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ABSTRACT

Two randomly selected samples of NASP practitloner members (N = 600), all
recent members of the NASP |eadership (N = 139), and a randomly selected sample of
faculty (N = 166) responded to surveys des!gned to provide Information on a
varlety of toplcs and Issues Including, current demographic Informatlion, NASP
prioritlies, credential Ing, Job satisfactlon, Issues related to learning
disabliities and the mildly handicapped, evaluatlon of tralning and continulng
educat lon needs, and an assessment procedures survey. Rate of particlpation was
very high, over 80% In the practitioner samples, 94% In the leader _hlp sample, and
73% In the university faculty sample.

Demographic results indicated that practitioner school psychologlists are
Iincreasingly women (60% to 655.; have a medlan age of about 38, and have about 9
years of experience. Most practlitioners, 708 or more, have at least the
speclalist degree or the equivalent and about 20f have doctoral degrees. The
overvheiming major Ity, about 908, Is employed In public school settings where
thelr medlan salary Is about $28,500. In contrast, the NASP leadershlp Is more
evenly divided between men and wemen, Is siightly older than the practitloner
sample, has more years of experlence, is more |likely to hold a doctoral rather
than a speclal Ist degree, and has a medlan salary of about $34,000. The unlver-
sity faculty sample was older, median age = 44, about 755 male, with a salary of
$37,500 that Is often supplemented with prlvate practice or consulting Income.

The extensive array of Items on school psychology credentlalIng Indlcated
that both the leadership and practitloner samples strongly support the current
NASP position concerning nondoctoral credentlalling. In some Instances, the
support of the NASP leadership for these traditional positlions was sllightly lower
than support from the practitloner sample. Unlversity faculty were less commltted
to non-doctoral credentlal Ing.

Items pertalning to Issues In learning dlisabllitles, and approprlate programs
for low achleving and mlidly handicapped elicited similar responses from the groups.
The leadership sample was generally sllightly more critlical of current practices and
somewvhat more committed to development of alternative dellvery systams.

A parallel| set of Items was used to obtaln practitioner ratings of tralning
and continuing educatlion needs and unlversity faculty evaluatlons of current
tralning quality and needs for Improving thelr graduate program. The results were
very simllar with both groups Indicating needs to Improve in the areas of neuro-
psychology, Interventions In regular education for students with behavloral or
emotlonal problems, and regular education interventlons for <.udents with learning
problems.

One of the practitlioner samples and unlversity faculty were asked to
inclcate frequency of use or extent of supervised practice, respe:tively,
of an extensive |ist of assessment Instruments/procedures. Agaln, the results
were very simlilar with both groups Indicating highest emphas!s on the Wechsler
Scales, unstructured interview, the Bender, the WRAT, the Draw=-A-Person, and
the Woodcock=Johnson Achlevement Battery.
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QVERY IEW

The 1986 NASP Survey was conducted to establish rellable Informatlion on
Issues cruclal to ths organlzation, e.g., office structure, prlorities, and spring
meeting relmbursement, and to the profession of school psychology, e.g.,
continulng education needs, Jjob satisfactlion, credentlalling preferences, and
attitudes/bel lefs on LD Issues. In addition, demographic Information, last
collected on a random sample of NASP members In about 1981, was needed for varlous
committees and as a basls for pollicy dellberatlions. In many Instances, contrasts
ostween the NASP leadership and NASP member practitioners were examlined.

The content for the 1986 NASP Survey was developed through revlews of
previous surveys and Invitations to NASP offliclals to contribute (Jeas., A memo
requesting suggestions for content was sent In August, 1985, to all persons In the
NASP leadershlp, deflned as offlcers, reglonal clirectors, delegates, and committee
chalrs. During August and the flrst two weeks of September, we constructed a
draft of the survey based on our review of previous surveys and the suggestlons
from the NASP leadership. This draft was malled to the NASP leadership on
September 16, 1985. Comments and suggestions were agaln encouraged. Several
persons In the NASP leadership did provide wrltten comments and add!tlonal
comments were obtalned f-om varlous persons at the Fall Delegate
Assemb ly/Executve Board meeting In Chicago September 27-29, 1985. The final
draft of the survey was developed In early Octovber, 1985. Coples of the four
surveys are provided In Appendices A, B, C, & D.

One outcome of the concerted effort to obtaln comments and suggestlions from
.-veryone In the NASP leadership was a very lengthy survey that was far too long to
be reasonable for Indlviduals to complete. In attempting to reduce the length It
became apparent that much of the content was directed at pract!itioner members
rather than the NASP leadership. We +hen declided to develop two overlapping
vers!ons of the practitioner survey and to select two random samples of
practitioners. Thls resulted In the study of four groups: '/wo practl!tlioner
samples, the NASP |eadership, and a2 unlversity faculty samrle.

The same demographlc Informatlon was obtalned with the four groups.

Different Information was obtalned on subsequent portlons of the survey. In the
varlous results that follow, it Is Important for the reader to keep In mind that
two practitioner samples were used. Typlcally, there are results for one, but not
both of the practitioner samples. The major exceptlon vas demographic Informatlion
which, as mentloned before, was collected for all four samples. We have attempted
to clearly Indicate the sample on which varlous results are based In the narrative
and In all tables.

The practitioner samples were selected In mid-October, 1985. Michael Chrin,
NASP Executive Manager for Membershlp and Flscal Services, was In charge of
choosing the random sample. We requested a 10§ sample of the total NASP
membership, which In mld=October was approximately 6,200 persons. We requested
selectlion of a sample of 620, stratifled by geographic reglon. The flnal sample
was exactly proportional to the reglonal compositlon of NASP membership. Further,
we requested that the sample be restricted to practitlioner members, thus excludling
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student members or members emploved In unlversity settlings.

The original practitioner sample of N = 620 was randomly assigned by us to
the first or the second practitioner sample. The names on thls roster were then
carefully examined by the senior author. Persons known to be involved In
university faculty positions were deleted. This procedure ylelded a total of 308
and 305 In the first and second practitioner samples, respectively.

The two forms of the practitloner questionnalre were mailed to participants
on October 30, 1985. A cover letter signed by two of us (Reschly and Genshaft)
encouraged persons to respond as soon as possible and stressed the Importance of
this Information. A postage pald envelope was also Included with the survey. Ten
days after the original survey was malled, a reminder postcard was sent to every
particlipant from whom a completed survey had not yst been recelved. Thls reminder
postcard further encouraged persons to ~omplete the survey and mall the results as
soon as possible. Approximstely three weeks after the orliginal survey was malled,
a complete packet with a new cover |etter was sent to all persons from whom
completed surveys had not been obtained. This cover letter agaln urged persons to
complete the survey, stressed the Importance of the Informatlon, and urged a
prompt response,

The NASP leadership recelved a questionnaire of approximately the same length
as the two practitlioner auestionnalres, with content often Identlical to
corresponding sectlons 1., the practitioner versions. Content Identical to
sections on one or the other of the practitioner forms was Included In the areas
of NASP priorities, meeting reimbursement, credentlaling (Including |lcensure),
and LD Issues. This identical content made direct comparisons between the NASP
leadership and a practitioner sample possible.

The NASP leadershlp was defined as persons Involved as offlcors, reglonal
dlrectors, delegutes, or comm!ttee chalrs durlng the 1984-85 and 1985-86 years.
In addlitfon, all past officers were Included In the NASP leadership study. This
had the effect of Including all of the executive managers, all of whom served In
one or more elected offices prior to their appointment as an executive manager. A
total of 139 persons were part cf the NASP leadership using these criterla.

The surveys were malled to persons In the NASP leadership In mld-November,
1985. Approximately ten days later the reminder postcard was sent to all persons
not returning a completed survey. Approximately three weeks after the original
survey was malled, another survey with a new cover |etter was malled to all non-
respondents.

The unlverslity faculty survey was conducted In March-May, 1986. Partlclpants
were selected from persons |Isted as primary faculty In the Directory of School
J Erograms (Brown & Minke, 1984). A table of random numbers was
used to determine the starting point, after which every fourth name was selected
as a particlpant yleiding a sample of 166. The same procedures were used, I.e.,
initial survey followed by a reminder postcard with, when nacessary, a new surve,
miled about three weeks after the distributlon of +he original survey.
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BRESILTS
Sample Size/Return Rate

The results from the four surveys with a brlef narrative will be provided
In this section. Perhzps the most remarkable resuit was the return rate which
was considerably above comparable surveys reported In the school psychoiogy
I1tersture. The original sample of 310 for the practitioner | or the
"green" form sample, was reduced to 305 because two persons on the original
sample were on unlversity facultles rather than In practitliorer roles and three
surveys were returned because the particlpant was elther deceased or had left
the fleld of school psychology. A total of 260 of the possible 305 completed
surveys were returned, ylelding a participation rate of 858 In the first
practitioner (green form) sample.

There was a total of 300 In the second practitioner sample (blue form), of
which 242 or 81% particlpated. Ten persons In the original sample of 310 were
el Iminated because they no longer were In school psychology, were deceased, or
were not practitioners at the time the survey was distributed. The return rate
for the NASP leadership was 94%, based on 13t of 139 surveys completed by
participants,

The unlversity faculty sample consisted of 166 persons chosen from the
IIst of primary faculty (N = 664) In the Directaory (Brown & Minke, 1984), Two
persons selected were deleted because they had participated !n the NASP
lesdership sample. Ten add!tlional persons did not participate because they
were no longer In school psychology, had left university employment, or moveg
with no forwarding address. Dele*lons for these reasons ylelded a total sample
of 154, of which 113 completed the lengthy questionnalire. The particlpation
rate of 73% compares very favorably with other similar surveys of university
faculty.

The original unlversity faculty sample Included faculty from 161 of the
211 programs |Isted In the Directory. There were two particlipants from 16 of
these proarams and three participants from two programs. The results of this
survey should be seen 23s representing university faculty, not-programs as such.

The high participation rate In thls study was obtalned through applicatlion
of methods developed primarily in other soclal sclences, particularly
soclology, for Improving rate of participation In suriey research. Although
the procedures adopted for this study can Involve up to three separate mallings
to each particlpant, the overall cost Is relstively modest because a smaller
sample can be selected. In contrast to other survey research In school
psychology, which typically obtalins a return rate of at.out 408 to 508, the
return rate In thls study was far higher. Inferences based on a very high rate
of participation of n randomly selected sample are more valld than Inferences
based on a relatlvely low percent of returns from a very large sample, even If
that large sample constitutes the entire populaticn. The methodology applied
here should be used In future survey research In school psychology. The
overall cost Is probably lower and the results are far more |lkely to
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accurately represent the population of Interest.

Iabie 1: Raeturn Rate

Sample Practitlioner | Practitioner |l Leadershlp Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)

Number Returned 260 242 131 113

Total Sample 305 300 139 154

Percent 85% 815 94% 73%

Age and Sex

Data on the age and sex of particlpants In the four samples are
summarized In Table 2. Data on age were gathered by asking participants to
check one of six age groups. The frequency and percentage of each sample In
the six age groups Is provided in Tsble 2, These data provide the basls to
estimate, but not to determine exactly, the medlan age for each of the samples.

Jable 2: Age
Sample Practitioner | Praciltioner |1 Leadershlp Faculty
(Green Form) (Blve Form (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
N N » N $ N
Age
<25 2 1% 1 0s 0 0% 0 0s
25-34 90 35% 77 328 33 25% 9 8%
35-44 100 38% 101 42% 58 45% 49 43%
45-54 44 17% 41 17% 27 21% 29 26%
55-64 22 of 20 8% 12 of 23 20%
2 63 2 1% 2 1% 0 0% 3 3%
260 242 130 113

The median age of each of the samples wes estimated from an oglve with age
plotted on the abscissa and relative cumulative percent on the ordinate. The
estimated medlan age for both practitioner samples was 38. The estImated
median ages for the NASP leadership aid university faculty samples were 39.5




1986 NASP Survey - Reschly/Genshaft/Binder - 8

and 44, respectively. These estimated medlans are further supported by
Inspection of the data In Table 2 where It Is clear that the medlan age for all
four samples must be In the Interval 35-44 years. Other methods of estimating 0
speclfic parameters from group data might yleld slightly different estimates,
but any such estimates would by necessity have to be In the 35-44 Interval.
The data In Table 2 Indicate that very few school psychologlists are under age
25 and that substantial numbers are In the age range of 25-44. The relatlively
recent orligin of school psychology In some states as well as the enormous
expansion of school psychology over the past ten years In nearly all states Is
reflected In the distributlon of age. There are relatively few, about 25§ to
308 of practicing school psychologlsts, In the adjacent ten-year intervals for

age 45-64,
Jable 3: Sex
Sample Practitioner | Practitioner || Leadership Faculty
(Green For:a) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
N N N N s
Sex
Male 90 35% 97 40% 67 52% 84 74%
Female 168 65% 144 60% 63 48% 29 26%
258 241 130 13

The sex disti-Ibutlon In the four samples Is presented In Table 3. The
practitioner samples were 60% to €5% female while the |eadership sample was 48%
female. In contrast, the unlversity faculty sample was 74% to 26%, male to
female. These data reflect the Increasing proportion of women In school
psychology practitioner roles, a phenomenon observed In ear|ler surveys of
tralning programs and for psychology graduate programs !n general. Although
women are clearly the majorlity of practitlioners, they are underrepresented to a
moderate degree In the NASP leadership and to a signlficant degree In
university faculty.

Exparlence and Jeaching Background

Experlence In school psychology Is summarized In Table 4. Both of the
practitioner samples had approximately nine years experlence as school
psychologists. The leadership sample had significantly more experlence,
approxImately 12.5 years or about 3 1/2 more years than the pract!tloner
sample. The unlversity faculty sample had a mean of 6.64 years of experlence
as a school psychologlst. The average experlence or a unliversity faculty was
14.18 with a sd = 7.92. The range of experlence for all samples was from 0 to
about 30 years.
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Iable 4: Years of ixparlence as a Schooi Psychologlst

Sample Practitioner | Practitiorer || Leadership Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
Mean 8.71 9.19 12.57 6.64
Standard 5.40 5.99 6.04 7.00
Deviation
Range 0-30 1-34 1-28 0-31

Particlpants were also asked to respond to several Items related to
teaching certlfication and teaching experience. These data are summarized In
Tables 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9.

Iable 3: Teaching Certificate

Sample Practitlioner | Practitioner || Leadership Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
N b 3 N 4 N 4 N %
Yes 126 49% 107 45% 61 47% 58 52%
No 133 51% 132 55% 69 53% 54 48%
259 239 130 112

Iable 6: Area of Jeaching Certiflication for Those with a Ieachlng Certificate

Sample Practitioner | Practitlioner || Leadershlip Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
N 5 N 4 N % N 5

Area Cer+tlifled

Elementary (E) 38 308 36 33% 14 22% 14 25%
Secondary (S) 42 338 34 31% 27 42% 20 35%
Speclal Educa-

tion (Sp Ed) 7 6% 10 9% 4 €a 6 10%
E&S 13 10% 8 7% 8 13% 6 10%
E & Sp Ed 14 11% 14 13% 4 6% 4 7%
S & Sp Ed 6 5% 5 5% 4 6% 6 108
E, S, Sp Ed 6 5% 2 2% 3 5% 1 23
Total 126 109 ‘64 57
None (no

certificate) (133) (56)
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Approximately half of the particlpants In all of the sampies Indlcated
they possessed a teaching certlficate (see Table 5). Data on certification
areas, l.e., secondary, elementary, speclal edcatlon, or some comblnatlon of
these, are reported in Table 6. The percentages in Table 6 pertaln to those
persons with teaching certificates, not to the entire sample. For example, the
30% In the Practitloner | sample Is based on the 38 persns with elementary
certiflcates out of the 126 with teaching cert!flicates, not the total sample of
259 answering this [tem.

Particlpants In all four samples were also asked to Indicate whether they
had taught on a full-time basls. |f "yes," they were further requested to
Indlcate level and years of experlience. Data on teaching experlence as well as
the level and years of experlance are provided In Tables 7 and 8. About half
of the participants Indicated at leust some full-tIme teaching experlence. The
level of teaching experlence was quite varlied with consliderable representatlon
of elementary, secondary, and cpeclal education experience (see Table 8). The
average number of years of full=time teaching experlence, for those persons In-
dicating teuching experlence, was about 5.5 years for the NASP practitioner and
leadership samples, and 3.61 for the unlversity faculty sample {see Table 9).

Jabia 7: ITeaching Experlence

Sample Practitioner | Practitioner || Leadershlp ' Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)

N s N s N s N 3
Yes 122 48% 106 44% 65 52% 49 46%
No 135 52% 132 55% 61 48% 58 54%

Iahle 8: Kind of Isaching Experience

Sample Practitioner | Practitioner |l Leadershlp Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon rorm)
N $ N $ N 4 N
Kind
Elementary (E) 39 358 3 354 14 23% 6 20%
Secondary (S) 24 31 27 31% 17 27% 14 473
Speclai Educa-
t+lon (Sp Ed) 13 12% 1 13% 19 315 2 7%
E&S 10 9of 7 8% 5 8% 2 7%
E & Sp Ed 9 8% 7 8% 2 3% 2 7%
S & Sp Ed 4 4% 5 6% 5 8% 4 13%
E, S, & Sp Ed 1 1% 0 0% 0 0, 8 0 og
Total 110 88 62 30
None (135) (132) (61) (83)

11
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Iable 9: Years Taught

Sample Practitioner | Practitioner || Leadership Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
Mean 5.62 5.29 5.54 3.61
Standard 5.35 5.83 4,29 2.55
Jeviation
Range 1-27 1=32 1-18 1-11
Degree, Employment, and {ncome

Data on the highest degree held by particlipants In the NASP pract!tloners
an- |eadership groups are presented In Table 10. The overwheiming major ity of
sch 1 psychologists In these three samples possess graduate degrees at the
Speciallst Degree level or above. Howsver, only 20§ of the pract!tlioner sample
hold doctoral degrees. In contrast, slightly o\ half of the NASP leadership
have earned doctoral degrees. This difference In level of graduate educatlon
may be Important in understanding differences reported later concerninrg Issues
In credentlaling.

Iable 10: Highest Degree

Sample Practitioner | Practitioner || Leadershlp
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yel low Form)
N 5 N p N 5
MA (30 hours) 9 4% 11 5% 1 1%
MA (45 hours) 69 27% 56 23% 18 14%
Speclalist level 127 50% 123 51% 36 28%
Doctoral 51 20% 51 21% 72 56%

Participants In the practitloner samples were also asked to indlcate type
of communlity, urban, suburban, rural, or some combination. As can be seen iIn
Table 11, about 355 to 408 of school psychologists In these samples were In
rural areas, clearly Indicating that rural school psychologlsts are not a small
mlnority of practitioners. |Identical percentages of particlpants In both
samples indlcated they were located In urban and suburban communlities, 22% and
24%, respectively, The remalning respondents practiced In some comblination of
urban, suburban, and rural.
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Iable 11: Iype of Community

Sample Pract!tloner | Practliioner ||
(Green Form) (Blue Form)
N 3 N

Communlty Type

Urban 57 22% 53 22%

Suburban 61 24% 57 24%

Rural 90 35% 97 40%

Comb inatlon 49 19% 33 14%

Total 257 240

Nata or the primary employment setting, publlic schocl, private practice,

Inst!tutlonal/residentlal, unlversity, or some other serting, were obtalned for

the three NASP samples. The results are summariznd In Table 12, The

verwhelmlng major Ity of practitioners were employed In public school settIngs,

Jable 12: Primary Employment Setting

Sample Practitioner | Pre~titioner |1 Leadership
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form)
N % N % N
Pr Imary Employment
Setting
Publlc Schools 233 89% 211 87% 62 48%
Private Practice 7 3% 7 3% - -
Ins. Itutlional/
Res!dentlal 4 2% 6 3% - -
Univers ity 0 1) 4 ] og 41 31%
Other 18 7% 18 8% 27 21%

nearly 9 . These results ‘o lend support to the observatlon that the
overwhelming majority of practitioners are employed In publlic school settings.

Slightly over 108 of both practitioner samples were employed In other settings,

Including 3% In private practice, about 3% In 'nstitutlonal/reslidentlal
settings, and about 7% to 8% in some other setting which usually was a
comb Ination of private practice and publlc schcol set*” 's. The most frequent
employment setting for the leadership sample v3s pilLl:c school with a
substantial number (about 30%) in unlversliy settings. Clearly, the most
common setting for school psychology practitioners, as well as for persons In

13
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the NASP leadershlp, Is the publlc school. However, some school psychologlsts
are employ2d In & number of other settings.

Further Information was requested from particlpants in each of the
practitioner samples concerning the ratlo of school psychologlists to students,
the perceat of minority students in thelr student population, and whather or
not they were Invcived with a spec!al assignment. Date on these varlables sre
summar!zed In Yablas 13, 14, and 15.

The vast Improvement In the ratlo of school psychologlsts to students Ir
the past decade Is apparent In data presented In Table 13. The estimated
medlan ratlo of students to school psychologlsts for both samples was 1750:1.
The medlan was estImated through constructlon of an oglve from the grouped data
presented In Table 13. However, the enormous expanslion of speclal educatlon
programs, particularly for the mlidly handicapped, has |lkely reduced the
beneflts of Increased ratlos by further |Imiting time available to regular
educatlon students. This .nterpretation Is suppoi'ted by Information presented
later concerning the amount of t+Ime devoted to speclal education services.

Respondents were also asked to indIcate the percen’ of minority students
in the student population they served. Results In Tab e 14 indicate that about
half of all school psychologlsts are assigned to student populations with 5% or

Iable 13: Student/Psychologlst Ratlo

Sample Pract!itlioner | Practitlioner ||
(Green Form) (Blue Form)
N 3 N %
Student Numbers
4 1000 45 19% 38 16%
1000-1520 43 18% 54 23%
1501-2000 59 24% 48 21%
2001-2500 29 12% 32 14%
2501-3000 28 124 30 13%
3001-3500 12 5% 6 3%
3501-4000 12 5% 9 4%
4001-5000 1 5% 7 39
> 5001 3 1% 8 3%
Total 242 232

fewer mlinority students. !n contrast, only about 10§ of school psychologlsts
serve student populations Involving greater than 50% minority enrol Iment.
However, about 40% of all school psychologlsts serve populations with
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signlficant percentages (over 108) of minority students. Services to addrecs
the unlique needs of minorlty students are therefore an Important concern for
school psychologlsts. Practitloner and faculty oplinlons regarding minor ity
Issues In tralning and service del Ivery are discussed later In thls report (see
Tables 40-43).

Iabie 14: Percentage of Minority Students

Sample Pract!itlioner | Pract!tloner |1
(Green Form) (Blue Form)
N 5 N 5
MInor Ity
Percentage
0% 29 13% 12 5%
1- 5% 85 38% 85 39%
6- 10% 17 8% 28 13%
11- 20% 28 12% 28 13%
21~ 30% 19 8% 22 10%
31- 50% 28 12% 24 11%
51- 75% " 5% 10 5%
76-100% 8 4% 9 4%
Total 225 218

in Table 15, data are summarlzed concerning speclal assignments, deflned
as spending 25% or more tIme with a speclflc type of handicapped student.
These kinds of speclal assignments typically Involve low Inclidence-severely
hand Icapped students such as severely and profoundly retarded, deaf, blind, and
so on. Although the results varled to some extent across the two practitlioner
samples, |t appears that about 20§ of all schorl psychologlsts do have a
speclal assignment of this nature.

Jable 15: Speclal Asslignment lnvolving 25% or More of
Iime with Spaciflic Iype of Handicapped Student

Sample Pract!tloner | Practitloner |1
(Green Form) {Blue Form)
N s N

Speclal Asslignment

Yes 46 18 57 24

No 208 82 178 76

Total 254 235
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Informetion reflecting the annual salary pald by particlpants' primary
employers Is rummarized In Table 15. Medlan salarles for the two practitioner
sam les, thé NASP leadershlip, and the unlversity faculty sample were estImated
usiiny the ogive procedure described eariler. The medlan salary for both of the
prectitioner samples was $28,500. The medlan salarles for the NASP leadership
an¢ the university faculty sample were $34,000 and $37,500, respectively. It
Is Important 1o note that most of the data were collected In November and
December, 1985, and would, for nearly all particlpants, reflect salarles for
the 1985-86 academic year.

The differeices In salary between the NASP leadershlp and practitioner
samples probably reflects a number of Influences, Including the greater numoer
of years of experlence for the NASP leadership, the higher proportion of
particlpants In the leadership sample with doctoral degrees, and, perhzps,
differences in primary employment setting. As noted In a previous table, the
primary employment setting for the practlitlioner samples was nearly always
publ Ic schools (90%). In contrast, about half of the persons In the NASP
leadership were emptoyed In settings other than the public schools, Including
31% In unlversity settings where the medlan salary was higher.

Iable 16: Annual Salary Pald by Primary Employer
1

Sample Practitlioner | Practitioner || Leadershlp Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
N % N s N ¥

Salary

£ 13,000 2 1% 3 1% 4 3% 0 0%
13-18,999 11 4% 15 6% 1 1% 0 0%
19-24,999 73 28% 59 24% 15 12% 6 6%
25-29,999 68 26% 57 24% 28 21% 22 20%
30-34,999 49 20% 56 23% 25 19% 18 16%
35-39,999 31 12% 43 18% 28 21% 17 15%
40-44,999 16 7% 4 2% 12 9% 19 17%
45-49,999 2 1% 2 1% 10 8, 16 14%
2 50,000 2 1% 3 1% 6 5% 13 12§
Total 254 242 129 1R

1Of the 13 faculty participants with salarles over $50,000, 9 were in the $50-
$54,999 Interval; 2 In the $55-$59,999; and 1 each In the $60-$64,999 and over
$65, 000 intervals.

Further data were collected to determine If particlpants were engaged In
additlonal employment beyond their poslitions with a primary employer.
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Information In Tables 17 and 18 Indlcate that about one third of the
practitioner sample were employed outside of thelr primary Jobs, but about 60%
of the NASP leadership and 75% of the faculty were Involved In outslide
employment. These differences may agaln reflect the differences In p; Imary
erployment setting for the practitloner samples and the NASP leadershlp as well
as the greater proportlion of doctoral degrees (and |lIcensure) !n the NASP
leadershlp. Unlversity employment often allows some time for consultling
actlvitlies, an opportunity capltallzed on by most of the faculty sample.

Iable 17: Additional Employment Beyond Primary .ob

Sample Practitloner | Practitioner || Leadershlp Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow Form) (Salmon Form)
N 5 N 5 N 5 N
Other Employment
Yes 90 35% 80 34% 74 57% 80 75%
No 165 65% 156 66% 54 42% 26 25%

The kind of outside employment summarized In Table 18. [+ should be
noted that responses In Table 18 are restricted to those persons engaged In
outside employment (see Table 17), not the entire sample.

Jable 18: Kind of Additfonal Employment

Sample Practitlioner | Practitioner |1 Leadershlp Facul ty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yelicw Form) (Salmon Form)
N $ N 3 N 3 N 3
Prlivate Practice 47 52% 43 57% 14 19% 19 22%
Teachling 12 13% 13 17% 9 12% 13 15%
Consulting 13 14% 8 11% 9 12% 6 7%
Other/Combination 19 19% 1 15% 43 57% 47 56%
Total o1 75 75 "85 -

The kind of outside employment In the two practitioner samples was highly
simllar with over half Involving private practice. Other kinds of outslide
employment Included teachling, consulting, or some comblinatlon of private
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practice, teaching, or consulting. In contrast, the NASP leadersh!p which had
a consliderably higher proportlion Indicating outside employment (see Table 17)

was Involved typlcally In some combinatlion of private practice, teaching, and

consulting.

The amount of outslide Income and whether the participant's Income as a
school psychologlst wes the primary household Income are indlcated In Tables 19
and 20. The amount of outside Income varles conslderably within each of the

Jable 19: Amount of Qutside income

Sample Pract!itlioner | Practitloner 1| Leadershlp Faculty
(Green Form) (Blue Form) (Yellow rorm) (Salmon Form)
N 5 N $ N 4 N 5
Amount
<$ 1,000 32 315 27 318 15 14% 10 11%
$1-% 5,000 35 34% 30