law and regulations 
regarding the definitions and practice of each of these four 
mental health professions.  Each of these definitions is 
sufficiently broad to encompass the scopes of practice of 
one or more of the other social service professions.  

• Psychology--MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-3 (d) 
(1972) defines the “practice of psychology” as:  

 . . . the description, interpretation and 
modification of human behavior 
through the application of psychological 
principles and procedures. The practice 
of psychology includes, but is not 
limited to, the assessment of personal 
characteristics such as intelligence, 
personality, ability, and other cognitive, 
behavioral and neuropsychological 
functioning, and efforts to change or 
improve symptomatic, maladaptive 
behavior or mental health through 
psychotherapy procedures including 
psychoanalysis, behavior therapy, 
biofeedback and hypnosis. Psychologists 
diagnose and treat mental and 
emotional disorders, disorders of habit 
and conduct, and disorders associated 
with physical illness or injury.   

• Counseling--In regard to licensed professional 
counselors, MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-30-3 (c) 
1972 states that “counseling procedures:”  

. . .include but are not restricted to (i) 
the use of counseling methods and 
techniques, both verbal and nonverbal, 
which require the application of 
principles, methods or procedures of 
understanding, predicting and/or 
influencing behavior, and motivation; 
(ii) the use of informational and 
community resources for personal or 
social development; (iii) the use of group 
placement methods and techniques 
which serve to further the goals of 
counseling; (iv) designing, conducting 
and interpreting research on human 
subjects or any consultation on any 
item above; and (v) appraisal 
techniques including but not limited to 
testing of achievement, abilities, 
interests, and aptitudes. 
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• Social work--MISS. CODE ANN.  Section 73-53-3 (b) 
(1972) defines “social work practice” as: 

. . .the professional activity directed at 
enhancing, protecting or restoring 
people’s capacity for social functioning, 
whether impaired by physical, 
environmental or emotional factors. 

CODE Section 73-53-3 (c) (1972) defines “clinical 
social work practice” as: 

. . .the application of social work 
methods and values in diagnosis and 
treatment directed at enhancing, 
protecting or restoring people’s capacity 
for social functioning, whether impaired 
by physical, environmental or emotional 
factors. 

• Marriage and Family Therapy--MISS. CODE ANN. 
Section 73-54-5 (b) (1972) defines “marriage and 
family therapy” as: 

. . .the rendering of professional therapy 
services to individuals, families or 
couples, singly or in groups, and 
involves the professional application of 
psychotherapeutic and family systems 
theories and techniques in the delivery 
of therapy services to those persons. 

Also, according to the board’s Rules and 
Regulations Regarding the Licensure of Social 
Workers and Marriage and Family Therapists and 
the American Association of Marriage and Family 
Therapy, marriage and family therapists can use 
assessment instruments and applied 
understanding of dynamics of marriage and family 
systems to diagnose, identify, evaluate and treat 
emotional, cognitive, affective, behavioral or 
psychological problems and conditions.  

Each of these four professions may involve the 
assessment/diagnosis and treatment of mental and 
emotional disorders.  The overlapping of psychology with 
the other three professions is noted in MISS. CODE ANN. 
Section 73-31-27 (1972), which states: 

The practice of psychology overlaps with the 
activities of other professional groups and it 
is not the intent of this act to regulate them. 

As noted on page 4, in Mississippi a psychologist is 
authorized by state law to assess personal characteristics 
and change or improve behavior or mental health through 
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psychotherapy procedures (e. g., psychoanalysis, 
biofeedback).  Psychotherapy and psychotherapeutic 
techniques are also specifically mentioned as part of the 
scopes of social workers (in the board’s Rules and 
Regulations) and of marriage and family therapists (in 
MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-54-5 [b] [1972]).  Although not 
specifically mentioned in the law or Rules and Regulations 
of the Board of Examiners for Licensed Professional 
Counselors, licensed counselors are not prohibited from 
engaging in psychotherapy, provided that psychotherapy is 
within the boundaries of their competence.   
 
As noted in PEER’s recent report on the Board of 
Examiners for Social Workers and Marriage and Family 
Therapists (#501, August 14, 2007), MISS. CODE ANN. 
Section 73-54-9 (3) (1972) expressly prohibits marriage and 
family therapists from engaging in the practice of 
psychology.  However, because “psychotherapy” and 
“psychotherapeutic techniques” are arguably part of the 
practice of psychology, the statutes seem to contradict 
each other and the public could be confused about what 
type of practitioner to engage for treatment. 
 
 

Research Regarding Scopes of Practice of Mental Health Professions 

The Maine Rural Health Research Center reviewed the 
licensure laws for psychologists, professional counselors, 
social workers, and marriage and family therapists and 
published a report in 2002 entitled “State Licensure Laws 
and Mental Health Professions: Implications for the Rural 
Mental Health Workforce.”  

Researchers found that if a professional is allowed to 
provide assessment, he or she is typically allowed to 
provide individual and group counseling and treatment 
planning as well.  This is true for Mississippi psychologists 
and clinical social workers; however, the researchers could 
not determine whether marriage and family therapists in 
Mississippi are able to assess and develop treatment plans.  
The researchers also could not determine whether 
professional counselors in Mississippi are able to develop 
treatment plans. 

Related to diagnosis, researchers found that while no state 
explicitly restricts any of the professions from diagnosing 
individuals, many simply do not address it.  For 
Mississippi, psychologists and clinical social workers have 
legal authority to diagnose; however, statutes do not 
address diagnosis for professional counselors or marriage 
and family therapists.   

Some of the statutes 
addressing 
“psychotherapy” and 
“psychotherapeutic 
techniques” seem to 
contradict each other 
and the public could 
be confused about 
what type of 
practitioner to engage 
for treatment. 
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Related to psychotherapy, researchers found that while no 
state explicitly restricts any of the professions from 
performing psychotherapy, many simply do not address it.  
For Mississippi, psychologists and marriage and family 
therapists have statutory authority to perform 
psychotherapy; however, statutes do not address 
psychotherapy for professional counselors or clinical 
social workers. 

 

Why Clear Statements of Scope of Practice are Needed 

 

The overlap in scope of practice would not prove to be a 
problem in a situation where all regulated mental health 
professions recognize common training standards for 
attaining competency in a given area of practice.  However, 
in Mississippi the licensed mental health professions have 
not established mutually agreed upon training 
requirements by service area, nor have they clearly defined 
boundaries of practice. Such an approach is not in the best 
interest of the consuming public.   

Since each group has completed different education and 
training, each group has the ability to identify clearly its 
scope of practice, including any limitations in scopes of 
practice.  This has not happened in Mississippi.  Instead, 
Mississippi’s regulatory boards rely on practitioners’ 
adherence to their respective codes of ethics for scope of 
practice, which states that practitioners practice only 
within the boundaries of their own competence.  
Therefore, practitioners are able to determine for 
themselves who and what they are able to diagnose and 
treat. As noted previously, the public not only could be 
confused about what type of practitioner to engage for 
treatment, it is possible that unqualified practitioners 
could be using methodologies they have not been trained 
to use.   

Such a loose system for defining competency to practice 
also presents the state with a logical inconsistency in 
protecting the public interest.  If the various mental health 
professions cannot agree on a clear scope of practice for 
each profession, including specific areas of both overlap 
and exclusive practice, PEER questions why the state 
should maintain independent licensing boards and 
standards for each profession.  Clearly, if “one size fits 
all,” separate regulatory boards are not needed.  The PEER 
Committee contends that there should be reasonable 
boundaries to practice in the field of mental health that 
should be recognized and sanctioned by the state and only 
those attaining the required level of competence in a given 
area of service should be admitted to practice. 

In Mississippi, the 
licensed mental health 
professions have not 
established mutually 
agreed upon training 
requirements by 
service area.  

In Mississippi, 
practitioners are able 
to determine for 
themselves who and 
what they are able to 
diagnose and treat. 
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Recommendations 

 

Needed Improvements in Licensure of Psychologists 

1. By the 2010 legislative session, the Board of 
Psychology should present sound evidence 
supporting either the maintenance or modification 
of the state’s educational, experience, and 
examination requirements for licensure.3   

   Specifically, if the board believes that the state 
should maintain its current requirements, the 
board should provide sound evidence to 
demonstrate that: 

o individuals who graduate from designated 
programs (as opposed to APA-accredited 
programs) are not competent to practice 
psychology at an entry level; 

o individuals who receive 3,000 hours of 
experience (as opposed to 4,000 hours) are not 
competent to practice psychology at an entry 
level; 

o individuals who complete a 1,500 hour 
internship (as opposed to 2,000 hours) are not 
competent to practice psychology at an entry 
level; and, 

o the post-doctoral year of supervised experience 
(as opposed to two years pre-doctoral 
experience) is needed to ensure competence in 
practicing psychology at an entry level. 

If the board presents sufficient evidence to 
maintain the present licensure requirements, then 
the board should eliminate its acceptance of the 
CPQ and the ASPPB’s Agreement of Reciprocity and 
instead enter into reciprocity agreements only with 
states that have equivalent education and 
experience requirements. 

                                         
3 An example of a process for validating the education- and experience-based minimum 

qualifications may be found in the Autumn 2005 edition of Personnel Psychology, Volume 58, 
pages 771-799. 
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If the board does not present sufficient evidence to 
maintain the present licensure requirements, then 
the Legislature should consider amending MISS. 
CODE ANN. Section 73-31-9 (1972) to require that 
applicants meet only the minimum educational, 
experience, and examination standards needed to 
practice psychology competently, as established 
through research. 

2. The Legislature should amend MISS. CODE ANN. 
73-31-13 (1972) to remove the requirement that the 
board’s examination measure knowledge in the 
history of psychology. 

3. The Legislature should amend MISS. CODE ANN. 
Section 73-31-13 (c) (1972) to require the following: 

• that the board conduct background checks on 
all applicants for licensure; 

• that for purposes of these background checks, 
“good moral character” shall be established by 
an absence of felony convictions or convictions 
for misdemeanors involving moral turpitude; 
and, 

• that the board may request the assistance of 
the Department of Public Safety, as well as 
consulting sex offender registries, in checking 
criminal histories of applicants. 

Additionally, the board should provide to the 
Legislature for its consideration a list of criminal 
violations that should disqualify a person from 
receiving a license. 

4. The board should immediately revise the structure 
and administration of its oral examination in 
accordance with the ASPPB’s Oral Examination 
Guidelines. 

5. The board should consider administering a written 
jurisprudence examination covering Mississippi law 
in addition to a valid oral examination. 

6. To comply with MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-13 
(1972), the board should establish in its Rules and 
Regulations a passing score for its oral 
examination. 

7. To ensure that applicants have the necessary 
competencies to practice psychology through 
quality supervised experience, the board should 
add the ASPPB’s Supervision Guidelines, section 
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entitled Guidelines for Supervision of Doctoral 
Level Candidates for Licensure, to its Rules and 
Regulations. 

8. The board should eliminate the licensure 
requirement for professional references and 
instead require a more thorough evaluation from 
clinical supervisors, as described in the ASPPB’s 
Supervision Guidelines. 

 

Needed Improvements in the Complaints Process 

9. To improve the board’s maintenance of complaint 
information, the Legislature should consider 
amending Title 73, Chapter 31, of the MISSISSIPPI 
CODE to require that the board maintain a log of 
every complaint received to include: the case 
number, the complainant’s name, the licensee’s 
name, the nature of the complaint, the names of 
investigators, the date assigned to investigators, 
the results of the complaint, any disciplinary action 
taken, and the date closed. 

 

Needed Improvements in Increasing Public Awareness 

10. The board should make information on final 
disciplinary orders and sanctions readily available 
to the public through the board’s website and in a 
periodic newsletter distributed to licensees. 

 

Problems with Financial Management 

11.  The board should immediately adopt policies, 
procedures, and oversight controls to: 

• ensure that the contract administrator 
records and accounts for all remittances 
received by the board immediately upon 
their receipt; 

 
• require an independent verification, 

possibly with the assistance of the board’s 
officers, of the Board Administrator’s 
recording of and depositing of cash 
receipts into the board’s bank clearing 
account; 
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• ensure that someone other than the Board 

Administrator (possibly a board member) 
reconciles the monthly statement for the 
bank clearing account; and, 

 
• comply with state law and state agency 

accounting policies and procedures by 
depositing all collections into the State 
Treasury when such collections reach 
$1,000 or on a weekly basis. 

 

12. In order to monitor the agency’s financial 
operations, the board should require that all 
operating expenses be paid and accounted for 
through the Statewide Automated Accounting 
System (SAAS), rather than on a reimbursement 
basis.  Such an arrangement would allow operating 
expenses to be pre-audited prior to payment and 
categorized properly according to type of expense. 

 

Administrative Issues of the Regulatory Boards for Mississippi’s Mental Health 

Professions 

13.  To address the administrative problems cited in 
this report and in two recently released PEER 
reports (#497, A Review of the Board of Examiners 
for Licensed Professional Counselors, and #501, A 
Review of the Board of Examiners for Social Workers 
and Marriage and Family Therapists), the 
Legislature should create an Executive Committee 
for the Board of Psychology, the Board of 
Examiners for Social Workers and Marriage and 
Family Therapists, and the Board of Examiners for 
Licensed Professional Counselors consisting of the 
chairs of each of the three boards.   

The Executive Committee should be responsible for 
developing a plan to manage the administrative 
support of the three boards. The Executive 
Committee should design an efficient, effective 
component to provide administrative support.  In 
developing the administrative component, the 
Executive Committee should take the following 
steps: 

a. Determine what type of administrative 
support (including staffing and resources) is 
necessary to correct the administrative 
problems common to the three boards. 
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b. Determine the cost of providing this 
administrative support. 

c. Determine how to distribute equitably the 
costs of administrative support among the 
three boards. 

Such administrative support activity should include 
of the following: 

• the housing of staff and records for the three 
boards in a single location in the Jackson 
metropolitan area; 

 
• the selection of a single executive director to 

support the three boards; 
 
• the selection of clerks, bookkeepers, and other 

personnel necessary to carry out the financial 
management and other administrative 
functions of the three boards; and, 

 
• the selection of an investigator or 

investigators to support the three boards in 
reviewing and investigating complaints of 
misconduct. 

In furtherance of these ends, the Executive 
Committee should become custodian of all funds 
appropriated to the three boards and should have 
the sole authority to expend funds in the names of 
the three boards. 

PEER believes that because economies of scale 
should be achieved by combining the 
administration of the three boards, the boards 
should be able to set up and operate the 
administrative support component with current fee 
structures.  If not, the respective boards should 
increase annual fees, charging licensees their pro 
rata share in amounts sufficient to cover the costs 
of the administrative support component. 

The Executive Committee should also make 
recommendations to the Legislature regarding any 
changes in law needed to facilitate administrative 
consolidation of the three boards.  

Administrative consolidation should not address 
such matters as disciplinary hearings and penalties, 
rule making, fee setting, and the submission of 
annual budget requests, which shall remain the 
individual responsibilities of the three boards. 
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Overlap in the Scopes of Practice of Mental Health Professionals 

14. The Legislature should create a task force 
composed of members of the Board of Examiners 
for Social Workers and Marriage and Family 
Therapists, the Board of Examiners for Licensed 
Professional Counselors, and the Board of 
Psychology.   

The task force should make recommendations no 
later than November 1, 2008, to the PEER 
Committee regarding how to remedy the problems 
related to overlapping scopes of practice for 
Mississippi’s mental health professionals, as well as 
contradictions and imprecision in laws related to 
scope of practice.  The task force’s 
recommendations should include proposed 
revisions to existing law.   

Subsequently, the PEER Committee should report 
the efforts of the task force and make 
accompanying recommendations to the Senate 
Public Health and Welfare Committee and the 
House Public Health and Human Services 
Committee no later than January 1, 2009. 
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Appendix A: Education Requirements for Licensure for Graduates from 
Newly Established Programs Seeking Accreditation, in Areas Where No 
Accreditation Exists, and for Training Programs Outside of the U. S. or 
Canada 

MISS. CODE ANN. Section 73-31-13 (e) (1972) authorizes 
the Board of Psychology to set educational standards for 
graduates from newly established programs seeking 
accreditation, in areas where no accreditation exists, and 
for training programs outside of the United States or 
Canada. 

When a new specialty of professional psychology is 
recognized as being within the accreditation scope of the 
American Psychological Association (APA), doctoral 
programs within that specialty will be afforded a transition 
period of five years from their first graduate to the time of 
their accreditation.  During that transition period, 
graduates of such programs may be eligible for approval 
provided that the program is designated as a psychology 
program by the Designation Committee of the National 
Register of Health Service Providers and the Association of 
State and Provincial Psychology Boards.  The same 
principle applies to the new doctoral programs of 
specialties recognized within the scope of APA 
accreditation. 

For applicants trained in non-APA or -CPA accredited 
programs and in institutions outside the U. S. or Canada, 
the following requirements must be met: 

• Doctoral training in professional psychology 
offered in an institution of higher learning that is 
accredited by a body that is deemed by the 
ASPPB/National Register Joint Designation 
Committee to be performing a function equivalent 
to U. S. regional accrediting bodies. 

• The program, wherever it may be administratively 
housed, must be clearly identified and labeled as a 
psychology program.  Such a program must specify 
in pertinent institutional catalogues and brochures 
its intent to educate and train professional 
psychologists. 

• The psychology program must stand as a 
recognizable, coherent organizational entity within 
the institution. 

• There must be a clear authority and primary 
responsibility for the core and specialty areas 
whether or not the program cuts across 
administrative lines. 
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• The program must be an integrated, organized 
sequence of study. 

• There must be an identifiable psychology faculty 
on site sufficient in size and breadth to carry out 
its responsibilities and a psychologist responsible 
for the program. 

• The program must have an identifiable body of 
students who are matriculated in that program for 
a degree. 

• The program must include supervised practicum, 
internship, field or laboratory training appropriate 
to the practice of psychology. 

• The curriculum shall encompass a minimum of 
three academic years of full-time graduate study, 
including the requirement of a minimum of one 
year’s residency at the educational institution 
granting the doctoral degree. In addition to 
instruction in scientific and professional ethics and 
standards, research design and methodology, 
statistics and psychometrics, the core program 
shall require each student to demonstrate 
competence in each of the following substantive 
content areas. This typically will be met by 
including a minimum of three or more graduate 
semester hours (five or more graduate quarter 
hours) in each of these four substantive content 
areas: 

o Biological bases of behavior: Physiological 
psychology, comparative psychology, 
neuropsychology, sensation and perception, 
psychopharmacology. 

o Cognitive affective bases of behavior: 
Learning, thinking, motivation, emotion. 

o Social bases of behavior: Social psychology, 
group processes, organizational and system 
theory. 

o Individual differences: Personality theory, 
human development, abnormal psychology.  

In addition, all professional education programs in 
psychology will include course requirements in 
specialty areas. The burden of proof for a 
program’s compliance with the above requirements 
is upon the applicant. 

SOURCE:  Board of Psychology’s Rules and Regulations 
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Appendix B:  Licensure Requirements of States included in Agreement of 
Reciprocity 

 

 
SOURCE:  Interviews with state board staffs and reviews of board websites and state licensure 
laws. 

 

Education Experience  
(Total Number 

Hours) 

Internship 
(Total Number 

Hours) 

Exam 

Mississippi  APA accredited 
programs only  

4,000  
 

2,000  EPPP and oral exam  

Arkansa s  APA accredited 
programs or 
equivalen t  

4,000  
 

2,000  EPPP and oral exam  

Kentucky  Any regionally 
accredited program  

3,600 
 

1,800  EPPP and oral exam  

Manitoba  APA accredited 
programs or 
equivalen t  

3,000  
 

1,500  EPPP and oral exam  

Missouri  APA accredited 
programs, 
designated 
programs, or 
equivalen t  

3,000  1,500  EPPP, written 
jurisprudence, and 
oral exam  

Neva d a  APA accredited 
programs or 
equivalen t  

3,500  
 

1,750  EPPP and oral exam  

New 
Hampshire  

APA accredited 
programs or 
equivalen t  

3,000  
 

1,500  EPPP and oral exam  

Oklahoma  APA accredited 
programs or 
designated 
programs  

4,000  
 

2,000  EPPP, written 
jurisprudence, and 
oral exam  

Ontari o  Doctoral degree 
that meets 
published College 
Guidelin e s  

3,000  
 

1,500  EPPP, written 
jurisprudence, and 
oral exam  

Texas  APA accredited 
programs or 
equivalen t  

Hours not 
specified; at 

least 2 years full 
time  

(35 hours/week)  

Hours not 
specified; at least 
1 year full time  

(35 hours/week)  

EPPP, written 
jurisprudence, and 
oral exam  

Wisconsi n  Degree from 
accredited school  
or equivalen t  

3,000  Not specified (only 
require minimum 
of 1,500 hours 

post-doc)  

EPPP, written 
jurisprudence, and 
oral interv iew  
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