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ABSTRACT o ’ :
- In order to compare the practice of school psychology
. by doctoral and nondoctoral practitioners, the National 'School

Psychology Questionnaire was sent to a nat1onﬁ1de, random sample of
practicing school psgchologzsts employed in public school sett1ngs.

Responses from 869 school psycholog1sts (142 doctoral practitioners

and 727 nondoctoral practitioners) were analyzed. Minimal. gender

dxfferences were noted Doctoral school psycholog1sts tended to séend
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practlt:oners, indicated less time in :ntellectuai assessment and

more time in personal:tycassessment parent counsei:ng* and research:

" Both groups wanted to redhce ‘the amount of t:me spent in assessment;

act1v1t1es, program deVelopment inservice act1v1t1es, and research
and consultat1on Doctoral school psycholog1sts rated their_

nondoctoral school psychologxsts. Overall the results 1nd1cated ‘more © -

similarities than d1fferences in funct1on1ng\between the two groups. N
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. In ﬁrd01 to compare thc prqctice of uchooi psycholofry by doctorai
Il . g - ] """""" )

' " and nondoctorﬁl pﬁnc§itioncrs; the Natioqai ochool Psychology

Questionnairg Was sent ta nationwlde,. random sampie of -
practieing schodl: psychologists employed in public school settings.
‘Responses from 869 schsol‘psychoiogists’z142 doctoral pf&@titiahegs
and 727 andoctoral. practitioners) were analyzed. Miniml gender

difféféﬁééi were noted in the practlce of school psychoiogy N

Doctoral school puychologlqtu, as compared to nondoctoral school

LR,

x o pgycholvﬁizts teﬁééa to spend more time with Junlor and senior

students and students with behavioratl problems and

S N U €
;1eSS time with-méntally retdrded students: With Tregard to
,d

z profesqlonal act1v1t1es, doctqma}\levei practltloners indicated

high scho

Inservice activities, research anaﬂconsultatlon. »Doctoral school

.

psycholagists rated their competencies in each professional activity,

at a higher level thap nondoctoral school psychologists. Overall .

- ~ . .7' _ _ -~ - ;.—_’
the results indicate more éiﬁiléfitiés than differences in
functioning between the two gRoups. * The implications of these

- Eééﬁi%éifér the future practlce of scﬁddi psychoiaé& are discussed.

i ~
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ﬁ@ctoﬁqi und Nondoctoral School Psycholopists:

 Differences und Similartties -

- Y

The present”status 'and future of school psychology have been
discussed extensively at the Spring Hill Symposium; the Olympia
Conference and elstwhere (e:.g: Bardon; 1982; Kratochwill; 1982

Phillips; 1981). ﬁﬁ&%ﬁ'iﬁé issues raised has been the entry level

for the practice-of school psychology. This issue received
‘ o .

rencwed attention recently as Bafdon{ 1983) supported a nondoctoral

[}/definition and name for the current &6Ei6§5i'é§ééih1t&; Central

y b . b ' -

“ to this debate is whether doctoral and nondoctorgl school
psychologists practice in a different aaﬁﬁéfﬂ

] Although many studies of school psychologists have been
completed (e.g. Fairchild, 1974; Goh, Teslow & Fuller, 1981;

Lacayo, Sherwood & Morris, 1981; Meacham & Peckham, 1978), none

has focused on this issue in a comprehensive manner. Subjects

for these studies usually have been selected on the basis of

" professional memberships and gaﬁp1é sizes have been small or
_ vegional in nature:

Therefore, the present study was' designed to examine the

each exceptionality), ages of children served, professional

activities (actual and desired times in each) and perceived

7’
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competencies in the profcssional activities.

L " Method

p”ychoiOVIﬂT mho hdd p cviously-completed t@c NatiOnal School
Psychoiogy Qnestlonnairc (NSPQ). édnsequenﬁiy} samﬁ;iﬁé procedures
are briefly described hore and are presented in grea%éf detail
eluewhere (omtth, 1983) |

SubJects were.seiected randomly from the 1981 82 state
debartment of fducat1on orrlocal school district listings of 5
carrently employed school ﬁsyéhoicgists. For those states lacking

such lists, membership lists of* state school psychology organizations

were used. If these were not available, the meggershlp list of

the National Aééééiétibh of* School Psychologists (NASP) was used:

”}j:'.

‘Membership lists accounted for less than 25% of the sample:

d The National School Psychology Questionnalre (NSPQ) was sentl/‘ﬁ\b
to 1,982 schobdl psyéhdldgiélf'represénting-a‘random sample of 15%
of school psychblogists identified as previously described.

. Responses were rece1ved from 962 1nd1viduals for a return rate of

49%.  Only quest1onna1res from currently practicing school
puycholog1o€§§were used 1n data-analysis (N = 869) ;
Respondents to the NSPQ had 8.1%4 years of school psychology -

ékﬁéfiéhéé and 2.81 yéars of teaching éiﬁéfiéﬁéé: Mean age was
. [

B 38.7 for the sample. Characteristics of the subjects by level of
‘training and gender are presented in Table 1. ' : .

Y } - . . _ -
s
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1hiéft Tﬁble 1 about horc
Results Eﬁd,ﬁiScﬁééiéﬁ . ‘
) T Rcaultv of thc N°PQ were anﬁlyzed using a series of 2 x2

;éﬁélyée* of Vé*iﬁhbé for unbalanced design§ with level of training

(doctoral nondoctoral) dnd gcnder (male, female) as indqpendcnt

varlables and questlonnaire items as dependent variables. ﬂost
R o .
hoc comparisons utilized the protected t-test procedure (Cbuéh,

\

v

1982 ).~ °
No significant differences were indicated in the number of

students ;served per year (mean of 167) or in the school psychologist

.

5 tg student ratio (mean of 1:2305). S : \\ .
- s * Student exccptlonalltles (actual) )
DOctoral as compared to nondoctorat school psychologlsts
) < B iﬁdiééted;Sighificantly~more tlme SerVIng;StUdentS w1th behav1orai; -
disorders with F (1, 817) = 21:49; p < :001 and significantly less
; ‘time serving mentally retgrded students with F (1, 816) = 6.09;.
r p < .001. Main effeets based on gender and 1nteract10n effects
N .
’ %gife not significant. In addition; there were 'fio signiflcant
aifferencés in time spent with the other seven categorles of 7
¢ "students. Results by level of training and gender are presented
in Table 2.
e e — e -
(__ ‘ Insert Table 2 about here S
_______ pelilmmooSo=o=oie- ; 7
” Y ¢
. “\ \ - - i
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\ . ' :




Doctornl und Hondactora
=
It éﬁéﬁid be hdtéd;théggbquivuicnt times are snén%_ﬁiﬁﬂ the
rener rat "éﬁbéi populuti?n, the learning disabled, the gifted and
%élented; students with Sensory disorder , the phygically

hundICﬂppcd and studcnt wilh speéch disorders. Tt

groups of practxtioners (doctoral and nondoctoral) are
{

‘similar in the amounts of time devoted to various student

'éxceﬁﬁiéﬁiiiiieéf The differences in actual time spent with

various types of students are relatlvely smal&iand are restricted

to oniy two capegories of students: the mentally retarded and
. v

those with Béﬁéﬁiéréildiédrders. 4

j

./

Several significart differences were indicated in the
percentage of time t'h’e"praétitibnérg"Wo_u}d iike to spend with
students. Doctoral as compargd to nondoctoral and female as
compared to male school psychologists indicafed significantly more
time desired in serving students with behavioral disorders with

2:02;, p < .04

F (1, 753) = 25.79, b < 001 and F (1 753)

respectxvely and 31gn1flcantly less time with the general-” school

. population with F (1, 757) = 3.65, p < .001 and F (1; 757) = 5.53,

p < :0D1 réébéétively;' Interaction effects were not signiflcant

In &dditiéﬁ; doctoral as compared to nondoctoral pract1tioners
indicated less time desired with mentally retarded sfudents with-
F (1' 758 = 6.89, p < .661. Male as ééﬁﬁ&red to female school

psychologists indicated Iess‘time desired thhistudents with .

Y

o
Dewenr®
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upCCLh dlsorders with F (1, 758) = 3.50, p < .001. No significant
dllferenccs by level of tralning or gender with the other categories

of students and no significant interaction effccts were present.

Results by level of training and gender are presented.in Table 3.

With the exception of the gender differences; “thispattern of |

results is similar to the pattern for actual times and suggests
iiich similarity between doctorai and nondoctbréi bractitiéﬁéré;

Again the maJor dlfferences nre conflned to the behavioral disorders

: .
o

arid mental retardation categorles, with the dlfferences in the 7 <

range of 4% te 10%. Although gender and 1eve1 of training
dlfferenceg were present for the generai ééﬁééi popuiatmon, an s
examination of Table 3 1pdicates this was pr1mar11y the result of
feéaie;_docterai.ievei eehéei 5§§§§§16éiét§e&é§iriﬁg to spend 16%
of their time with this'éreuﬁ as compared t6:é§§§6iiﬁétéf§_22% for

the other groups. It appears that female; doctorat practitioners

_ would balanCe thls’Fy spendlng more time with behavioral problem

.

children. The reaéon fbr this dlfference is not - ciear. Time with
é.J . .

other categorles‘among the four groups is quxte.cqnsisteht;

-

A compar;son of actual and dééiréa tiﬁéé spent With P

i-"

_ exceptional Btﬁdents reveals identicai patterns for the school

psychologiéts. chardles%\pf 1e€§% of training or gender there

is a dcsire to increase inveivement with ‘the regular school

A
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populdtion, “Ludcntn wi1h bohaviordl problcma, giftcd und talénted

students; Lhc phy'icnlly hundiédppéd studcnts with - )ensory di order .

and stﬁdénts w1th spéeéh disorders. Involvemcnt w1th the latteri_f~~
ke : g

psychologist!s time. Although reduc&lonu are indlcated in tlme v
‘ ».(‘ .

- Epent with lcarnlng disabled: and mentally retarded °tudenta
e g

time both pfésently and desired is devoted té the général séhddl

o

poputation; studéhts with behavioral problens and the learning
:l disabied w1th the greatest desired increase concentrated 1n serv1ce

to td% general schoo] population (w1th the exception of female,

o doctoral school psychologlsts). .

1 t ‘
- Student ages e , T .

e ;”;7”; i,,, - -8 ' S f\'
Some differences in age groupings of students are revealed. -

1l
L.

Significant main.effects for gender with F (1, 858) = 3.68,
, p < .003 and significant interaction effects with F (1, 858) =
‘ , _ -
8:24; p ).001 Were_obtalnegifdr_séeréé to présChddl;studénts.

x male; doctoral level and female, nondoctoral level school b
Do psychologists \ At the elementary level s1gn1f1Eﬁnt main effects
< 3 for ‘level of training with F (1, 853) 6.48— p < .001 and”
o 9 signlflcant 1nteract10n effects with F. (1, é533‘572.38;_p q ;bz;
were rioted. - Post hoe comparisons indicated theat femal

P . .
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, w ! Doctoral and Nondocto1)1
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,Cfru/‘ - nondocoral brd&iiﬁﬁoher ,pnnt significantly more time with tﬁééé§
- ‘, 'Y ~
i S students than mile and female doctoral pxactitionvru. At the

junior high lcvol significant main effects for tevel of trainf%
werc .noted ﬁi%h F (1, 854) = 3:20; p < .002 with doctoral

~»—pxactltlonnrr devoting more time to this group:. At the senior -’

L)

high 1eve1 31gnlflcant main effect" for bofﬁ level of training .

- and' gender were indicated with F (;I:BJt) 4.51, p < ;001 and"
F (1, 854) = 2:13; p < :04 respectively: Boétégf? practitioners

and nale practltliyers deyoted more time to thig group than did

@he‘nondoctoral dpd\female.groups. Results by 1evel of trainlng
" and”gender are reported in Table 4: *r '

o

~—— TInsert Table 4 about here

iii four éroﬁis &éroie‘iﬁé ﬁosﬁ time to the éléﬁéhtéfy age
,,,,,,, ' /
student, foliowed by the junior hlgh poqg?ﬁtion, the senior hlgh

‘ populatlon and the preschool popuiatlon. &his rank order of time -

‘i"Y;v compares favorabiy with a ﬁrévious study (Goh Tes;pw Fuller,

O 198i) in Which 88ﬁ of the sch001 psychologists surveyed’indlcated

C

they "always" or "often" worked W1th eiementary studen{s followed'
y by Junxor high, senior hlgh and-pfeschool students. o

- i
‘ ‘*r*aifsyehoioglsts devote 46 to 427 of their time to the combined

§ oo i . 3unior/ senior h:gh popuiatlon, whcreas nondoctoral 1eve1 school

é : £

.
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. poycholopists a&&aﬁa 32% to 354 of thelr timé to this Croﬂpihﬁ;

. F A

Thus; doctoral deCtIt]OHﬁr" may be respduding fo tho tncreu)nd

o ,;:

éhﬁhﬁéié §$&6¢ piaccd on. the needs’ of adoiov ents ¥ At the ame

g

time this res ult may lelatc to the doctoral ievei uChOOl R

3psycholorxst prefercnce° for working with stuéfnts w1th

7; behaV1ora1 difficulties as this categsly of éxceptlonallty has

'increased'at the Junior/senxorrhxgh'ievelrwith the implementatloh

PTDfEéSIQinrﬂnilﬂlilﬂs (actuai)

'\ .
'An analySIS of actnal professional act1v1t1e° by general area

v

Al

'(interventlon, consuitation, assessment, research) revealed 1itt1e_

dlffereHCe hetween doctorai and nondoctoral practitiénersr f}me
devoted ‘to intervention and consul tation was s1m11ar (23% and 18%
reOpsctiveiy) ;asseusment comprlsed the greatest amount of t1me
(approx1mate1y 534) P SIgnIflcant 1nteraction effects with F (1

702) 2 i@, P < 64 1nd1cated that female; nondoctoral level

school psychologxsts spent more t1me in assessment than male,

B
RN L

C nondoctoral Tevel school psychologlstﬁ.J Although doctoral as

m“,

,compared to. nondoctoral prac+1tloners indlcated more time in

[N

 rgsearch with F (1, 761) 4 22, p < .001, 1eso than 3% of the:”

time was‘devoted to thls act1v1ty S ' . ﬁ:

4 . ;

oa
S

i

S 4



ql

;.gender ate presented in’ Table 5.

T Doctoral und Noendsctoral
. - 1

s

: - Y
trdininp wozc indicated for intcllpctual assessment thh F (1, 618)

= 4.93, p < éél and personality asoessmdpt with F (1, 616) 23.45,

p <*.00L1. Sehool psychologi"ts with doctoral degreeu indicated_thcy
' -7

performicd 31gnificant1y'le s 1ntel]ectual assessment and »ignificantly
~

more personality assessment than their nondoctoral colleaaues ‘In.

' the 1nterVention area,'significant main effects for 1evel of

training with F (l 6563 9.00, p <" OOl’and signifiggpt

1nteractlon effects with F (l 659) 2. 92, p < .01 were indicated /ﬁ~

for counseling poreqts;— The post hOc comporisons 1nd1cat0d that "

female, doctorai ievei'school psychologists did more paregt .

counsellng than female, nondoctoral*practitioners.’ iﬁ the afeé:of

R _,'
' o,

:conshltation, gnificant main effects were present for gender only

varlables with F (1, 619) 3. 29, p < 01 and F (L, :619) -7 2« 8:;,

L .

p.<\\Ol respectively Mhle school psychologists performed more

administrative consultation and female 'chool psychologlsts

‘ devoted more time to inservlce act1v1ties

Lt

Results for professional activities by level of tralning and

-

t
. SRR

S

e

Onceiagain there seem to besmore similarxties than dIfferences

o
2

'Tin the allocatlon of time to various professionai activities. The:

differences that do exist however, are prImarily based on 1eve1 of :

' . ‘,.. .",\‘ A ‘.- : e

s
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l'

,of school psvcholofy by‘doctoral practitioneru gLess time is

dévoted  to intelléctual asscssment (227 vs. ' 26%) and more time is
devoted to pérSdnaiity assessment (13% vs. 8%) by the doctoral
level school psychologlsts This emphasis on personaiity

related to the preference of doctoral level schcbi psychologists

to spend more time with students w1th behavioral problems.

/

The-Bbtained differences in parent counseling, administratlve '

consultation and 1nserv1ce act1v1t1es, although stat1st1ca11y

fs1gn1ficant, suggest rio practical differences in functioning The

afiount of time deVoted to each activity by each group is iess than

The rank order of act1v1ties from most time to least t1me is

ssessii ent, intervention, consultation and research: This ranking

joudl

is the same regardless of 1evel of training or gender. For all

groups assessment comprises over 50%.;of the tlme and research

i P

' Vconsumes 2% or less of the practitioner s time: Numerous survéys

assesstient is the activity receiv1ng the greatest amount of time
from school ps ychologists. Thelgresent study cilearly indicates

that level of training io not Itiatcd to the overall time devotcd

. to assessment and has only a ndnimﬂi rciationship to distribut1on

Lol
[N
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of time in othet détiViti}S.

Profcssional activitics (desircd) . -
. *

Similarities are again noted ia the way;adétoraiﬁanai._#
nondoctoral practltioners would 11Pe to spend their time. There )
L e
L & -
were no olgnlfiCdnt main effects due to 1eVe1 of tralnlng or Fénder‘“\

“4in intervention énd consultation. Slgnlflcant maln effects for

level of tféining and gender were indicated for asséssment with

L

F (1; 666) = 2.26;, p < .03 and F (1,7666) = 2.26; p < .03 |
; .

"

respectively. The doctoral and mile groups indicated less time

for asséssméﬁijthaﬁ did the nondoctoral and female groups
respectively. Doctoral as compared to nondoctoral School

psychologists indicated a preference for more involvement in_

=  research with F (1, 667) = 6.23,-p < .00L.

An analys1s of the spe01flc activities comprlsing assessment,

P
. :1_,“
<

) 1ntervent10n and consultation revealed several dlfferences. iﬁ,
thé area QfVQQSéééméﬁt; élEﬁlfid@ﬁt‘mﬁln éfféCtS for 16?61 of
‘training were indicated for intellectual assessment with F (1, 573)

_ :Sné.ié, p < 05, for personallty assessmerit with F (1; 571) = 6:10,

y = "p’ < .001, for student pbservation before testing with F (1; 611) =
3.15, p < .0l and for student observation after testing with F
(1, 614) = 2.97, p < .0l. Doctoral level school psychologists
indicatcd a preference for less fntellectual assessment, more
personality assessment and less student observation as compared to
nondoectoral ‘level u-.,hool p sycholopists. There were no significnntr

* )

)
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: _° Doctoral @nd Nondoctoral

1%
R ; -
“main effccts for gcndcr or ﬂignlfitht 1nterdct10n offects ih.

the interventiion aréa,‘ﬁlghiflcantvmaln éffocts fdr léVél of

it

trainihg Wére 1ndlcatcd in progrqm dovelopmcnt with F (1 582)

: é.é@, P <; 0) and °1gn1flcant maln effects for level of tralnlng

and gender as;well as 1nteract10n effccts,were 1nd1cated for

& - v

parent counseling with F (i, 618) = 3.94, p < .001, F (1, 618)

il

-

3.9, p < .00L and F (1, 618) = 7.38, v < .00l respectively.

Doctoral level sphool psychologists indicated more timé in prograri

N

_development and female, doctoral level school psychologists

-

indicated they would like to devyg: more time to parent counseling

than the other groups. In the aree of édnsuitét{dn, significant

Rl

main effectu for level "of trainlng with F (1, 615) é.éi, p < .ool
and-gender with Fr(l; 615) = 3.01, p < .01 were: indicated for .
inservice actf;itiés. Doctoral level school psychologists -and
female school psyc&g}ogis?s indicated a greater emphasis in this
arca as compared to thie other groups. ) | .
Results for professional aétivities (desired) by level of
training and gender are presented in Table 6. o -

- . . . —

- - -
- ———— - —— ——— > s o o S S

Thede results clearly indicate differenées 1h héﬁ the 'school
puychologiﬂta would 11ke to practice with doctoral prnctitloners
differing from nondoctorql p’r'a'ctitioneru in ubout 50% of  the

spocific nctlvitles compriuinﬁ nssossment; intervention and

5y
g |

&1

3
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consultation. Aﬁ&iﬁ3tﬁé percentage aifferences"gic.mddést,but the
patiern of results é&ggéété croater diffcrences in functioning than -
previously noted: The pattern suggests a more clinical approach to
school psycholopy by doctoral pracitioners as evidenced by less
iﬁieiiectuai asséssment; ;8§é'§éfébﬁaii£y assessment, iésslstpdent
observation, mpre parent counseling, more program development and
moré ‘inservice activities as compared ts nondoctoral practitiénérs.

The source for this difference may be the training of the
ébhddi.psychoioéié%é: Often doctoral training ithiVés a greater
emphasis on clinical skiiis and more practicum and ihterg§hip> |

; .
experience in clinical settings._ For example, édctprai 5rogr§ms
often require a one yéar' 4nternship which is usually. everiiij
divided bebween public schools and clinical settings, whereas
practicum experiences are usually Wéightéﬁ-toward more public
ééﬁaai'éipéfiéﬁéé;

The gender differences which ‘occurred are minimal and do not
seem to reflect practical aifferences in functioning:  In addition,
they generally occurred in combination with stronger degree effects.

It should be noted that both doctoral and nondoctoral sehool
psychologists are in agreement with the'aifeétiéﬁ of change in
the allocation of time to professional activities:. Both groups
desirs reductions in dssesement, report writing and time in child®
study meetings. At the same time’tﬁey desire Incrcases in student

observation, counscling activities (students; parents; teachers ),

-



»

16
program devo1opment inservice actlvitlcs, research andi%onsultdtlon
» o

(teacher; parent; adminis trdtive) The Percent of tiisc the two

&

groups wouid devote to these; activities does vary io some extent

and suggests a more ctinical or1entatlon to. school poychology by

'

the doctoral practxtlonerS* The dlfferences in perccntage of tlme

the préctitiohers wouid devote to these act1v1t§es' ﬁ1though
i

statistically sngIfIcant, are rather sma11 and range from lm\to

4%. The overaii pattern of resuits, however, suggests less

agreement between’thé two groups 'as compared to their actual.
3o .
professional actIVItIes.- Thus; it appears that the tWwo groups

.might practlce schooi psychology dxfferently if they were able to

strzcture the roie as they wouiéfiike

Perceived competehcies in professional activities ¢

PartIprants‘Indicated their perce1ved coipetencies in the~

specifIc act1v1t1es comprising assessment 1nterventlon and

,consultatton us1ng a seven p01nt LiRert type skale rgnglng from 1

o~

(iow competency§ to 7 (hlgh competency).

‘assessment; intervention and. consiultation and significant main
C.

effects for gender were indicated on competencies in intellectual

T TS
\ Doctoral and Nondoctoral .

J

.

.
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in all arcus at a higheg level than nondoctoral level sehicol
ﬁsychélégiéis; Male school peychologists perceived their
, .

ébh@étéﬁéiéé at a higher-ievel than female school psychologists in
personality ass csvmcnt and student ébﬁhSélihg Wheredeéfémaie

school psychologists rated their ébﬁﬁétéhéiés hipgher in student

\ observation before te sting. Réé&ite of -the ‘analyses df variaECé

K

.

\’ﬁ.

The clear pattern that emerges from these results is thét
doctoral }evel school psychoiogists rate their competen01eé on a
hlgher level than nondoctoral practltloners. Slgniflcant
differences (p < 661) in competency rating by 1eve1 of tralning

Béfé indicated on eachjprofessional activity, whereas such
differences by gender were ﬁbtéa on only one activity, sfuaéﬁ%
observation before féétihg. There were no significant interactlon

effects , i AI

activitics. The morc competent an individual pereeiﬁéé,ﬁir

her skills in a particular activity, the fiore 1ike1y the




Doctoral and londoetoral

—

1HQIVIdUdl would bé to engage in thooe act1v1tlcs At the same

time continudd use,of»skills in a pagklcular;act1v1ty may well

lead to higher levels of perceived competency. Thue, perceived

" competency ﬁny be poqrtlvely related to time. dévoted to opec1flc

‘ Y
to each profe951ona; actIVIty ,These results are presented in

Table 9 by level of training and gender.
. : ke

: .
—-T'_—————-.-—_———V- ———————————
e Insert Table 9 about here
e ez v
1

- f1though a number of ététieﬁjcéliy'éignificént.correiations’ =

.- -
are reported in Tabte 9; many of them appear to have mlnimal

practlcai sxgnxfxcance ' Therefore, only correlations greater

practItIonero

practitioners a
r

relationships between competency ratings and percent of time

J

-

devoted to an activity. - : T ' }

v

For the doctoral school psychologist, competency ratings are
at a higher level thén;nondoctorai échooi psycholoéiété; In

additxon, the relationship between perceived competency and
# N

nondoctoral ¢

a

o
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- : For the nondoctorual ﬁféﬁﬁ percent 6f time dé@btéa to a number
. of profecsional dCthItlEQ is p0>1tive1y retated to perceived k
competency; The morc time'devqted to an activity; the more
‘Eombétént they view themselves. CénVé?éély; the less time devoted
to an activity; the less competent they view themselves. Many of
_the 51gn1ficant c;rrelatlcn; are in act1v1t1es 1n whlch the .

:
practltloners spend little time (3% to 97) at present but in which

i
1
|

N

- "‘ they wan_f'o expand the time’ commltment(\

7 The de51re of school psychologists to engage 1ﬂ’more

consul tation and intervention actlvitles and less assessment

activities has been documented in”iﬁé~ﬁié§én£ study and others ® ;

(e. g Hughes, 1979; Meacham & Peckham, 1978) At thie same timé a

+~-~'comparlson of the previous studxes and the $§§:ent one indicate

that the percentage of time devoted to assessment; consultation

and intervention has remained relatively stahle. }n other words
,,,,,, ‘" PR Y
there has been little; if any,_expansion of time deVoted to rffj;. éw‘J

Interventlon_and consultation:
= The percelved dompeteénicy of the nondoctoral school | 2
j,_séyéﬁaiag&s't ray be related to this fallure to expand the ‘time
devoted t5 intervention and éénénltétibn. In ,in'e' present étu”ciy

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,

¢

S competencics in intél;éétndluﬁSSéSSmént and report wrlting. In

.
v
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addition, the intervention and consultation activities éﬁéh’ -
- -réaéivaa 1es3-time from the practitioners (37 to 9%) wh13e

1nte11ectual assasoment and report wrlting together recexved 407

or moré of théir time. In order to'expand schooi psycho}oglsts'
aétivitiés in consultation and intervention, it would be necessary »

for schoo). psychologlsts to limit the activities in which they

feel the most competent and are the most experlenced and.io expand

>

the1r 1nvolvement in act1v1t1es in which they feei less competent
and are less experlenced. Although the'mean competencyvratlngs
for all act1v1t1es are average or-above; there could be some

reluctance to engage in activities in which they view themselves
as less COmpetent. ‘ - B
The .failure to expand>roiés and functions of the school
. psychologlst has been attrlbuted prérioﬁsi§ to exterhal causes
» such as 11t1gatlon, 1eg1slatlon and the hlstorlcal 11nk with
special education and its emphasis on ééééssméht (Ysseldyké, 1é§é).

The present study suggests that th1s may not be the case. Rather

the typlcal, nondoctoral practltloner, who compr1ses the vast
méjority of practicing school psychoiogists; may want to do more

.

these activities: on the ba is- o{ percelved competency . In. such
|
a situation the practitloner could easily cite an external reason, L )

such as demand for assessment services; for muintaining the status

Ll

—_—

. aR , quo rather than one's perceived competéncy level and lack of .




s : v ) ) . é 1
IR expericnce in the ncw area. ‘This could certainly apply to
pfaéfiyidhéfs thvhﬁvg,bééﬁ,ihvthé field for a number of years,

sihéé consultation iféiﬁiﬁg; for example, has not been emphasized

L

: - in training progra S untll recently Clééfly the félétibhéhip

- between percelved competency and role expanalon merlts addltlondl

investlgatlon; 5;'\;

&, . , . Céﬁélﬁéibhé

tﬁé practlce of ; schodl psychology and only moderate differences
tbased on level of. training. Theré are 56 significant vdif‘:}rences
iﬁlﬁiﬁﬁbéf of students served per year or school psychologist to
' »'- ;\ - student ratlo between doctoral aﬁd nondoctoral school p ycﬁdidgiété.

school psychology. They devote less tirme to’intellectual

assessment and more time to personality assessment as compared to

f _ _ . _ _ on _ N | ~ ~ _ ~ _
} their doctoral colleagues. In addition, doctoral school
psychologists both allocate and want to allocate dess-time to
: { : ,
T DA - L - S -
mentally retarded studénts| and more time to students with

. behavioral problems. .. Iy

~—

_ i o X P o o - i ) Y
Greater differences are ﬁhz;d in/the ways in gBiCh doctoral

- school p;yCholorlsts would 1like to divide their time within

( professional activities as compared to nondoctorai school :
- psychologists. The f‘ormer group would emphusize clinical &
activities such as personality assessment, parent counseling,
, N '
. ¥/ ) r

\




_presented:

" competency is more strongly related to percent of time devoted to

- 3 ) ko . S :
o A . Doctoral and Hondoctpral

, 22

. \7‘

progran development and research to a greater degrec. The
: L : ; .
direction of; changre (iqcrease or decrease in time allotted), _ '
2 3 - . .

however, is 'the same—for BSEﬁ groupk  in cach bfé?éé%iéﬁéi activity

. . -~

. . 5 o IR
e e DT 1,,,,,,‘,, f o

The most significant result from the present stquyis that

*

doctoral level practitioners rate their competencies on a higher
~ . . -

level than nondoctoral evel practitioners. This result is present

ol

for every professiomal activity presented: In addition; perceived

’

* professional activities for the nondoctoral school psychologists:

This g@létibhéﬁiﬁ may explain the failure of schqol ﬁ§&éh6i§§i§%§

R | ""'i'i_""' TR IR Tl e T 3 17*";"'f'a'f.*7"""
. ‘to-expand-their activities in consultation and intervention;-areas

: S
-that receive less emphasis .as compared to assessment and areas in

which school psychologists indicate a desire to %éﬁéhd‘théif

Y

for practicing school psyeha}6gi§£§ be developed tp provide ‘Jﬁf
_training and expenience in these areas. Such training should

. focus on skill development; the practice of those skills in

~in

- involvement. Thégefore, it&}é suggested that inservice bfégféﬁ§$§%44444;i
— i : - - = ]

;siT:?éied_settings and, most importantly; the use of .those skills

feal-life situations. This training should be an on-goimg
process that provides the participants an opportunity. to meet

reguldrly to discuss specific cases and analyze' successes and

’

\

’f

e .
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3

togethcr in jotematlcally cxpandlnb their 1nvolvcmcnt 1n °ppc1flc

. s )

act1v1t1cs. by worklnb together, pract:tiopcrs might bc able to TN ) e

. 1 - T ",\
&;;;/ offer each other mutual suoport as they gain additional experience ) '

in,the act1v1ty. Thls mlﬂht also lead to hlgher levels of N

: Y

et
-

- perceived competency: | _ ,
? S S
Although some dlfferences in the p7Fctice Qf school

N psychology by doctoral angd. nondoctoral 1evel practltloners are g\f_ S

W 1ndlcated the two groupg do not seem t dramatlcally adffer in ' )

. .

thelr approach toqﬁhe spe01alty The data from this nationwide "~ -

[ Y

sample'of practlclng school psychoﬁoglété éﬁgge ) ﬁhat the é i 5." -iii

differences that do ex1st are differences degree and not in

basic or1entatlon to the fleld Fbr axample, both doctoral and - ‘.- ’ ;-

- ] -
' o nondoctoral practitloners would like to(re uce the tlme theJ P

\

Jhecﬁual_assessment from 52% to 37 for doctorai B "“

b
1}

— et

|

1

T
el
&
i
B
LR
Mﬁ
e
o P
M
\1
t+
o
ol
o
ISy
"3
0.
"1
8
jo
[o 7l
0.
Q
ch
e}
:F
o v

o~ \

. _' ; o It should be noted'that this sample was drawn from sch001

'g |

psycHologlstu practlclng in publlc school settlngs. It is

Qf ‘ psychology between publlc schoo& *and nonpublic school settlngs and T : }
L. ow ¢ - * ’ w . _ :"cicl

"3 lﬁ that a greater percentage of nonpubllc sohool practitiohers are R T,

. . - . 7 Lo

tralncd at the doctoral l’vel HOWever, the dlfferences between ‘\ : :

™~ minimal. I T . A !x . ’
. : ; 3 . . - ' . - s
- ' The simflarity of functioning bétween doctoral and nondoctoral ! Lt
’ ks O h S > BT

PN . . F
kS « ) : [ b

- |

rl

N




‘ oo . -

- .

- N <o o Doctoril and Hondoetorzl

. - . L : - - . /
s . o N ‘ :
- . L . ( . . - P

. R _practitloners lend bupport-to,a nondoqtoral entxy ]evcl for

S °chool psvchol_gl tu, ao thc data do riot 1ndicate that doctoral

.

agues. School ps yOhology, as : T S

Fa - £ Iy

SN degree represent a speclalty that is d1fferent from that o ¥ 4

'-5ﬁ”i “f‘repreqented Biihondoctoral school psychologlsts
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Characterisiics of Participants

e

4

Table 1

Doctoral Level
- Male? Female®

42.50 39.44

Age in years

Months<employed per
year 110:39 ¢ 10.41
425 3.51

Years of

Years as a school:.

psychologist =~ B

Doctoral and Hondoctoral

. Male®

3743

‘7;i8 R

26

Nondoctoral ‘Level

Ferale?

2.41 . 2.81-
. '1,,::'. ”
" 718

.~
L

Individual students

served (1980-81) . 165 .. 156
. %.. School‘psycticlogistato
,3.~. . '. . 3

_“student ratio
N (3981-82)
7 T

o
g
Ty

Wi

. UI‘

1:2231 1:2183

158 179

1:2303  1:2343.

%= 33



L

- 7 v 7 % L Y
- Table 2

"
i M -
s

Mean “Pefcent -of Time Spent with Students by.Exceptionality

. Doctoral Level
_Malé - Female

General school ,

population 17.50 . 13.76

Behavioral problems 28.30 _ 28.73
Learning disabled 30.08 29.67

Meritally retarded 9.81 12.41

 Nondoetoral - Level

Male Female

16.75-  15.52

19.70 - 20.52

33.06 . 31.57
14.72 'ﬂ 14.30

3.04 466

Gifted/talented 3.44  3.08

e P
Hearing/vision .

disorders - T229 22

j Physically handicapped  2.64 2.53

Speech disorders

- . .
© ii%\“
-

2937 . 2.38

2.65 2:78.
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Table 3

. Meun Percent of T

ime Desired with Studen i,; by Exceptionality .

© . Doctoral and Nondoctoral

PR ~ - . U S

28

-~

Doctoral Level -

Male - Female

Nondoctoral Level

Matic " Female

~

e

population . 22.45 15.80 $23.78 | 2162

.
i } :

Behavioral problems < 28.69 - 32.84 - 21.19 - 22.13
Learning disabled  23:665 © 22:13 24,81 22.16
ﬂés%aiiy.;éeafaéa e sl 12.01 - 11.23
Gifted/talented o 3;64 585 6;55 7.3

Hearing/vision

disorders 272 267 2,64 3.53

Physically handicapped ~ 2.30  2:64  2.54 . ' 2.56

Speech disorders 1:15 2.58  2.08 2.80-

b
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Table 4

. Poctoral and M8ndocloral

Mean Percent of Time Spent with Students by Age

Doctoral Level

Male Female

3.77 9.93 :

Preschool

Elementary 49.92 47.93

~Junior high 22.10 22.06

Senior high 20.02 17.87

.~

L]

" Feiiale

.)‘
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Table: 5 ._ S -

~
-

Mani Percciit of Timé Devoted to Professional Activities

Doctoral Level “Nondoctoral Lqu}‘

Male Female  Male  ° Femﬁie“

Assessiient | 57 ;552%2' 5615
Intéllectual . 21.96 54499 28.24

Personality 1418 8.21 8.73
Report writing ©15:20 12.75 14.36 - ° 16.41
. Student observation | .

before testing  4.14° ©  3.42 4.8  4.35

<«

after -testing - 1.48 . 1.48 .  2.08 Co1.82

v - ; T e

N
N
o
BN
|
N
a0
\O
W
N
W
(003
[0
N
=
N
(]

Intervention
Counseling students
Counseling parents

Counseling téachers

,,,,,,,

o NN o
EENT-¥ K
d. 1 m\ ‘. !

\h
O
-

Child study meetings

)
NS
)
\h
O
N T W W 0
N~
o
i
0o W
ol
o

Y

o)
=
N
N
x

. Program development

S o S o o -
* Consultation . 119.97 17.80 19:31 18.20

<3
\Ni
(@}

Teachers o 7.3 - 835 844
.56 o 4.97 .61

\Nn!
\Vh

Parents

Administrators. 4.9 3.69

~

\h

&
CH W W

o

(o

—

' Inservice activities . 1.42 250 L 1.75

[4

-
L

- : o . : T

Research 1,31 202 1.2t sk

_,ii_jlﬁ._f. oo |
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< . ' Docteral and ﬂdﬁdbcidra%u;

.. Table 6 ' .

—. M#zment of Time Desired in Profecssional Activities AL g e
- | | Doctoral Level Nondogtoral Level o

_ | Male ¢ Female Male .  Femald
}gﬁsééééﬁéﬁt vl 35,97, 38.98  38.37 i 41,08~
" intellectual S 14.94 14.23 _;5.éé' 17.62
Personality  1T75 9.88 8.18 8.38
Report writing 8.26 . 7.58° 768 9.70
S£ﬁaéé£ observation o
- before testing . 3.95 .  4.90 i 5.3, i~‘%.6i"
after testing . 227 277 338 361

" Intervention | 30.14°  29.68 . 31.22  29.63

ML gounseling students  11.15 10,12 12.04 - 10:86
' . 6.47

o))
=
Q
[y
(@]
48]
\n
(o))
[e]
O

Counseling parents

Counseling.teachers .66, 4.09  © 4.52 450
. Child study meetings 4.92 ©  5.91 5.95 6.95

NN W ov

Program development 10 © 5.56 3.78 3.9

——

-

[‘_\ . N _ _ . - L. .
) Consultation . 24 .59 . 22.10 - - 23.09 22.63
| " 8.95

YIRS N
P
o
=
e
=
©
0!
3
O

Teachers

1

| Parents 7.86 653 7.16 . 712
L . Administrators 457 452 4T 449 -
Inservice activities - 3.97 . 5.3l © 3:06 - 3:62

Research | » ~ 6.30 5,52 4:32 3:76

.l



 hssegsmait
“Intellectual
Personality
Report writing
Student observation
before testing
after testing
Infervention
" Counseling students

Counseling parents

C

S

eaﬁhééliﬁg‘téééhéfs

.

" Program development

onsultatian
Teachers
Parents .

Adninistrators

Inservice activities

* p < ‘6i - :.'«j."'li

Dbgree

14.93%x
6.61%%

22,16%%
28.78%x

25.70%*

12.69%%
'27.86%% .

31,28

24, 57%%

14,.90%¥
3947

. %% p < .00T

'

', .-Ge.nde? #

.05

8.97*

.95

.52

.80

211

- Vaiue of F FOr Maln Ef ects

*

hgTee

-

,(f;f§3é) .

(1, 738)

-

(1 778)

(1, 753)

{”; 707) ;‘ =

(1, 726)

(1;-634)

(i{ 795)
(1, 765)
1, M
@ e

whe

<

¢
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Table 8

~

Moan Compctency Ratingzs in Professional Activities|,

| ~ Doctoral ifvéi .No d§cﬁorai~Le§c1
Male  Female

_ASééssméﬁt-
 Intellectual _  6.65 © 6.65

Personality . 6.19 5.9

- © Report writing  .6.25  6.40
._étﬁdéﬁﬁ?bbéérv§ti6ﬁ:’ : ; o
6.3 . 5.7 5.8

before testing 6,03
éftér_téééiﬁg o é.bé 6.00. °  5.60 .57

t ' . p——

¥,

& s Interventfion

\h
N
0!
(¢
R
N

L%, .. Ccounseling students - 6.20 5,70

\’] I
w
0
kY
N
(@]

Counseling parents - 6.31 . 6.08.
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