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This article examined 796 empirical studies published in the Journal of Counseling Psy-
chology, the Journal of Counseling and Development, and The Counseling Psychologist
from 1990 to 1999 and found that only 457 (57%) reported racial and ethnic characteris-
tics of research participants. From this data, an overall picture was generated of the
racial and ethnic composition of counseling and counseling psychology research partici-
pants: 78.2% White, 5.8% Asian American, 6.7% African American, 6.6% Hispanic,
0.9% Native American, and 0.1% multiracial. Compared to the overall U.S. population,
Whites and Asian Americans were overrepresented, and African Americans, Hispanics,
and Native Americans were underrepresented. There was limited information about how
researchers gathered participants’ race and ethnicity information and on factors that
might inform participants’experience as racial and ethnic beings (e.g., racial and ethnic
identity, generation status, acculturation). Findings are compared and contrasted with
previous reviews related to issues of race and ethnicity in counseling research.

Issues of race and ethnicity have often been controversial topics in psy-
chology (e.g., Beutler, Brown, Crothers, Booker, & Seabrook, 1996; C. I.
Hall, 1997; Helms, 1994, 1996; Helms & Richardson, 1997; Spickard &
Burroughs, 2000; Yee, Fairchild, Weizmann, & Wyatt, 1993). For example,
Fish (1995) stated that “the field of ‘race’[is] one in which our discipline gen-
erates more heat than light” (p. 44), thus referring to the ongoing contentious
and controversial issues regarding the definition and examination of race and
ethnicity in the psychology research literature. Although issues related to
race and ethnicity can be controversial, psychologists are ethically and
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professionally recommended (e.g., American Psychological Association
[APA], 2003; Parham, 2001; D. W. Sue & Sue, 1999) to attend to and appro-
priately engage in matters that pertain to inequitable treatment based on race
and/or ethnicity and that promote social justice. How counselors and coun-
seling psychologists report and use race or ethnicity in research is important
information that can be used to understand the relevance that psychological
variables have to participants’ race or ethnicity and vice versa. Indeed,
knowledge about the relationship of race and ethnicity to psychological
functioning and development can have a positive effect on interventions that
promote growth and change.

In this article, we provide an overview of issues related to race and ethnic-
ity in psychology and review counseling and counseling psychology
research relative to the reporting of race and ethnicity and related method-
ological concerns. We then present the results of an analysis of racial and eth-
nic reporting over a 10-year period (1990-1999) in counseling psychology
research as reflected in the contents of the Journal of Counseling and Devel-
opment (JCD), the Journal of Counseling Psychology (JCP), and The Coun-
seling Psychologist (TCP). From the data set, we generate a racial and ethnic
profile of the counseling and counseling psychology research participants
during the study period. We then compare the profile to relevant external
(e.g., the racial and ethnic composition of the United States) and internal pro-
fessional (e.g., previous literature reviews) profiles of race and ethnicity
within counseling and counseling psychology research.

Definitions of Race and Ethnicity

Race. Definitions of race range from biological and genetic explanations
(e.g., Lehrman, 2003; Rushton, 1995) to reflections of sociopolitically con-
structed hierarchies (e.g., Haney López, 2000; Spickard, 1992). The concept
of race in biology has origins in Linnaeus’s classification of living things.
Although there are differences in classification systems, human beings were
often classified by skin pigmentation as red, yellow, black, and white, repre-
senting Indians, Asians, Africans, and Europeans, respectively (Spickard,
1992). Because of the variability of individuals within racial groups (which
may exceed between-group variability) and given that in the United States,
these classifications were often used in a broad and mutually exclusive man-
ner that resulted in racial and ethnic inequities, many authors (e.g., APA,
2003; Fish, 1995; Helms, 1992, 2002; Haney López, 2000; Neville,
Worthington, & Spanierman, 2001; Spickard, 1992) have argued that not-
withstanding the biological component to race, it is primarily a social con-
struct. As such, race is embedded in sociopolitical contexts that reflect a
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social and economic hierarchy based on the relative superiority and inferior-
ity of different races. Although many scholars now define race as a social
construction, Jones (2003) pointed out that socially constructed race is not
fundamentally different than biologically derived race, given that social hier-
archies based on race have always been supported by instruments of society
and culture, regardless of the underlying assumptions about race. He simply
states that “race matters” (p. 277; italics in original).

In the United States, Whites (i.e., European-descended Caucasians) are
the dominant racial group in terms of both population numbers and social,
political, and economic influence. As a consequence, Whites have the ability
to perpetuate racial power by denying race both as relevant to the lives of
Whites and as an essential quality of those who are not White (Thompson,
Shin, & Stephens, 2005). Guthrie (1976) and Holliday and Holmes (2003)
argue that the professional dominance of White researchers has led to a his-
tory of racism and oppression in psychology (e.g., Guthrie, 1976; Holliday &
Holmes, 2003) and to the imposition of limiting and dehumanizing racial cat-
egories on visibly racial (non-White) groups (Thompson et al., 2005;
Trimble, Helms, & Root, 2003).

Ethnicity. Phinney (1996) defined ethnicity by examining three constitu-
tive aspects: culture, identity, and minority status. Phinney (2000) stated that
ethnicity is a dynamic, multidimensional construct that refers to one’s iden-
tity in terms of a subgroup that claims a common ancestry within a larger con-
text and that shares culture, race, religion, language, kinship, or place of ori-
gin. These aspects are dimensions along which individuals vary rather than
discrete categories. Ethnicity denotes a common tradition composed of
shared values and customs (McGoldrick & Giordando, 1996), allegiance to
particular group, national or regional traditions, and the manner in which
individuals include or exclude themselves from a group that shares a histori-
cal or familial relationships (Coleman, Norton, Miranda, & McCubbin,
2003). For example, Giordano and McGoldrick (1996) delineated European-
descended ethnic groups on the basis of country of origin (e.g., German,
Greek, French Canadians, Dutch, Irish, or Anglo Americans) and religion
(e.g., Amish).

The relationship between race and ethnicity is often debated. In defining
ethnicity, Phinney (1996) stated that “the term ethnicity is also used here to
encompass race” (p. 918; italics in original), a notion that Helms and col-
leagues (Helms, 1996; Helms & Richardson, 1997; Helms & Talleyrand,
1997) found methodologically inappropriate. Helms argued that race was the
more distinctive concept when compared with ethnicity and that race has a
clear meaning as an ascribed racial category or phenotype, even when
crudely assessed. Helms argued that ethnicity had no meaning apart from a
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proxy for race or immigrant status. Often, it is difficult to clearly separate
race and ethnicity; for example, ethnicity seems to have different connota-
tions and consequences for Whites than for members of other racial groups.
Waters (1990) observed that for Whites in the United States, ethnicity seems
to be an optional part of identity, which they could choose to claim or not to
claim. However, other racial groups often experienced ethnicity as an
imposed identity equated with subordination, inferiority, minority status, and
marginalization (Trimble et al., 2003).

A notable example of the contemporary issues in defining race and ethnic-
ity is the U.S. Census, which provides the racial and ethnic classification sys-
tem of the United States. Census 2000 specifies four races (White, Black,
Asian/Pacific Islander, and American Indian/Alaska Native) and one ethnic-
ity (Hispanic). Haney López (2000) and Oboler (1995) argue that census ter-
minology regarding race and ethnicity has changed over time and tends to
reflect social and political context. The census categories represent a social-
political construct designed for collecting data on the race and ethnicity of
broad population groups in the United States and are not anthropologically or
scientifically based (Office of Management and Budget, 1997). Tradition-
ally, researchers have treated Hispanics as a (sociopolitical) racial category,
and it remains to be seen if researchers, or Hispanic people themselves, will
adopt the census practice of specifying both race and ethnicity for Hispanics
(Diaz McConnell & Delgado-Romero, 2004).

Race, Ethnicity, and Psychology

Race and ethnicity are complex and multifaceted constructs that are often
controversial and can evoke strong reactions that can support and protect sys-
tems of inequality. Consequently, it is not surprising that psychologists have
concerns about racial and ethnic categorization and that many psychologists
have questioned exactly what is meant by the terms race and ethnicity and the
basis for these systems of classification. At the same time, psychologists are
required to accurately report racial and ethnic demographic data according
the Publication Manual for American Psychological Association (APA,
1994, 2001) and to consider the psychological (rather than solely demo-
graphic) contextual factors of race and ethnicity according to the Guidelines
on Multicultural Education, Training, Research, Practice and Organiza-
tional Change for Psychologists (APA, 2003). Regarding the reporting of
race and ethnicity in psychological research, the APA publication manual
states, “Appropriate identification of research subjects and clientele is criti-
cal to the science and practice of psychology,” and advises psychologists
to “report major demographic characteristics such as sex, age, and race/
ethnicity” (p. 18). In addition, it provides guidelines to reduce bias in lan-
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guage, offering a section (2.5) on racial and ethnic identity (although in this
context, identity seems to refer exclusively to a self-designation rather than to
a psychological variable), which states, “Authors are reminded of the two
basic guidelines of specificity and sensitivity. In keeping with Guideline 2,
authors are encouraged to ask their participants about preferred designations,
and are expected to avoid terms perceived as negative” (p. 68).

The categorization and use of race and ethnicity in psychological research
is further complicated by the valuation of quantitative research designs by
psychological scientists and the accompanying statistical requirement to
obtain large samples of participants. Therefore, it is often difficult to explore
within-group differences because of the expense and time involved in using
large racial or ethnic minority samples (Fish, 1995; S. Sue & Sue, 2003).
Often, the resolution of this problem has been to ignore heterogeneity within
racial or ethnic minority populations (Padilla & Lindhoiwt, 1995) through
the use of overly broad categories, which may result in significant misrepre-
sentations of groups of people, ignore within-group differences (Trimble,
1991, 1995), and lead to research based on samples of convenience (i.e.,
nonrandom samples) that compromise generalizability and replication of
results. Without adequate specification of the populations being studied,
issues arise regarding the ability to replicate a study as well as to generalize
the results (S. Sue, 1999; S. Sue & Sue, 2003). Recently, there has been some
research addressing the methodological implications of grouping racial and
ethnic groups under general terms. For example, Umaña-Taylor and col-
leagues (Umaña-Taylor, Diversi, & Fine, 2002; Umaña-Taylor & Fine, 2001)
have reported significant differences in ethnic identity, self-esteem, emo-
tional autonomy, and familial ethnic socialization among Latino groups (e.g.,
Colombian, Guatemalan, Honduran, Mexican, Nicaraguan, Puerto Rican,
and Salvadoran adolescents) that would have otherwise been categorized as a
homogeneous population.

Thus, psychologists face the dilemma of having to report demographic
data with minimal guidance and needing large numbers of participants to
examine within-group differences. On one hand, there is a body of work criti-
cally questioning the basis, utility, and consequences of using racial and eth-
nic categorical systems, and on the other hand, there is the scientific require-
ment of adequate subject specification needed to establish the limits of
generalizability and to aid in replication. Psychologists have attempted
to work around this dilemma by using only participants’ self-reported race
and/or ethnicity to then infer an understanding about the constructs in psy-
chological research (Helms, 1994) or by simply not addressing or reporting
race and ethnicity at all. Consequently, we suggest that it is important to
explore how counselors and counseling psychologists report and
operationalize race and ethnicity in research. In the next section, we review
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what other scholars in counseling and counseling psychology have con-
cluded when they have systemically analyzed the reporting of race and
ethnicity.

Race and Ethnicity and Research in
Counseling and Counseling Psychology

Given the self-reflective focus of counseling and the leadership role that
the counseling profession has taken in addressing multicultural competency,
it is not surprising that counseling psychologists have taken the time to criti-
cally reflect on the research literature relative to issues of race and ethnicity
(e.g., Gelso et al., 1988; Division 17’s cosponsorship, along with Divisions
35, 44, and 45, of the National Multicultural Conference and Summit, [D. W.
Sue, Bingham, Porche-Burke, & Vasquez, 1999]; the American Counseling
Association, initially through the Association for Multicultural Counseling
and Development, and Division 17’s members, in collaboration with Divi-
sion 45, in the development of the multicultural counseling competencies
[e.g., D. W. Sue, Arredondo, & McDavis, 1992; D. W. Sue et al., 1998]; and
the subsequent adoption of the multicultural counseling guidelines by APA
[2003]). Most often, this reflection has focused on issues of definition and
reporting, the number of racial and ethnic minority participants in counseling
research, the types of research designs used that involve racial and ethnic
minority participants, and the individuals or institutions that tend to publish
racial- and ethnic-minority research (e.g., G. C. N. Hall & Maramba, 2001;
Perez, Constantine, & Gerard, 2000).

Counseling psychologists have been addressing issues related to the
reporting of race and ethnicity in some form for the past three decades. For
example, Ponterotto and Casas (1991), in the Handbook of Racial/Ethnic
Minority Counseling Research, advised researchers to accurately and com-
prehensively describe their samples beyond the simple reporting of ethnicity
and mean age and to include information regarding education level and coun-
try of education, socioeconomic status, gender, preferred language, level of
acculturation, level of racial identity development, geographic region, and
other relevant characteristics. They stressed that the accuracy of participant
information was directly tied to the generalizability of the results. Similarly,
during the Third National Conference for Counseling Psychology held in
Georgia in 1987 (Gelso et al., 1988), the research group addressed multicul-
tural and cross-cultural issues as part of its agenda. Specifically, it focused on
how best to increase the quality of multiculturally and cross-culturally
focused research, to increase the multicultural sensitivity of researchers in all
facets of the research process, and to take into account relevant methodologi-
cal issues (methodology used, sample size requirements). The members of
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the research group noted that the terms race, ethnicity, and minority group
membership were frequently used synonymously and without an explicit
rationale. The research group did not recommend that counseling psycholo-
gists should reach consensus on the definitions of terms but rather that
“researchers need to be thoughtful in how they use these terms, explicit in
how they use them, and clear in their rationale for whatever usage is made”
(Gelso et al., 1988, p. 397).

These same concerns have been echoed and amplified in the research liter-
ature (e.g., APA, 2003; Bentancourt & López, 1993; Beutler et al., 1996;
Fouad & Brown, 2000; C. I. Hall, 1997; Helms, 1994, 1996; Helms & Cook,
1999; Helms & Richardson, 1997; Yee et al., 1993) regarding the
interchangeability of key terms such as race, ethnicity, minority, culture, and
multicultural. Concerns were also identified in the literature concerning the
following: the lack of adequate definition and operationalization of these
terms, the tendency to ignore heterogeneity of racial groups, the failure to
account for the race and ethnicity of researchers, the assumptions of race-
casual relationships, and the confusion of race with other variables such as
ethnicity and social class. Fish (1995, 2000) contended that U.S. psycholo-
gists inappropriately generalize psychological findings on the basis of lim-
ited samples (e.g., monolingual and monocultural research participants from
the United States), fail to understand the role of culture, and use overly gen-
eral racial categorical systems. Fish alleged that psychologists study rather
than question the racial and ethnic categories that are used and tend to ignore
within-group diversity by using self-perpetuating broad categories. Simi-
larly, S. Sue (1999) commented on the selective enforcement of scientific
principles, in particular, the tendency in psychological research for internal
validity to take precedence over external validity. Consequently, results from
research based on limited samples (college students, Whites, U.S. citizens)
are often inappropriately presented as universal.

In addition to operational concerns, counseling psychologists have been
concerned with issues of the inclusion and exclusion of racial- or ethnic-
minority samples in counseling research and the types of research designs
used when racial or ethnic minorities are the focus of research. Several
authors (e.g., Bernal, Trimble, Burlew, & Leong, 2003; Castro & Ramirez,
1997; Graham, 1992; Ponterotto, 1988) have documented the lack of pub-
lished research focused on racial or ethnic minorities over the past three
decades in counseling psychology. For example, Ponterotto (1988) found
that over an 11-year span (1976-1986), only 6% of the articles were focused
on ethnic and racial minorities in JCP. Ponterotto raised a concern that when
racial and ethnic minorities were the focus of research, racial-comparative
designs comparing racial and ethnic minorities to Whites were overused.
Graham (1992) raised a similar concern in her analysis of psychological
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research involving African Americans. A concern about racial-comparative
research is that it often positions Whites as the default or “normal” popula-
tion against which racial and ethnic minorities are compared. Heppner,
Casas, Carter, and Stone (2000) recently indicated that there has been only
marginal improvement in the number of articles that focus on racial or ethnic
research since Ponterotto’s (1988) initial study. It should be noted that both
Graham (1992) and Castro and Ramirez (1997) included only one counsel-
ing journal, JCP, whereas Bernal et al. (2003) searched the entire PsychINFO
online database from 1961 to 2000. As such, the focus of these studies was
the broader field of psychology rather than exclusively counseling or
counseling psychology.

In contrast to research focused on the inclusion of racial and ethnic minor-
ities, Buboltz, Miller, and Williams (1999) asked a more fundamental ques-
tion: Were racial and ethnic data (among other demographic variables)
reported at all in published research, regardless of the focus of the research?
In a content analysis of JCP over a 26-year period (from 1973 to 1998), they
found that the race and ethnicity of participants were reported in only 62% of
the articles. The percentage, however, had increased from 11% in 1973 to
92% in 1998.

Thus, counseling psychologists have raised concerns regarding the
amount of racial- or ethnic-minority-focused research extant in the counsel-
ing and counseling psychology research literature. Although these issues
may be raised in the literature, there has been limited exploration of models
or theories regarding the demographic variables being reported. Munley et al.
(2002) used the Personal Dimensions of Identity model (Arredondo et al.,
1996) to investigate the characteristics of research participants in empirical
studies published in eight APA journals during 1999. The model classifies
individual characteristics into three dimensions. Dimension A consists of
stable characteristics across a lifespan, including age, culture, ethnicity, gen-
der, language, race, social class, and sexual orientation. Dimension B charac-
teristics are more malleable and include education, geographic location, mar-
ital status, income, religion, work and military experiences, and hobbies.
Finally, Dimension C consists of the historical backdrop and key political
and economic events occurring during a person’s lifetime. Munley et al.
found that gender (89.30%) and age (88.56%) were the most reported
Dimension A characteristics, whereas race or ethnicity was reported at a
moderate level (60.7%), and language, disabilities, sexual orientation, and
social class were reported at much lower levels. This research is important
because it connects the reporting of personal characteristics to dimensions of
identity and may be a reflection of the worldview of the researchers (e.g.,
categories reported may indicate what the researchers consider important
aspects of identity).
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Taking a step beyond examining the issue of reporting demographic char-
acteristics, Beutler et al. (1996) questioned the quality, utility, and basis of
demographic data. Their results indicated that over three periods from 1970
to 1993, demographic information in three prominent psychology journals
(including JCP) was reported at low rates across all journals and that many
demographic terms were used interchangeably with no operational defini-
tions. Specific to race and ethnicity, they noted that the use of ethnicity
increased and race remained constant over time and that psychological mea-
sures were rarely used to define these terms. Consequently, it was difficult to
determine the characteristics of samples being used in research from study to
study, thus severely limiting the ability of researchers to replicate studies or
to generalize findings. It seems that reporting race and ethnicity was almost
always solely based on participant self-report (e.g., Helms, 1994) and most
likely through a (nonstandardized) forced-choice format. Beutler et al.
(1996) strongly questioned the utility of such data.

Carter and colleagues (Carter, 1991; Carter, Akinsulure-Smith, Smailes,
& Clauss, 1998) critically examined the role that research played in extend-
ing an understanding of racial- or ethnic-minority issues. Carter (1991)
examined empirical research published in TCP, JCD, and the Journal of
Vocational Behavior (JVB) to examine what the reader learned about racial or
ethnic research participants (defined as visible racial or ethnic groups in the
United States, exclusive of international populations). He determined
whether counseling psychology research exhibited a commitment (added
new knowledge) or complacency (failed to add new knowledge) toward
racial or ethnic concerns. Only 2% of the studies in this investigation were
rated as committed (i.e., avoided using White norms, used culture-specific
measures and within-group variation, and offered knowledge about the
groups being studied). The majority of articles were rated complacent (i.e.,
making assumptions about visible racial or ethnic people and adding no new
knowledge). Carter et al. (1998) extended this analysis by examining JCP,
JCD, and JVB over a 10-year period (from 1982 to 1991). In this study, the
authors gathered information regarding the extent to which race or ethnicity
was mentioned, and they critically analyzed the literature review,
methodology, data analysis, and discussion sections of published research.

Of the studies reviewed, 77.5% made no mention of racial or ethnic issues,
13.4% mentioned only race or ethnicity in the subject section, and 8.6% of
the empirical articles discussed racial-cultural issues in depth. JCP was rated
the most likely of the three journals to discuss racial or ethnic issues in depth.
The majority of the articles discussing racial-cultural issues in depth were
rated complacent, although there was evidence of improvement over time in
JCP and, to a lesser degree, in JCD. Carter et al. (1998) noted with disap-
pointment that only 9% of the articles over a 10-year period added to the
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knowledge about racial or ethnic groups in the United States. Furthermore,
many researchers overlooked race or ethnic issues as a research topic, or they
confined the topics of race and ethnicity to the description of participants
only. They concluded that counseling psychologists had not demonstrated a
commitment to advancing the understanding of race and ethnicity in the
research published in the premier counseling journals. The research of Carter
and colleagues (Carter, 1991; Carter et al., 1998) marks an important shift in
reflective views of racial- or ethnic-minority-focused research because they
moved the discussion past static issues of inclusion or adequate reporting and
into dynamic issues regarding the implications and aspirations of racial- or
ethnic-minority-focused research and challenged counseling researchers to
demonstrate commitment in published empirical research.

Similarly, Thompson et al. (in press) challenged the way in which race is
addressed in counseling research by examining the degree to which race as a
psychological construct has been researched over a 35-year period (January
1967-March 2000). Using PsychINFO (an abstract database of psychologi-
cal literature), they found that a majority of research studies addressing race
used a categorical definition of race. They pointed out that categorical
approaches prevented the examination of nuances of racial self-identification
and contributed to the assumption that race is a fixed quality of human
beings. Very few studies extended the view of race beyond nominal catego-
ries. Perhaps most troubling, the authors found that in general, the study of
race as a psychological construct was largely absent of theory development.

Thompson et al.’s (2005) concerns are echoed among counseling scholars
who focus on race and ethnicity and who contend that psychology should
move away from simplistic and categorical classification systems to focus on
the contextual meaning and salience of race and ethnicity to individuals (e.g.,
Fouad & Brown, 2000). In addition, counseling psychology research should
add to the knowledge of race and ethnicity rather than complacently accept
categorical and limiting uses of race and ethnicity that fail to add knowledge
and may contribute to racist and dehumanizing systems of oppression (e.g.,
Carter 1991; Carter et al., 1998).

Although we agree with the need to move away from the exclusive use of
categorical systems of racial and ethnic classification in research, we are not
sure that it is practical or realistic for counseling psychology to abandon the
practice altogether. Heppner, Kivlighan, and Wampold (1999) explain that
typically, the purpose of research studies is to be able to make inferences and
to generalize these to a given population. As such, they argued for the need to
attend to internal and external validity issues, particularly documenting par-
ticipants’ characteristics (e.g., race and ethnicity) so that the generalizability
of the results can be determined. In addition, research funded by federal
funding agencies is required to document the race and ethnicity of research
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participants in accordance with government guidelines (Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, 1997). For example, Heppner et al. (1999) refer to the
inclusion guidelines of the National Institutes of Health (NIH), which
stressed that gender and race or ethnicity information are crucial factors in
research. They stated that all NIH-supported biomedical and behavioral
research must include women and members of minority groups, and the
exclusion of women and minorities must be justified.

Current Study

Over the past 30 years in counseling and counseling psychology, there has
been consistent concern regarding issues of race and ethnicity, especially
with regard to professional leadership and advocacy on multicultural issues.
At the same time, there has been a notable lack of commitment and consider-
able complacency reflected in the research literature (Carter, 1991; Carter
et al., 1998). Our review of the research indicated a somewhat fragmented
picture with regard to time frame and focus of inquiry; that is, most research
regarding race and ethnicity seemed to limit itself to a specific subset of
research (e.g., ethnic- or racial-focused research only), was limited in years
studied (e.g., reviewed research prior to the 1990s), or did not focus solely on
counseling psychology (e.g., Castro & Ramirez, 1997; Graham, 1992;
Munley et al., 2002). Consequently, we were interested in comprehensively
addressing the issue of race and ethnicity in counseling and counseling psy-
chology research published in leading journals during a recent 10-year
period (from 1990 to 1999). Thus, the current study is grounded in the recent
(1980s to the present) leadership and advocacy by counseling psychologists
in addressing multicultural issues, it examines the entire research population
in counseling psychology over a decade rather than examining only the
results at the level of individual studies or selecting a subgroup of studies, and
it provides both an external (e.g., the population estimates of racial and ethnic
groups in the United States during the same period) and an internal (e.g., pre-
vious reviews of research) comparison for counseling and counseling psy-
chology research. We felt it was vitally important to examine all the data rela-
tive to the reporting of race and ethnicity (and the consequences of this
reporting) for all research participants during this period for two reasons.
First, an unintended side effect of examining racial- and ethnic-focused sub-
sets of studies might be that this approach relegates the relevance of racial-
and ethnic-minority research participants to a marginal or second-class status
(Gelso et al., 1988) and reinforces the idea of race or ethnic essentialism (i.e.,
race or ethnicity is an essential part of the lives of racial or ethnic minorities
and an optional or unimportant part of the lives of Whites). Second, by con-
ducting a census of counseling-research participants, we are able to look at
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the issue of inclusion broadly. That is, we can examine the extent to which
racial and ethnic minorities are included in research (both with and without a
focus on race and ethnicity).

Based on our review of the literature, it was hypothesized that our sample
of the counseling psychology research literature would indicate an increased
reporting of race and ethnicity of research populations but that this practice
would not be universal. Based on previous research, we hypothesized that (a)
when race and ethnicity were reported, it would be predominantly at a very
broad level with little elaboration or contextual information (e.g., genera-
tional status). Given the relative lack of attention given to racial and ethnic
issues in previous analyses that examined the prevalence of racial- and
ethnic-minority research, we expected (b) to find that the racial and ethnic
composition of the counseling-research population would differ from the
population of the United States during the study period and that Whites
would be overrepresented and racial and ethnic minorities underrepresented.
We expected (c) to find that the number of racial- and ethnic-minority-
focused studies would marginally increase in line with previously published
analyses. Finally, because of the increased attention given to multicultural
issues by counseling psychologists, we expected (d) to find that racial- and
ethnic-minority-focused research would not be predominantly race compar-
ative, would not be primarily descriptive (S. Sue, 1999), and would be
focused on normal developmental issues (a tenet of counseling) rather than
pathology.

METHOD

Journals

This study focused on three leading counseling journals: JCD, JCP, and
TCP. Collectively, they serve as the premier outlets for general peer-reviewed
counseling and counseling psychology research and theory. They are
extremely competitive, have large circulations, and are well recognized in the
counseling psychology field. The Institute of Science and Information (ISI)
annually calculates impact factors (frequency with which an average article
is cited in a given year) for each journal to determine its importance com-
pared with other journals in the same field and to examine the regularity with
which its articles are cited. In 1998, JCP, TCP, and JCD were rated 3rd, 9th,
and 16th, respectively, out of 50 counseling-related journals (other journals
rated included JVB, 1st place; the Journal of Applied Psychology, 2nd place;
and the Journal of Multicultural and Counseling and Development, 41st
place). The impact factor of JCP, TCP, and JCD has changed over the years,
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but over a 10-year period (1990-1999), these journals have been able to
maintain their ratings in general. In the most recent citation report (2002) of
50 journals, TCP, JCP, and JCD were rated 2nd, 10th, and 37th, respectively.
In addition, they have published self-reflective content analyses and content-
review articles and have been components of content analyses of the broader
field of psychology.

We chose the period from 1990 to 1999 because there seemed to be a great
deal of professional attention directed toward issues of race and ethnicity by
counseling psychologists through Division 17, including the adoption of the
Multicultural Counseling Competencies in 1997 (N. Fouad, personal com-
munication, October 22, 2003) and culminating in 1999 with the first
National Multicultural Summit and Conference, cosponsored by Divisions
17, 35, 44, and 45 (D. W. Sue et al., 1999). Therefore, we could expect the
multicultural focus in the division to be reflected in the research, although
there may be a substantial lag before the research accurately reflects this pro-
fessional attention. In addition, using this period serves as bridge from past
reviews of the literature to the present.

Procedure

This study included 1,842 empirical articles published in JCD, JCP, and
TCP from January 1990 through December 1999 (JCD, Volumes 68-77;
JCP, Volumes 37-46; TCP, Volumes 18-27). The criterion for inclusion of an
article in this study was straightforward. Articles were reviewed if the
method sections reported at least one research participant. As such, theoreti-
cal articles, comments, editorials, introductions to special issues, and empiri-
cal research that used a population of research participants from a study that
was previously published were excluded from this study. Out of the original
1,842 articles reviewed, 796 (42%) were found to have used research
participants and were included in the study.

The research team consisted of four researchers. Three members of the
team collected the data (described below), and the fourth ensured accu-
racy and agreement in data collection. The research team consisted of a
Latino (Colombian) male, a Latina (Mexican) female, a European Ameri-
can (French-German) female, and a European American (German-
Scandinavian) female. All of them lived in the Midwest and were members of
a counseling psychology department at the time of the study.

The primary author developed a coding sheet for the study that was used to
describe each empirical article in every journal. This coding sheet was used
to gather the following information from the method sections of empirical
articles: (a) total number of participants, (b) number of males, (c) number of
females, (d) average age, (e) total number of participants by race and/or eth-
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nicity, and (f) the cross-tabulation of gender by race and/or ethnicity. Because
the objective was to identify specific numbers in each category, no informa-
tion was estimated. That is, when a population was described in nonspecific
terms such as mostly, a number was not estimated. Some articles included
multiple studies with distinct sets of participants. In these articles, the
selected data from each of the substudies were combined into a single value
for the entire article where possible.

Given the focus on race and ethnicity and the conceptual problems in
defining these terms, the sheet included specific guidelines for identifying
race and ethnicity. We used (but were not limited to) the categorization sys-
tem of the U.S. Census to aid in comparison to census data. For race, the cate-
gories White, Black, Asian/Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska
Native, and multiracial were specified. Coders were also provided a blank
space to write in any other term used that seemed to indicate a racial designa-
tion (classification based on observable differences such as skin color). For
ethnicity, the category of Hispanic or Latino/Latina was specified. Coders
were also provided a blank space to write in any other term that seemed to
indicate ethnic-group membership, including references to a country of ori-
gin (e.g., Irish, Ireland), sociopolitical identities (e.g., Chicano), or other
examples of ethnic-group identifiers (e.g., Amish).

In addition, the study sheet instructed coders to identify (a) whether the
study stated a specific racial or ethnic focus (i.e., was race or ethnicity used as
a variable in the analysis of the data?); (b) how the race or ethnicity of partici-
pants was determined; (c) whether the article provided information regarding
generational status or acculturation regarding race or ethnicity; (d) if the
study involved U.S. populations, international populations, or both; (e)
where the research participants were recruited from (university or commu-
nity populations); and (f) if the study employed a qualitative (analysis of
experience through linguistic or narrative exploration) or quantitative (analy-
sis of a variable through mathematical modeling) research design and, if race
or ethnicity was specified, whether the study was descriptive (e.g.,
nonexperimental, defining the existence and delineating characteristics of a
particular phenomenon or group of people; Heppner et al., 1999) or race
comparative (racial and ethnic minorities compared with Whites).

Initial training of coders included each one’s independently coding a vol-
ume of a selected journal. Following this exercise, the research team dis-
cussed their coding methods, modified the categories to be coded, and clari-
fied the procedures to be used in gathering data. Research team meetings
continued on a weekly basis during the data-collection phase of the research,
whereby the coders would compare their results and identify any questions or
issues regarding the coding. For example, initially, the category of “racial or
ethnic focus” proved confusing to coders until they agreed on an operational
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definition (race and/or ethnicity used as a variable in the analysis of data).
Following the initial review and data coding of all of the articles, the fourth
researcher audited the data collection to ensure accuracy in the calculations
of totals. Given our objective to calculate total numbers in various catego-
ries from the data, the auditor first checked whether the complete population
of a study had been accounted for in the selected variables (e.g., Males +
Females + Unreported = Total Participants). When subcategories did not sum
to the total and missing data did not account for the difference, the data from
those articles were reviewed, and the article was recoded if errors were iden-
tified. Every study was checked in this manner, and approximately 3% of the
studies were reviewed for errors. The auditor then compared the data col-
lected between researchers over similar periods and journals to check for sys-
temic differences in categories that might be due to coder error. For example,
the auditor found that over a similar period, one of the coders had coded Cate-
gory B—how the race or ethnicity of participants was determined—differ-
ently (at a much higher rate) than other reviewers. A review of the data indi-
cated that the difference was due to coder misunderstanding rather than
differences in the data. In this case, the research team met to discuss the
category and to reach consensus on the category, and the data were recoded.

RESULTS

In the selected journals, 796 empirical studies over the 10-year period
reported a total of 383,734 research participants. The participant pool was
42% male, 46% female, and 12% unidentified relative to gender, with an
average overall age of 31.6 (only 483 [61%] studies provided information on
age). Whereas we provide an overall score for age for all participants, Werth,
Kopera-Frye, Blevins, and Bossick (2003) provide an example of different
ways to present aggregate data relative to age, namely, to provide separate
means in research designs where therapists are included as participants. Of
the 796 studies that used at least one research participant, 339 (43%) did not
provide specific information regarding the racial or ethnic composition of the
participants (i.e., these studies either did not report racial or ethnic informa-
tion at all or reported race and ethnicity in overly general terms such as mostly
White). The percentage of studies reporting race and/or ethnicity by journal
and year is presented in Table 1. As hypothesized, over the period from 1990
to 1999, it became increasingly commonplace to report ethnic and racial
characteristics of the samples used. In 1990, only 26% of the empirical arti-
cles reported race or ethnicity, and this gradually increased to 40%, 40%, and
53% for 1991, 1992, and 1993, respectively. In later years, with the exception
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of 1995, the number of articles designating racial and ethnic characteristics
continued to increase, peaking at 85% in 1999.

Racial and Ethnic Characteristics of the Sample

The general racial and ethnic composition of the sample of research par-
ticipants over the 10-year span is presented in Table 2. The participants were
78.2% White, 5.8% Asian/Pacific Islander, 6.7% Black, 6.6% Hispanic,
0.9% American Indian/Alaskan Native, and 0.1% multiracial. In addition,
8.5% of the studies provided information on the country of origin of partici-
pants, 6.1% provided information regarding acculturation, and 3.1% pro-
vided information on the generational status (in the United States) of
participants.

Of the 457 studies that provided racial or ethnic information about
research participants, 45 (10%) provided more specific information regard-
ing race and ethnicity beyond the use of the general census categories. For
example, the general category of American Indian/Alaskan Native was fur-
ther described in the following manner: Arikara, Choctaw, Lakota,
Menominee, Native American, and Zuni. The category of Asian was further
described in the following manner: Asian American, Chinese, East Indian,
Hawaiian, Hmong, Japanese, Korean, multi-Asian, Laotian, Oriental, other
Asian, Pacific Islander, Philippine, Taiwanese, Thai, and Vietnamese. The
category of Black was further described in the following manner: African
American, African, Jamaican, and Haitian. The category of Hispanic was
further described in the following manner: Chicano/Chicana, Colombian,
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TABLE 1: Percentage of Studies Providing Participant Racial and/or Ethnic Informa-
tion by Journal and Year

Year JCD JCP TCP Total

1990 19 29 — 26
1991 46 36 33 40
1992 43 38 50 40
1993 41 65 17 53
1994 47 80 50 62
1995 61 57 75 60
1996 69 72 50 70
1997 82 82 60 80
1998 85 85 86 85
1999 67 95 33 85
Total 52 61 52 57

NOTE: JCD = Journal of Counseling and Development; JCP = Journal of Counseling Psychol-
ogy; TCP = The Counseling Psychologist.
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Cuban, Dominican, Hispanic American, Latino/Latina, Latin American,
Mexican, South-Central, and Venezuelan. The category of White was further
described in the following manner: Australian, Caucasian, Dutch, English,
and European American. Other descriptions that were used but not tied to a
general category of race or ethnicity were Israeli and Middle Eastern.

Other characteristics of sample included the finding that 419 of the 796
(53%) studies were university based, and minority-focused institutions (e.g.,
historically Black colleges and universities, Hispanic-serving institutions,
and tribal colleges) were almost absent (2%) from the population. One hun-
dred and fourteen studies (14%) had a specific focus on race or ethnicity (i.e.,
race or ethnicity was used in the analysis or description of results). Finally,
only 4% of studies indicated that there were international (non-U.S.) racial-
or ethnic-minority participants.

Comparison to Census Data

As shown in Table 3, we compared our data with the population percent-
ages from the U.S. Census (2002) for the same period to see how the racial
and ethnic makeup of counseling psychology research participants com-
pared to the racial and ethnic makeup of the U.S. population. This compari-
son is broad, given the different data sources and limitations to our data set
(i.e., many studies did not report race or ethnicity). In comparing the percent-
ages of research participants in each racial or ethnic category to average cen-
sus percentages over the same period, we found that Whites (78.2% vs.
73.8%), Asian/Pacific Islanders (5.8% vs. 3.3.%), and American Indians/
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TABLE 2: Racial and Ethnic Composition of Research Participants by Journal and in
Total

JCD JCP TCP Total

Racial/Ethnic
Classification Number % Number % Number % Number %

American Indian/
Alaskan Native 1,177 1.1 1,371 0.9 27 0.3 2,575 0.9

Asian/Pacific
Islander 5,350 4.9 10,156 6.5 434 5.5 15,940 5.8

Black 6,878 6.3 11,082 7.1 272 3.5 18,232 6.7
Hispanic 5,969 5.5 11,906 7.6 158 2.0 18,033 6.6
White 86,777 79.8 120,303 76.8 6,795 86.6 213,875 78.2
Multiracial/biracial 179 0.2 104 0.1 28 0.4 311 0.1
Other 2,456 2.3 1,821 1.2 130 1.7 4,407 1.6

NOTE: JCD = Journal of Counseling and Development; JCP = Journal of Counseling Psychol-
ogy; TCP = The Counseling Psychologist.
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Alaskan Natives (0.9% vs. 0.7%) were overrepresented and that Blacks
(6.7% vs. 12%) and Hispanics (6.6% vs. 10.2%) were underrepresented.

In our analysis of research-participant representation compared with the
U.S. Census, we separately considered only the studies with a specific racial
or ethnic focus, which have traditionally been the focus of content analyses in
counseling psychology research. Those studies may have focused entirely on
one racial or ethnic group or may have focused on several groups in the inter-
est of identifying between-group differences. Hispanics and Blacks were
underrepresented in those studies as well. The representation of Whites was
approximately equal to the census data, and American Indians and Asian/
Pacific Islanders were overrepresented compared with the census data. In
research studies that claimed no specific ethnic or racial focus, all groups
were underrepresented except for Whites, who were overrepresented,
comprising 82.7% of the study participants but only 73.8% of the population
in general. However, given that 53% of the studies that generated the research
population over this period used research participants drawn from universi-
ties, perhaps the overall U.S. population does not provide the most accurate
comparison. We generated some average values for racial and ethnic groups
in 4-year institutions of higher education from 1990 to 1999 (U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, 2002). We then compared these with counseling and
counseling psychology research participants from universities in our data.
Results indicated that Asian/Pacific Islanders (8.4% of the university-based
population in our study vs. 5.2% enrolled in universities) and Blacks (11.1%
vs. 9.5%) were overrepresented, whereas Hispanics (4.5% vs. 5.4%), Ameri-
can Indians (0.3% vs. 0.7%), and Whites (73.3% vs. 75%) were under-
represented in university-based research relative to their numbers at 4-year
universities.
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Table 3: Comparison of U.S. Census Data to Counseling Psychology Research Partici-
pants (1990-1999)

American Asian/
Indian/ Pacific
Alaskan Islander Black Hispanic White

Native (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

U.S. Census data 0.7 3.3 12.0 10.2 73.8
All studies classifying participants 0.9 5.8 6.7 6.6 78.2
Studies with racial/ethnic focus 1.3 7.9 6.6 9.0 73.2
Studies of the general population 0.4 2.9 6.5 3.3 82.7
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Research Designs and Focus

In regard to our hypotheses about research designs, 321 studies used
research participants where the research sample consisted of more than one
race or ethnicity. Of these studies, 50 (16%) had a racial or ethnic focus (i.e.,
race or ethnicity was a variable in data analysis), 288 (90%) were quantita-
tive, 90 (28%) were descriptive, 46 (14%) were race comparative, and 27
(8%) focused on pathology. Of the studies in which race or ethnicity was
reported, 107 used research participants who were identified as all members
of the same racial or ethnic group. In the majority of the studies that had only
one racial or ethnic group, the participants were identified as White (71 stud-
ies or 66%). Of this subgroup of research studies involving White partici-
pants, 13% specified a focus on ethnicity, the majority (83%) used quantita-
tive (vs. qualitative) analyses, 31 (44%) were descriptive studies in which no
variables were manipulated, and 15 (21%) focused on pathology (i.e., dis-
ease and abnormality) as opposed to normal functioning. In the other 36
(34%) studies in which the research participants were identified as being
members of a racial or ethnic group (other than White), all were focused on
examining aspects of race or ethnicity, all the studies were quantitative, 11
(31%) were descriptive, and 5 (14%) focused on pathology. Consequently,
research focused on racial or ethnic minorities was neither primarily
descriptive nor pathology focused, as was the case in past research reviews.

DISCUSSION

We set out to explore issues related to the reporting and use of race and
ethnicity in counseling and counseling psychology (as reflected by the
empirical research published in JCD, JCP, and TCP). Grounded by research,
theory, and professional advocacy regarding race and ethnicity, we generated
several hypotheses that were supported by the data.

Our first hypothesis was that race and ethnicity would be reported in a
broad manner with little elaboration or contextual information. However, this
hypothesis presupposed that race and ethnicity would be reported. This
turned out not to be the case, as race and/or ethnicity were often not reported
in counseling psychology journals (especially during the early 1990s). Many
studies simply did not report demographic characteristics. A typical state-
ment regarding the lack of demographic data was, “No age or racial data were
available for clients.” We found this to be an interesting (and passive) way to
explain the lack of information as “not available” rather than “not collected”
or perhaps “not considered important.” It is plausible to assume that there
was some awareness of the need to report demographic characteristics in
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general and awareness specifically of the need to attend to the issues in
reporting racial and ethnic information from 1990 to 1999 (e.g., Gelso et al.,
1988), so we were struck by the need to justify the exclusion of racial and eth-
nic information. These missing data (43% of empirical studies did not pro-
vide racial or ethnic data) make it difficult to understand the extent to which
racial and ethnic minorities were included in research populations and create
the impression of homogeneity in White research populations.

We did find that when race and ethnicity were reported, it was at very
broad levels with little elaboration or contextual information (e.g., genera-
tional status). In the early years of the study, it was common for authors to rel-
egate the race or ethnicity of participants (where not White) to an undifferen-
tiated “other” status or to imply this by statements such as “the sample was
mostly White.” By relegating racial or ethnic minorities to an “other” status,
White participants are assumed to be the default or universal ethnicity, and
other ethnicities are deviations from White. This can contribute to a
marginalizing, dehumanizing, racist, and stereotypical view of racial or eth-
nic minorities. The use of general terms made it difficult to understand who
the participants were and made the task of replicating research a daunting
one. For example, the use of generic terms (e.g., Asian, Hispanic, White) in
the literature made it difficult to differentiate U.S. citizens or natives from
recent immigrants or international populations. Although general terms were
commonly used, we rarely found ethnic or racial terms used that could be
considered blatantly offensive or outdated other than a reference to
“Orientals” instead of Asians, and in one article, biracial or multiracial par-
ticipants were referred to as “mixed.” Perhaps the uses of such blatantly nega-
tive terms were largely avoided because of guidelines in the APA Publication
Manual (2001) and editorial vigilance.

An interesting by-product of the use of general terms was that they were
used in a mutually exclusive manner. That is, given that individuals who iden-
tify with more than one race or ethnicity exist and identify themselves as
biracial- or multiracial/multiethnic in increasing numbers (Root, 1996), we
were surprised by the lack of participants who identified across multiple cate-
gories. As researchers did not indicate if they had given research participants
the option to identify across general racial or ethnic categories, we do not
know if this issue is one of identity (i.e., individuals chose to identify with
one race or ethnicity) or methodology (i.e., self-report demographic mea-
sures were structured in such a way that individuals were not allowed to
choose more than one race or ethnicity). It could be the case that the use of
discrete and mutually exclusive racial categories originate in racist systems
of classification such as hypodescent (also known as the one-drop rule),
where the race of an offspring of a mixed-race relationship was automatically
assigned to the race of lower social status (Root, 1996; Trimble et al., 2003).
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The studies that provided detailed demographic data relative to race and/
or ethnicity were the exception not the rule. Although the percentage of stud-
ies that reported the race and ethnicity of research participants increased over
the 10-year period (from 26% to 85%, see Table 1), by 1999, such reporting
was still not a universal or standardized practice. Our finding that the report-
ing of race and ethnicity became increasingly commonplace from 1990 to
1999 is complementary to the findings of Buboltz et al. (1999), who reported
that the rates of reporting ethnicity in JCP increased from 44% in 1990 to
92% in 1998. Our estimates were consistently lower than Buboltz et al.
because of the fact that we were strictly guided by the data in generating total
numbers of participants. For example, a study that reported the participants
were “mostly White” would have received credit in the Buboltz study for
having reported the race or ethnicity of participants (Buboltz, personal com-
munication, May 8, 2003), whereas in our study, this generic description pre-
vented us from calculating a total value as we chose not to estimate values for
terms such as mostly. Similarly, our findings were also complementary to
Munley et al. (2002) as we found that the percentage of studies reporting race
or ethnicity was lower than the percentage of studies reporting gender or age.

Although we found a similar trend toward reporting race and ethnicity, we
differ from the suggestion by Buboltz et al. (1999) that “perhaps this
[increase] reflects a greater awareness of multicultural issues among individ-
ual authors, the editors, and the discipline of counseling psychology” (p.
501). We contend that simply reporting race or ethnicity does not reflect a
greater awareness of multicultural issues per se (see Helms, 1994). For exam-
ple, in our review of the studies that reported race or ethnicity and did not
focus specifically on racial- or ethnic-minority issues, racial or ethnic minor-
ities comprised only 13% (see Table 3) of the samples. This low percentage
indicates that unless racial or ethnic minorities are the specific focus of inter-
est, they are included in smaller numbers in the counseling and counseling
psychology research population. Providing the data to document lack of
inclusion of racial or ethnic minorities in counseling research might be a first
step toward multicultural awareness, but much work remains to be done. We
also submit that reporting race or ethnicity is not an issue limited to multicul-
tural awareness; it is also a scientific issue (e.g., adequate subject specifica-
tion to permit replication and to specify the limits of generalization). We con-
tend that multicultural awareness and competence cannot be distinct and
separate from scientific competence.

Our aim was to create a racial and ethnic profile of the research partici-
pants in these journals and over this period. As we mentioned above, the lack
of this information and the overly general descriptors prevented us from cre-
ating a comprehensive profile of the research participants relative to race and
ethnicity. However, there are several examples of research articles that
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provided demographic characteristics of their research participants beyond
generic labels and that aided us in understanding the racial and ethnic charac-
teristics of the participants. For example, Leung, Ivey, and Suzuki (1994)
explicitly described the ethnic origin of Asian American research partici-
pants while also cross-tabulating ethnicity and gender:

A total of 149 students (52 men and 97 women) participated, . . . 43 Chinese (16
men and 28 women), 12 Filipino (7 men and 5 women), 21 Japanese (3 men
and 18 women). (p. 405)

They also specified the number of years the participants had resided in the
United States. Consequently, it was a straightforward process to categorize
participants by race, ethnicity, and gender.

Similarly, Abe and Zane (1990) provided information about the ethnicity
and generational status of some of their participants:

61 were White Americans (23 men and 38 women), 29 U.S. born Asian Ameri-
cans (9 men and 20 women), 46 foreign-born Asian Americans (26 men and 20
women). The composition of the Asian American sample included Chinese
(7), Japanese (13), Korean (24). . . . Among the U.S.-born Asian Americans,
45% were second generation, and 14% were third generation. (p. 439)

However, while providing ethnic information about Asian or Asian Ameri-
can participants, Abe and Zane neglected to report the ethnicity and genera-
tional status of White participants.

Gomez and Fassinger (1994) provided the 23 countries of origin of their
Latina subjects. Although the sample was not representative of the U.S.
Latina population (e.g., Mexican Americans were underrepresented in the
study), the study demonstrates the complexity and heterogeneity of the
generic term Latina. The authors also offered information on acculturation,
biculturalism, and race. Similarly, Sodowsky, Lai, and Plake (1991) identi-
fied the ethnic makeup of their Hispanic and Asian American participants
and reported the generation status of their sample:

Among the Hispanics, two thirds were Mexican Americans (N = 87), South
Americans and Central Americans (N = 21). . . . Among the Asian Americans,
five groups had approximately equal numbers of respondents: Asians from the
Indian subcontinent (N = 26), Chinese Americans (N = 24), Japanese Ameri-
cans (N = 24), Vietnamese (N = 24), and Koreans (N = 22). . . . Almost half of
the respondents (N = 133) were first-generation immigrants, [and] the number
of respondents for the second, third, and fourth generation were 65, 50, and 34.
(p. 197)
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Our second hypothesis was that the counseling and counseling psychol-
ogy research population would differ in racial and ethnic composition from
that of the U.S. population from 1990 to 1999. From data in our study, we can
see that African Americans, Hispanics, and Native Americans are
underrepresented in counseling and counseling psychology research relative
to their numbers in the U.S. population (all of whom are represented in stud-
ies without a racial or ethnic focus at less than half their numbers in the U.S.
population). Asian Americans have fared better overall (although they are
underrepresented in studies without a racial or ethnic focus), and Whites con-
tinue to be the group that has the largest representation, even in studies with a
racial or ethnic focus. In the future, when the race and ethnicity of research
participants is routinely reported, a more accurate comparison will be possi-
ble between counseling and counseling psychology and the external compar-
ison in question (e.g., the general population, university-based populations).

In our third hypothesis, we predicted a marginal increase in the number of
racial- and ethnic-minority-focused studies. Previously, Ponterotto (1988)
reported that from 1976 to 1986, only 6% of the articles focused on ethnic
and racial minorities in JCP, and Carter et al. (1998) found that from 1982 to
1991, 13.4% of empirical articles mentioned race or ethnicity in the subject
section, and 8.6% discussed racial-cultural issues in depth in JCP, JCD, and
JVB. Thus, our finding that 14% of the counseling and counseling psychol-
ogy research was focused on issues of race and ethnicity can be viewed as a
marginal increase relative to previous research. However, it is important to
add that Bernal et al. (2003) noted that less than 1% of the overall psychologi-
cal research during the 1990s (in PsychINFO) made reference to race or eth-
nicity at all. Thus, it seems that counseling and counseling psychology
research attend to issues of race and ethnicity at a far greater rate than does
psychology in general.

Finally, our last hypothesis was with respect to methodology, there would
be less of a focus on race-comparative, race-descriptive, and pathology-
based research designs when compared to previous reviews of racial- or
ethnic-minority-focused research. In terms of methodology, the findings
indicated continued progress relative to previous studies. As expected, we
found that the race-comparative research was limited to 14% of studies with
more than one racial or ethnic group represented. In research that stated a
specific racial or ethnic focus (i.e., race or ethnicity used as a variable in the
analysis of the data), the incidence of descriptive research was lower (31%)
than that of studies that only had one racial or ethnic group (44%). Given that
racial- and ethnic-focused research is often criticized for being mostly
descriptive (e.g., S. Sue, 1999), this was an interesting finding. Consistent
with counseling’s espoused focus on normal development, the incidence of
pathological focus was again lower for racial or ethnic minorities (14%) than
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for Whites (21%). The dominance of quantitative analyses and the accompa-
nying lack of qualitative research with racial or ethnic minorities were also of
interest, although some authors (i.e., Ponterotto, 2002; Ponterotto & Grieger,
1999) have predicted that qualitative research approaches (particularly in the
multicultural realm) will constitute the future or the fifth force of research in
psychology.

Limitations

Some limitations to this study should be noted. Our research did not
address those publications that did not use research participants yet may have
been focused on issues relevant to race and ethnicity. In particular, TCP has a
tradition of major contributions concerning issues of importance to the the-
ory, research, and practice of counseling, and often, these major contribu-
tions address issues related to race and ethnicity (e.g., Thompson & Neville,
1999). Readers are referred to Flores, Rooney, Heppner, Browne, and Wei
(1999) for an analysis of TCP’s major contributions.

Another limitation is the large amount of unreported race and ethnic data
in the counseling and counseling psychology research literature during the
10-year period. We were able to generate a profile of the racial and ethnic
characteristics for only 57% of the research participants. Consequently, our
profile must be interpreted with caution. If it were possible to classify the
unreported 43% of research participants, our racial and ethnic profile might
be dramatically different. Related to this point, while the U.S. Census
attempts to represent the entire population of the United States, individual
studies in counseling and counseling psychology may draw their participants
locally.

Finally, the construction of a racial and ethnic profile of the participants is
also related to sample size. Studies with a large number of participants con-
tribute more to a general profile than do single-case studies, and thus, a limi-
tation of this study is that not all studies contribute equally to the profile. At
the same time, large sample size is not necessarily related to a focus on race or
ethnicity. For example, a single case or dyadic study might be focused on
issues of race and ethnicity, whereas a large-scale study of several thousand
participants may include a diverse sample relative to race and ethnicity but
not focus on race and ethnicity at all. Consequently, studies such as those
conducted by Carter et al. (Carter, 1991; Carter et al. 1998) and Thompson
et al. (in press) are necessary to provide information on race and ethnicity
beyond numbers and representation, as these studies directly address the the-
oretical foundations and commitment of researchers to understanding race
and ethnicity in research.
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CONCLUSION

When the empirical counseling and counseling psychology literature rep-
resented by JCD, JCP, and TCP from 1990 to 1999 is considered, some
things stand out relative to race and ethnicity. On one hand, there seems to be
a lack of standard definitions and operationalization for the assessment and
categorization of race and ethnicity and a lack of inclusion of racial- or
ethnic-minority research participants. The current use of self-report demo-
graphic questionnaires is limiting in terms of the options offered to partici-
pants and does not address the salience, centrality, or meaning (e.g., Sellers,
Rowley, Chavous, Shelton, & Smith, 1997; Sellers, Smith, Shelton, Rowley,
& Chavous, 1998) of race or ethnicity to research participants. It might be
helpful for researchers to attempt to measure aspects of racial or ethnic iden-
tity or to investigate what these concepts mean to research participants. In
light of the extensive literature available examining the many facets of race
and ethnicity in the counseling literature (for examples of literature regarding
racial-identity development, see Cross & Vandiver, 2001; Helms, 1984,
1990, 1995, 1996; Helms & Cook, 1999; Thompson & Carter, 1997; Trimble
et al., 2003), it seems that empirical research in the three target journals from
1990 to 1999 did not fully reflect the conceptual and theoretical literature
regarding race and ethnicity.

On the other hand, the reporting of race and ethnicity became increasingly
more commonplace, and methodological concerns (e.g., the predominance
of the race-comparative approach), which were raised in the past, seem to
have been addressed. It is clear from an organizational standpoint that Divi-
sion 17 took a leadership role during this period with regard to multicultural
issues in general. We predict that the effects of this leadership will fully mate-
rialize in a future analysis of these journals.

In closing, we are reminded of the challenge implicit in Carter et al. (1998)
of finding complacency instead of commitment to the study of racial- and
ethnic-minority issues and the challenge made by Bernal et al. (2003) to
move away from simplistic categories of race and ethnicity and “towards the
development of constructs that reflect the true complexity of culture and eth-
nicity and its relationship to psychological phenomena” (p. 8). We look for-
ward to a similar review of counseling psychology research from 2000 to
2009, which we imagine will reflect an active engagement with issues related
to race and ethnicity; reflect more fully the demographic population of the
United States, including increased inclusion of racial or ethnic minorities;
and explicate aspects of White race and ethnicity.
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