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ABSTRACT

The author describes her success in repoting the
results of.-psychological evaiuations directly to the parents and
individuals involved, but notes that some of her colleagues fear that
such a practice might lead to misuse and misinterpretation. Her
survey of 137 school and clinical psychologists, with regard to their
practice of reporting test results to parents, adults and
adolescents, indicates that the great majority of those responding
rarely or never supply written reports. In addition, most rarely or
never repcort intelligence test results in:-terms of specific numbers
or give to those involved the same amount of information they would
give professional colleagues, either in written or verbal form..The
conclusion drawn is that many psychologists have interpreted the Code
of Ethics to mean withholding IQ scores. .The author suggests that
such a practice can be damaging and recommends a change in
psvchologists?! behavior. . {Author/TL)
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For meny vears it has been my practice to repozt xgsult:g of-
paychological evalustions divectly to the individuals teatgci'ih
terms much as I would repert them te anbtlier profezsional, This
hss been true of adolescents end admlté and parents of ybung‘
children. Perhaps this habit arcse fiom neceseity becsuse the
gchool district in which I worked for tea years would not periiit
& child to be placed in a special class unless the parents gave
permission, Getiing permiseion was not simple because the spécial
classes were in the oldest school in fhé dietrict and there Vi3 no
buging. If a child was to be transferred to a special class, thias
meant he feced a longer walk tl‘mn te o school.

You may be wondering if we ever managed to get pérmiésidii;f © The
answer iz yes, We failed only once and this was when & f£athé¥, who
was & locsl policeman wes aakeii to coms to sckool to discugs his
daughter's trensfer. He arrivé& :i..vt;xv:‘e:'b.é child's classroom the fext

morning before school began, put his gun on the teacher's dest and

- aopounced "My daughter is not going to special cless." The daugh-

ter dldn't go. We decided cousent wight be a little difficult to

get.
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In view of all the difficulties associated with tranzferring a
¢bild to special class in this district, I found that ope way to
cenvince the parents was to give them complete informatien. This
usually méant‘showing ther the test results end often testing the
child in front of them., It also included agreeing to retest the
e¢hild if the parents felt the original test was not am accurate re-
presentation of his ability and in additién promiging the parxents
I would vemove the child after six weeks if the child was not hap-
pier than in his regular ciass. Obviousiy'there was little room
for error with this kind of precedure and children were not recdﬁmend-
ed for special class unless the avaluation was extensive and all

: \,
other possibilities were exhausted. I mevey had to remove a child

after six weeks because the special claaa.mééch&ré'w&re'excelleéta
‘They made the clssses g0 rewmvding: fe! thp uhi]dzeu thet the parenta
were setfafied to have them remaim. .
Because of these experieneaa I h&vﬁ feir that reporting teéﬁimg
of evaluatione divectly to paremts & 4 imdividuals involved is desi—
rable. Discussions with other locel colleaguea indicated that mény
of them felt that reportimg results of evaluations might lead to.mis—
uﬁdaratanding-and misuse. The present s@k¢e§ was an attempt tovﬂeter-
mine what the practices of school and‘éiinical psychologists thﬁb@gh~
osut the United States might be with rggpeqt to reporting reaults of

paychologicael evaluations to the 1ndiviﬁuglé concerned. The‘suiygy

was conducted by mail and postmarks were used to determine the area
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in which the respondents 1ive§. Because those enswering were not
agked %o identify ihemselvee, it was not possible to determine the
representativecess of the sample. Questionnaizes were returned
from 137 psychologiste from_14_d1ffeze§t states, namely California,'axgﬁ
Connecticut, Coiora&o, Illinois, Minngéata; Nebraska, New Jersey,
Neﬁ Yoik, Nozxth Carolina, Ohio, Peﬁﬁ§§1vénia, Texas, Virginia end
the state of Washington. The greatest nuwbey of returns, 55% were
from New York State, with 23% coming frcﬁ;ﬁew York City.= The sgage
with the next largest percentagé wag Nebraska, with 11% of the gbﬁal.
O0f the respondents, 55% reported ﬁplding only one position.vw
28% of the group listed two positibns #pd-}?% listed three or mh?é;
61% of the sample indicated their-pfim&xf:bOS1tion was that of Qf:
-school pa&chologist. Psychologista-in‘prijate practice comprised
 the neks largeat group, namely 16% of-the'sample.
An analysis of the returnershowédf@ﬁgaiderable uniformity df%
.zegponse throughout the United Statgs,a;aifew significent differences
betweer Hew York State snd other mréam:t The questions asked are

o shewn dn Figure 1 and the ovarsll reauita}aza ghowa in Teble 1.

Plance Figure 1 sbout here

Placé Teble 1 sbout here
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As may be sesn. 86% of those respending zarely or never report
intelligence test results in terms of specific avmbers to adults or
adolescente evaluated or ¢« arents of children eveluated, snd 8S%

rarely or never give written reports :of psycholopical evaluations

to adults or sdclescents evaluated or to parente of children evaluated.

Beceuse 8o few psychologiste indicate they supplied written
reports, question 3 whieh inquires szbout written reports is not parti~
cularly maﬁingful. An snalysis of the respénses €rom the 22 psycho~
logists who saild they give written reports zlmost always oz fa:L'rly.
eften, ghowed that 507 or just 11 of the 137 psychologists replyimg
gsva the same smount of information :mvw.miéttan zepozts to adults oz
adolegcencs or. to pa;trm:s of children evalusted as thay do in written
Teports to other prafescimls‘

Iz angwer £ qmsstio;a 4, 531% indicatéd that they rarely or nover
include in verbal zeporta givem to imdividuals evsluated the ame
apount of Informetion they would give ‘::c» Phwe . o8iunsil c@llgaguaa.

. Only en this qusstion did psychologizts fm New York State differ
from thoee ina othexr pawta of the mgn&rj. 592 of the New Yorkers
-.lrm.’ély or never include imformation cbmp&ted to only 387 from other
parts ©f the United States.

In ordex to demminé whethar the type of settimg in which

peyehologiasts work fufluemces thelr behaviocr in reporting, the 50
peyehologists who worked only in the schopls were compared with tha
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48 psychologists who worlad full #ime in private prectice or who
combined private prectice with another position. The results

gshown in Tgble 2 indicate that there were gignificent differences,

Place Tahie 2 aiimﬁt here

between tha two gm@s rarging f£rom the .00L to the .05 level omn
queation@ 1l and 2. Significantly more paychologiste in private
practice, 27% compared to only 2 %o ?Z. of those ;!.za-th'e gchools
almost always or fairly often reported .mﬁglugaﬂce test results
in termz of specific mumbers to adults, adolescents and parents
of children evsluated. Significantly more of the psychologisis im

Private practice alimoat always' ox fc.iéiy often gave written repores

 to adults, adolescents or parents of children evaiuated; 20 to 34%

(°.mnl:wn:euc1‘j to 4 to 6% of the schesl 'na?“’:holosi;ts.
L were vo aignificant differences .bemeen éhe Eroups On

questions 3.and 4. The vesults showed thas 42% of the school
psychologists end 45% of the"éaychoicgia“:ﬁ in pxivéte practice
would :lné].,ﬁdgein verbal reports to the 1@1»;1:1@13 iavolved the
same amount of information they would Qﬂv:a o othel profossionels.
On the whole i_t' would appear chat:"i_w_'é‘rkﬂng ir private practice uay
induce psycholegists to report IQ; 1&1‘@@&1@: n@ban and to giva-an
written zeports to the sxndiviéué&é»; involwss more often, but it

ehould be remembered thet the wajority of che grouwp does mot do this.
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On the vwhole results of the survey suggest that many psychologists -

have interpreted the Code of Ethics to mean that results, and
particularly speciiic IQs should be withheld from the individuals
involved.

Many of those who answecred, expressed concern that glving
regsulis to parents and individuasls evaluated will lead to misuse,
misinterpretation and-be upsetting, 1t would seém tixat a3 lomyg as
comparisions of any sort are made among pacple, whether it be in.
the selection of athletes, beauty‘queans or merit scholazship win—
ners, the means of sglectionr will be misinterpreted, misused and
upaetting to some involved. Although the desire to avoid misin-
terpratatiocn of the reaults is a laudable one, the "2 ic : seems
to imply = basiec distrust of those who come to us for help. It
suggests thet we and our colleagues aze g§o aupeﬂbr that we must
deternine what is good for the individual rathexr than permitting
the findividval to use the re#uln:s we obtain to determine his owa
walfare.

Experience with parentz of children who are brought to the

e T

Hofstra Peychological Evaluation 'Center, vhere we do give reports
and IQs complete with exblantory charts, shows that maay of them
feel bitter about previoué- experiences with paycholog:lsté who
denied them reports vhen requested. Many parents staﬁ:e in advance
t‘ney will pot come 1f they .do not ggt é repora:.' Ou:hes:;, aaéming
reports will ot be given, come to the conferent;.e amed wiﬂ\ tapé’ v'
recorders oOF atenpgraphgts notebooks. Sone héve told as a:hey_ had

cbteined. reports from paycholbgigt,s‘é_..;throught the ruse of having the

~n
0
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report sent to the family physician who turmed it over to them.

Does the psychologlst in .h:ls attempt to protect the individual
from bimselZ, really help the individual or does he give rise to a
different soxrt of misiﬁterpretation; An exemple of the upset that
withholding information can generate was demonstxated by en educa-
tion student who came up after class one day o ask advice about
her child. She said she had him tested by & local psychologist
who, after verbally iaterpreting hhe vesults, cafused te give her
& repoxt or a specific IQ for the child. He bffered to send the
results to the child's teacher. When the parent pointed out that
she was a teacher too, the psychologist repiied he could rot 'givé-'
her the reaults because she would become too upset. Whether. the '
peychelogist aaid ahis, I don'¢ know, but I do lmow that the mman
vas & lot more upsat by the withholding of . the 1nfomatien and .
stated phe felt the paychologist waa -:aathical ® thas:. gbe would
have been by whatover the :eport would include.

What doez this kind of behavior do to tha field of psycholc-a'y
in the ayes of the public? Iz it sensible to witbhold information
gbout the IQ when the publishing fleld is flooded with books om
“how to raise your chiid's IQ.” Oxne of our amineat psychélogista,
Dr. Dysenck, has published a peperback callad "Know Your Owm IQ"
(Ey=zenck, 1962) which is avallable on the newsstends in England.
With this book anycne cen ssmple his cwn IQ by taking ome o.f the
aight 1Q tests supplied in the back of the bock, aleong with the

T S ke i o
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answers. It would sppear that the time has come for psychologists
to consider a change in their behavicr with rvespect to reporting

resulte of psychologizal evaluations to the individuals involved.
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The Survey
1,My gereral prxactice iz to report intelligence test xesults mf din terms of specific
numbers to:
a.adults evaluated
b.adolescents evaluated
c.pe.rent's of children gva:_lqgtgd

2.My g~peral procedure is to give a written report of the evalustion to:
&.8dults evalusted
b.adolescents evaluated
c.paz‘ents of chﬂ.dren evaluated

3.My genersl procedure is to fnclude in m-icten reports given to individuals,the
sane information I would give to a professional colleague. I would explain the
waterial in terms that the individual would understend,but 1€ I indicated a
c¢hild was brain damsged in a report to a colleague X muld use this term with
the parents of the child. If I stated that an adult was paranoid in a rzeport
to & colleagues I would tell the adult thet this label m:l.ght be applied to him
by society because of the way he vas acting \

4.My general ptocaduxe is to include :ln verbal reports g:l.ven to imdividuals the
same information I would give to a professional colleag\se ) as outl:u.ned in
question 3 above. - S

Reeules
Table l.Regponses of the Tof;n‘ Sample N8137
Alwoat Fairly rarely never totalﬂ *no one answered all questions
always often . so the totel varies
ia - 6% 8% 31% | 55% 121 R E ‘ :
1b 6 3 - 31 55 131 fall zresults are in percentagas |
lec 7 5 37 51 134 except the totals.which ind:!.cate_
: C number respondiog :
2a 6 6 25 63 112
2b 4 5 19 72 1244
2e 9 5 2t 58 136
g 7 11 33 49 128}
22 27 30 ya 128
Table 2. Responses of those who - Table 3.Responeges of these im full ov
, wozk only dn the schools =il part time private practice N=48 :
almoet fairly raraly neverj|totul almost fairly rarely nmever totall . -
always oiten , always ofiten o I S
|1a] 32 3% 29% 722 || 3¢ |. paf 1% 162 35% 367 37
(bt 4 3 . 29 65 || 42 .| pb 10 37 . .35 38 40
e 2 - B 41 $7 -48 f--fe i5 i2 o 35 38 . 39
fee] &' . ? 89 |- 29 ~Ral 12 16 .23 49 391 .
|2b .5 . 3 90 ||.38 ] .kb! 7 13 .. 18 62 LU
12| 3 3 12 82 || 40.1 j2¢ 22 12 . 28 41 41 |
431 3 .10 24 63 &% 13 ) 13 16 .. 24 47 38 | -
44 1 13 -.28 31 .28 _ A6} 28 17 .. 30 25 40 §




