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ABSTRACT

Reports received on psychoeducational assessments of their pupils, were rated by 93 teachers 

from Ex-"Model"C" primary schools in the greater Johannesburg area. The reports came 

mainly for psychologists in private practice (n=63) followed by departmental support 

services. (n=27) and education clinics (n=3). The chief reason for referral was academic 

difficulties. Thf majority of teachers held favourable attitudes to psychologists and test data 

in general, found report content as presented in specific reports useful, and found reports 

useful overall. Forced choices ratings also indicated that the majority of teachers were 

satisfied with their reports in areas commonly criticised in the literature (length of report, . 

understanding of the teacher’s role, specificity and number of recommendations, language 1 

rise). These very positive findings are tempered by indications that teachers may have been : 

somewhat biased toward giving positive ratings, and by certain criticisms of the reports. ; 

Also reports were not seen as positively with regards to helping teachers deal with classroom ; 

behaviour and in helping develop specific instructional plans/methods. Language use, |! 

particularly in the presentations of test results, may represent a difficulty for teachers, j j  

Teacher ratings of the overall usefulness of specific reports did not relate significantly to | 

iteir demographic charactel^ajs, or their attitudes to psychologists or test data.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The current study assesses the usefulness of psychoeducational reports to teachers. 

However, more broadly, assessing the effectiveness of reports can be seen as a means of 

obtaining feedback on the effectiveness of assessment practices, and should therefore be 

contextualised within the literature on psychoeducational assessment.

ji
1.1 What is Psychoeducational Assessment?

Psychoeducational assessment refers to the process of collection of data, usually by 

psychologists, psychometrists or remedial education specialists, for the purpose of .making 

decisions about and/or planning programmes for learners. Its purposes may include 

placement, classification, diagnosis, referral, intervention, planning, progress evaluation and 

empowerment. (Burden, 1996; Ysseldyke, 1983). Often, but not always, it includes some 

form of cognitive assessment, as well as educational or achievement assessment and 

emotional assessment. Assessment may form part of a broader consultative process and 

usually is documented via a psychoeducational report (hereafter referred to simply as report), 

the usefulness of which is the subject of the current study.

1.2 The Controversies Surrounding Psychoeducational Assessment

One might legitimately date assessment back to the pioneering work of Binet dn intelligence. 

 ̂Evolving from this tradition, psychoeducational assessment has been part of the controversy 

i surrounding standardised testing and intelligence testing in particular. While brief reference 

is made below to the controversy surrounding test data, an extensive review of standardised 

testing is not possible here. It should however be noted that many writers have advocated 

alternative forms of assessment, such as "performance assessment", "authentic assessment" 

and "dynamic assessment", which seek to link assessment more closely to instruction and 

intervention (cf. Herman, 1997; Kriegler & Skuy, 1996; Taylor, 1994; Wilson & 

Reschley, 1996), The extent to which this work has impacted on actual assessment practices 

in South Africa is a matter for further investigation.
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In addition, psychoeducational assessment has formed an integral part of traditional service 

delivery to children classified as having "learning disabilities" and has thus been plagued by 

many of the controversies and criticisms surrounding that field.

As sw;h psychoeducation! 1 assessment has come under extensive criticism. Criticisms in the 

1980’s were backed by extensive empirical investigation of the assessment of children with 

learning disabilities. This focused on the extent to which assessment achieved the aims of 

collection of data for purposes of decision-making about students, including placement, 

classification, referral, intervention planning, and progress and outcome evaluation.

These studies, conducted by tbs University of Minnesota’s Institute for Research on 

Learning Disabilities, inv '.cs ted that much of the information collected during assessment was 

irrelevant to decision-making both in terms of placement and intervention (Ysseldyke, 1983).

f  ^
Classification decisions were low in|validity, partially due to lack of definitional clarity 

about the concept of learning disabilities. Assessors made use of large numbers of 

psychometric devices, some of questionable validity. However, access to more data did not 

increase the validity of classification decisions (Algozzine, Ysseldyke & Hill, 1982; 

Ysseldyke, 1983). " :: -
In one study 92% of children referred by teachers were tested. Of these 72 % were declared 

eligible for special educational services. The assessment process seemed to be serving as 

a "search for pathology" that effectively "rubber stamped" decisions made at the level of 

teacher referral, which seemed to occur on the basis of idiosyncratic criteria employed by 

teachers (ibid). According to operational definitions of Learning Disabilities 85% of eon- 

referred students could a/so be declared eligible for special educational services (ibid, p229). 

M ore recent studies, in North America, indicate that teacher referral may be influenced by 

a- xlumber of variables other than educational, cognitive or behavioural difficulties, including 

being young for one’s grade placement, being heavier or taller than average for one’s age, 

one’s gender and one’s race (Andrews, Wisneiwski and Mulick, 1997).

Ysseldyke and his colleagues (Algozxine, Ysseldyke & Hill, 1982; Ysseldyke, 1983) found 

that very little of the assessment process was devoted to generating intervention strategies.
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Despite the passage of more than a decade, current writers continue to echo these criticisms 

(Bradley-Johnson, Johnson & Jacob-Timm, 1995; Wilson & Reschley, 1996). Difficulties 

in translating test results into mear ; recommendations for instruction and remediation 

have been a particular point of Cx;̂ ' ration (Ashman & Conway, 1993). All this leads to 

serious questions regarding assessment practices within educational psychology and 

especially the collection of test data.

In their survey of teachers, Ownby, Wallbrown & Brown (1992) found that comments from 

teachers indicated that they felt that an important function of assessment was to serve as an 

independent objective "confirmation" of their professional judgement. The results from the 

University of Minnesota studies indicated that the objectivity of the process may be 

questionable, but this does give an indication of how assessment functions within a context. 

Information on how teachers view test data in general as well as specific reports on test data, 

may help to clarify some of these issues, as well as the extent to which actual assessments 

are currently providing teachers with useful recommendations for instruction.

,A separate, but related source of criticism has been the reliance of psychoeducationai 

assessment on the medical model with its focus on pathology and factors within the child, 

while ignoring wider systems such as the family, learning environment, curriculum and 

culture. There has been a very strong call for a more ecosystemic and system wide 

approach to educational psychology in general.

Holland (1980), for example, points out that a number of factors influence decisions over 

and above the test data, on which assessments are ostensibly based (for example pressures 

from teachers, availability of services and demographic variables). These factors are seldom 

documented in reports.

One response has been to acknowledge these factors and take a more systemic approach to 

assessment, which was then seen as a joint problem solving exercise (Adelman & Taylor, 

1979; Fish & Jain, 1985; Pryzwansky & Hanania, 1986; Skuy, Westaway & Hickson, 

1986; Wilson & Reschley, 1996). The purpose of assessment then shifts from the 

generation of recommendations by the "expert" and the persuasion of those directly involved
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with the learner to implement these, to the reaching of agreement on educational decisions. 

Emphasis is thus placed on including family members in the assessment process. The 

findings of several studies of such assessment practices indicated family satisfaction 

(Adelman & Taylor, 1979; Davis & Gettinger, 1995; Freundl et al, 1982). Similar 

findings resulted from, studies of parents’ and student consultant’s satisfaction with an 

application of the Adelman & Taylor model of assessment, in South Africa. (Danger, 1983; 

Skuy, Westaway & Hickson, 1986). Of relevance to the current study is the finding that

93.3 percent of client families in the Dangor study (1983), were satisfied with the report 

they received following assessment using the Adelman and Taylor model. These reports 

documented contextual information, such as the family’s concerns and school related 

information, reported results of limited testing, de-emphasising scores and technical jargon, 

and outlined joint decisions reached in consultation with the family.

In sum, a systemic, problem solving approach, that takes cognisance of the limitations of test 

data and diagnosis, and is closely linked to intervention, has been advocated as the best 

practice in psychceducational assessment. However the extent to which this informs actual 

assessment practices, both locally and elsewhere, remains a matter for further investigation. 

Data on the extent to which such context related information is actually included in reports 

may provide a preliminary indication of the extent to which these concerns are informing 

assessment practice.

1.3 Accountability Practices in PsYchoeducatioaal Assessment

Despite the above controversies and calls for changes in the role of the Educational 

psychologist (cf. Conoley & Gutkin, 1995; Donald, 1995; Sharratt, 1995; Tapasak and 

Keller, 1995), assessment still currently constitutes one of the major roles of psychologists 

(Ownby, Wallbrown & Brown, 1982; Watkins, 1991, p426). Two recent national surveys 

in the United States showed that assessment activities occupy between 50 and 75 % of the 

time of school psychologists (Hutton, Dubes & Muir, 1992, cited in Hagborg & Aiello- 

Coultier, 1994, Reschley & Wilson, 1995).



Training in psychoeducational assessment forms a major component of most graduate 

programmes in educational psychology both internationally (cf. Wilson & Reschley, 1996) 

and locally. Writing in North America, Couoley and Gutkin (1995), point out that a 

number of surveys, some as recent as 1990, show that American graduate programmes focus 

heavily on assessment and practice skills appropriate for working with individual children, 

Tapasak and Keller (1995), also writing in North America, point out that "plentiful core 

course work on assessment and counselling/therapy" has been "typical of instruction in 

academic settings" (ibid, p203). A "Discussion Document Regarding Guidelines for 

internship Programmes in Educational Psychology (Skuy, 1993: See Appendix D), points 

out that educational psychology internship programmes submitted under ti;? aegis of most 

universities have tended to allot 30 to 40 % of the intern’s time to psychoeducational 

assessment. In line rflffi the call for changes in the role of educational psychologists it is 

suggested that this be reduced to 20 to 25 % (nevertheless a substantial proportion) and that 

such assessment, be broadly conceptualised to include "non-test approaches " and not only 

individual, but familyv classroom, school and community level assessment (ibid, p2).

Pamela Sharratt (1995), writing on educational psychology in the new South Africa, points 

out that although she is not aware of any study comparing postgraduate programmes in South 

African universities, she believes most tend to view "assessment and management" of 

individual children as a major component of educational psychology practice,' In addition, 

even while advocating a broader based practice to include consultative work, research, 

training and sharing of skills, she states'that "such an emphasis does not preclude diagnostic 

evaluations and counselling related to individual children.,." (Sharratt, 1995, p214). Donald 

(1991, p41) makes a similar point.

In sum, psychoeducational assessment has to date been a major component of educational - 

psychology practice, and even amidst calls for role change and a de-emphasis on individual 

interventions, assessment is likely to retain a place within the work of educational 

psychologists.

Yet do we know how effective assessments are?



The importance of obtaining consumer feedback to impi jve effectiveness and accountability 

of psychological services is being increasingly recognised. Consumer satisfaction with 

services increases the likelihood that recommendations (or joint decisions) will be 

implemented (Stallard & Lenton, 1992). However Fairchild & Seeley (1996) found that, 

according to a national survey in the United States, only 58 % of school psychologists are 

involved in accountability efforts. Of those 44.1% collect only counts of practitioner 

activities and time allocation, with no evaluative component or consumer input. There is 

little reason, in the absence of data, to suppose that accountability practices even approach 

this level in South Africa. The only two local studies of parent and consultant satisfaction 

with psychoeducational assessment practices, which could be identified, were those of Skuy, 

Westaway & Hickson, (1986) and Dangor (1983), cited above, both of which originate from 

the same university clinic.

Dangor (1983), as well as another unpublished thesis (Van der Want, 1989), did more 

broadly survey educational psychology practices, although not collecting statistics on time 

allocation or consumer feedback, except at one clinic, as cited above. For a summary of 

Danger’s findings see Appendix C . Van der Want (1989), found that assessment formed 

an important part of the role of the educational psychologist in child mental health settings, 

although changes in client populations was forcing less reliance on standardised tests, more 

consultation and a broader conceptualisation of assessment and the role of the psychologist.

However both studies date back more than 9 years, leaving a gap with regards to our 

knowledge of current practice, let alone consumer satisfaction therewith. In addition Dangor 

(1983) looked only at assessment practices in university clinics, while van der Want (1989) 

focused only on Johannesburg’s child mental health clinics. In the current study, which 

sampled schools in the greater Johannesburg area, only 3.2 % of the reports teachers 

received came from clinics.

No published local studies of teacher satisfaction with psychoeducational assessment could 

be located.

There thus appears to be an urgent need for consumer feedback studies.



Given that reports are one of the chief means by which the results, recommendations and 

decisions generated by assessments are reported, they present a logical means of obtaining 

feedback. In educational psychology, besides parents, teachers are the major "consumers" 

of such reports. In the light of recent trends that suggest that educational psychologists 

should act in a consultative role, (rather than or in addition to direct service delivery), 

communication with teachers assumes increasing significance. The consultative role has 

been particularly strongly advocated in South Africa, given the shortage of trained 

psychologists serving the school going population (Donald, 1990; Green, 1991). In addition, 

very few of those psychologists actually work in schools. In some instances, the report may 

represent the only point of contact between psychologists and teachers. In the current study

28.6 percent of teachers stated that their only contact with psychologists was via reports. 

It should be noted that this applies only to the greater Johannesburg area, and may differ for 

other parts of the country.

The collection of data regarding the nature and usefulness of information being supplied to 

South African teachers via reports, seems vital in evaluating the current status of 

psychological services and in making them more effective and accountable to consumer 

needs (Fairchild & Seeley, 1996). Indeed, as early as 1971, Harlage and Merck showed that 

gathering information from users of reports in a rehabilitation setting, produced a clear 

increase in the usefulness of reports within a short period of time (cited in Ownby & 

Wallbrown, 1983). ,

In order for reports to have any effect on teachers, they must be comprehensible and 

perceived by teachers to be relevant to their needs. Studies that focused on these aspects of 

reports are reviewed below.

1.4 Studies on Fsvchoeducatiooai Reports

Internationally there has been some investigation of teachers’ perceptions of reports. Some 

studies have requested teachers to rate reports that they typically receive (Berry, 1975, cited 

in Hagborg & Aiello-Coultier, 1994 j Ownby et al., 1992). Others have had teachers rate 

researcher-designed ar researcher-selected reports, to investigate the effects of different



language use, format, style, and level of elaboration on teacher comprehension of and 

satisfaction with reports (Pryzwansky & Hanania, 1986; Salvagno & Teglasi, 1987; Weiner, 

1985 & 1987). Teachers have becai to assess several different reports while 

sitting on a panel of educators (Bjrbst & fire .ijhaft, 1984).

Pryzwansky & Hanania (1916) noted that reports have been criticised as communication 

tools, but that empirical data on the organisation of the report are lacking. They 

investigated the application of a probiem solving approach to the writing of reports, They 

compared the traditional report format, with a problem solving format (organised on the 

basis of the analysis of presenting problems and the generation of arguments leading to 

recommendations) and a mixed foYm&i (tising the traditional format until the end of the test 

results section, then replacing the conclusion and recommendation with a problem solving 

format). They found that school psychologists, guidance counsellors, regular and specialised 

education teachers all rated the traditional format, more favourably than the mixed format, 

and the mixed format more favourably than the problem solving format. Dimensions rated 

were; overall preference, level of expertise of author, organisation of information, 

readability, clarity of problems presented, and understandability of problems. These findings 

are by no means conclusive and reasons for the preference remain to be investigated. 

However, other studies have also found support for the traditional format (Salvagno & 

Teglasi, 1987; Wiener .1987). In addition, traditional format reports continue to be widely 

used and therefore warrant investigation, in terms of their value to teacher-consumers.

With regard to the effect of demographic characteristics of teachers on perceptions of reports 

Hagborg & Aiello-Coultier (1994) found that (counter to expectations based on previous 

studies) regular teachers found reports easier to understand than special education teachers 

and that teachers who frequently read reports found them less useful,. Several studies have 

also indicated that more experienced teachers hold a less favourable view of 

psychoedueational services (Hagborg & Aiello-Coultier, 1994; Severson, Picket & Hetrick, 

1985). The amount of contact with psychologists, has been shown, by some studies, to 

affect teacher perceptions of psychological services (Dean, 1980) and may thus apply to 

perceptions of reports.



Studies have also investigated teachers’ comprehension of technical terms and "jargon" 

commonly contained in reports (Raforth & Richmond, 1983; Rucker, 1967, & Shively & 

Smith, 1969, cited in Owriby & Wallbrown, 1983), Theoretical writing and some earlier 

studies supported criticism of reports on the basis of use of jargon. However, more recent 

studies have not supported this criticism (Hagborg & Aiello-Coultier, 1994; Raforth and 

Richmond, 1983).

More recently, Harvey (1997) took a novel approach to language use in reports. She used 

formulas employed to analyse the readability of material in the technical and media 

publications, to rate the readability of the summary section of psychoeducational reports. 

Material above a Grade 13 level of difficulty is considered unreasonably dense and in danger 

of being misunderstood or ignored. The study revealed that psychologists write reports at 

a Grade 15 or 16 level of difficulty. A parallel study involving graduate students, indicated 

that feedback on readability did significantly lower grade ratings. She suggests that

psychologists use peer review and consumer feedback as a means of obtaining feedback oh
V

the readability ofItheir reports.

f
Only two, early studies investigated teachers’ perceptions of actual psychologists’ reports 

completed on specific children they had contact with (Hartlage & Merck, 1971, cited in 

Owilby and Wallbrown, 1983; Mussman, 1964, cited in Hagborg & Aiello-Coultier, 1994). 

Owntiy and; Wallbrown (1983) emphasised the importance of psychologists obtaining 

feedback orxactual reports in order to access real evaluative data on the meaningfulness and 

usefulness df services provided. They designed and published a questionnaire for this 

purpose, suggesting it should be attached to reports Sent out to teachers and other referral 

agencies, f'o date only one study employed this method. In this study, of 54 returned 

evaluative questionnaires, Hagborg and Aiello-Coultier (1994) found that teachers surveyed 

held an overall favourable view of reports. Then findings contradicted previous studies 

Which had found that consumers indicated low satisfaction with reports and criticise reports 

as unclear, containing jargon and of limited relevance to the classroom (Berry, 1975, cited 

in ibid, also see review by Ownby and Wallbrown, 1983). Results were however consistent 

with previous findings where teachers rated recommendations contained in reports to be too 

few and lacking in concreteness. The study was however limited, in that the reports were
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the work of only two psychologists and the return rate was only 28%. It is possible that 

teachers who viewed reports more favourably would be more likely to return evaluations, 

which limits the generalisability of these results (Hagborg & Aiello-Coultier, 1994). Given 

this, and the fact that most of the above studies were conducted over 10 years ago, there 

appears to be a need for more recent, more generalizable information on teachers’ 

perceptions of reports, particularly actual reports on specific children.

Related studies have investigated the extent to which reports can serve as agents to change 

perceptions. Schwartz & Wilkinson (1987) exposed teachers to cumulative folders, 

containing behaviour descriptions and a suspected diagnoses (brain damaged, learning 

disability, educable metal retardation). They then measured teachers perceptions of the 

children described across a number of domains and their confidence in their perceptions, 

before and after exposure to a report, which either did or did not contain a diagnostic label. 

There were some significant changes in perception, but ihese were not uniform or easily 

accounted for. The that reports do influence teachers’ perceptions, but

that tiiere may be unique interactions with particular diagnostic labels. The fact that some 

significant changes were found could also be a function of the large number of comparisons 

made in this study, o

More recently Andrews and Gutkin (1994) investigated whether the recommendation sections 

of a report could change the attitudes of teachers-in-training regarding a case, when the 

recommendation decision was counter-attitudinal to that already made by the teachers on the 

basis of first having read the preceding sections of the report (teachers advocating 

mainstream got recommendations advocating self contained placement and visa versa). They 

conclude that, overall, reports on their own may not be very powerful vehicles for changing 

reader’s attitudes and influencing participants to support cowzter-attitudinal 

recommendations.

Given the definitional confusion that plagues the field of learning disabilities and hence many 

psychoeducational assessments, and the controversy regarding the usefulness of psychometric 

test data, it seems that the ultimate criterion for evaluating assessment should indeed be the 

extent to which assessment results invalid or useful recommendations/decisions; that is, the
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extent to which it aids efforts to pre-empt, remediate and minimize children’s difficulties and 

deliver programmes that make a difference (Ashman & Conway, 1993). Neisworth & 

Bagnato (1992), after an extensive criticism of traditional assessment, state that "assessment 

is defensible when it is a companion to instruction and treatment".

The report then becomes a vehicle for communicating and persuading parents and teachers 

to implement these recommendations. In relation to this, Ownby (1990) examined whether 

teachers’ perceptions of the persuasiveness of report statements could be increased by using 

the expository process model, which suggests defining middle level theoretical concepts (like 

intelligence), by linking them to illustrative data.. The study supported the making of clear 

links to basic data in writing reports. In the study cited above, Andrews and Gutkin (1994) 

varied the source credibility, level of reader’s personal involvement and message quality of 

the "Recommendations" section, in accordance with the Elaboration of Likelihood Model, 

the dominant theory of attitude change in social psychology. Findings were supportive of 

the model as a means of improving the persuasiveness of reports, and a potential area of 

future research.

It should be noted that the above study makes the tacit assumption that the role of the 

assessment is persuasion of teachers to implement the recommendations reached by the 

assessment, whereas the work of writers like Adelman and Taylor emphasises consultation 

with those involved (be they parents or teachers), to reach consensus regarding decisions. 

It would however be naive to ignore the power relations involved in the "expert"-client 

relationship, even if one seeks to employ a model which minimises this. Teacher bias in 

referral has been documented, and educational psychologists do, by virtue of their training, 

possess knowledge which they should use to be effective in consultation, and influence 

decision making in a way that is beneficial to the learner. A possible area of future research 

may be the extent to which teacher involvement in assessment and or decision-making, 

influences the perception and implementation of recommendations/decisions.

Investigating die extent to which reports actually influence teachers to implement 

recommendations/decisions is beyond the scope of the present study. However, teachers’ 

perceptions of the recommendations section of reports they actually receive, were assessed.
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2.1. Rationale

Given that assessment is one of the major activities of educational psychologists, that reports 

represent the chief means of communicating the results of assessment to teachers, that 

communication with teachers assumes increasing importance if psychologists are to assume 

a more consultative role and, finally, the finding that consumer satisfaction with 

psychological services increases the likelihood of recommendations being implemented, there 

seems to be a need for studies investigating teachers’ perceptions of psychological reports.

To date no such studies have been published in South Africa. Internationally, there is a 

relative lack of recent studies, particularly studies assessing actual reports received by 

teachers.

The current study therefore assessed primary school teachers’ perceptions of the usefulness 

of actual reports they had received.

2.2 Aims

2.2.1. General Aim

The study was essentially of a descriptive and exploratory nature. Its aim was to gather 

descriptive information, regarding the psychoeducational reports actually being received by 

teachers, and teachers’ perceptions of the usefulness of various aspects of these reports.
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2.2.2 Specific Aims 

Specifically the aims were:

* To obtain descriptivf, information on the reports actually being received by South 

African teachers.

This descriptive data represents a first step toward increased accountability, with 

regard to the way in which psychological services are being rendered. The types of 

information gathered were the sex, grade and age of pupils being assessed, the nature 

of the referral problem, the source of referral, the source of the report (private 

practitioner/ clinic/ departmental services) the length of the report, as well as the 

types of content included in the reports.

n
* To assess the usefulness of various types o f report content to teachers.

This information could aid in evaluating which kinds of information it is helpful to 

k provide to teachers. In combination with data on the frequency with which items of 

repo# content were actually included in reports, these ratings could give an indication 

of the extent to which report content is actually useful to teachers.

* To assess how comprehensible teachers find reports.

To be useful, reports must be understandable. Teachers rated understandability of
V

various sections of the report as well as the language use in the report and completed 

two items regarding language use in reporting test results in general.

* To assess teachers'ratings o f the overall usefulness o f reports received.

This provides an indication of their satisfaction with the service being rendered via 

reports.

* To assess whether reports froni different somces differ in terms o f content and

perceived usefulness to teachers

h
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To assess whether reports differing in length differ in terms of their perceived 

usefulness.

Based on previous research (Salvagno and Teglasi, 1987; Weiner, 1985) it was 

expected that teachers would prefer longer reports.

To determine Which demographic variables o f pupils assessed relate to the perceived 

usefidness o f reports.

Variables included were age, grade and sex of pupil, nature of referral problem, c 

home language of pupil, and language of instruction of pupil.

To determine whether demographic variables o f teachers are related to their 

perception o f the usefulness o f reports.

Variables assessed were highest level of qualification, years of teaching experience, 

whether or not they had training in specialised education of psychology, degree of 

contact with psychologists, average number of reports received during a year, and the 

school at which the' teacher works.

To assess teachers’ general attitude to psychologists and assess whether there is a
i

relationship between such attitudes and their rating o f the usefulness o f specific 

reports.

To assess teachers’ attitudes to test data, and whether such attitudes relate to their 

perception o f the usefulness of specific reports.

To determine the extent to which criticisms o f reports in the literature apply to reports
V - i )

actually received by the teachers sampled. ||

Such information could yield guidelines as to which aspects of report writing require
- x  '.

improvement. >'
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* To determine the extent to which criticisms o f the recommendations sections, drawn 

from the literature, apply to reports received by the teachers sampled.

This is based on the assumption that valid and useful recommendations are the, 

ultimate purpose and outcome measure for assessment (Neisworth & Bagnato, 1992),
a!,

* To obtain qualitative feedback on reports.

This was to gain more in-depth information regarding teachers’ perceptions and needs 

with regard to reports and assessments.

M . . .

2.3 Method

2.3.1. Sample

Twck'b schools participated in the study. They were all co-educational government primary 

schools in the greater Johannesburg area. They had all previously been "white" schools,

prior to the government allowing desegregation of schools in 1991. The schools sampled
O .

then became "Model C" schools, meaning that "non-white" pupils could be admitted, but that 

such admission could remain subject to restrictive admission criteria. Recent changes in 

education mean that schools can determine their own admission policies. However, in 

accordance with the constitution, these cannot follow discriminatory lines. Ho formal 

assessment df the level of integration of the schools was made. However, on visiting schools 

it was clear that English schools were more integrated than Afrikaans schools and that 

schools of lower socio-economic status were more integrated than those of high socio­

economic status. v

The Ex-"Model C" schools were chosen, as they are likely to have some access to 

psychological services, because of their historical position of advantage, within the South 

African education system. Private school pupils are likely to have a higher level of access 

to privately funded psychoeducational services, while a large majority of South African pupils 

remain outside any form of psychoeducational service delivery. This should be kept in mind 

when generalising from present results regarding service delivery to South African pupils.

'I
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Seven of the schools had Afrikaans as the language of instruction and five were English 

medium schools. The pupils served by the schools ranged in socioeconomic status from 

lower to upper middle class. The demographic details of each school are listed in Table 1, 

Out of a total of 292 teachers at the above schools, 115 were relevant subjects (i.e. teachers 

who reported ttuf they had received a report(s) from a psychologist(s) during the year). Of 

these. 98 returned completed questionnaires. The study focused specifically on reports from 

psychologists. Three of the returned questionnaires, referred to occupational therapists 

reports, one to a remedial, therapist’s report and one questionnaire was not completed as the 

teacher no longer had access to the report. These were excluded. Thus of the remaining 110 

relevant subjects, 93 completed reports, giving a return rate of 84.5%.

® Demographic information regarding the 93 teacher subjects is summarised in the Table 2

TABLE 1; Demographic information on schools

W d m .

Pupil,

eac ers 

sampled

1 Afrikaans Lower middle 320 13 3 3

2 Afrikaans Lower middle 890 25 4 4

3 , Afrikaans Upper middle 400 16 7 4

4 Afrikaans Upper middle 658 36 11 11

5 Afrikaans Lower middle , 620 23 5 3

6 Afrikaans Middle 294 13 4 4

7 Afrikaans Middle 789 26 19 19

8 English Upper middle 620 25 7 5

9 English Middle 742 25 11 6

to English Lower middle 1054 35 14 11

11 English Middle 830 26 5 3

12 English Middle 620 24 20 20



TABLE 2: Demographic Information on Subjects

' •

-  —" r  i .,w!z,rr
9

Cumulati e

Years teaching experience 11.9 7.5

0 - 5  years 24 26.1 24 26.1

6 " 10 years 21 22.8 45 48.9

11-15 years 18 19.0 63 68.5 .>

16 - 20 years v, 12 13 75 81.5

21 - 30 years 17 18,5 92 100

Level of Qualification

Teaching Certificate 1 1.1 1 1.1

3 ye=yr Teaching Diploma &T' 13.0 13 14.1

Diploma with 4th year 4 4.4 17 18.5

Higher Diploma in Education tt 54 58.7 71 77.2

Higher Diploma in Education + 

additional year

7 7.6 78 84.*' j

i f
BA 2 2.2 80 87.0 I

BA (Hons) 1 1.1 81 88.1

Four teaching year degrees:

BA (Ed), B Prim Ed, BA (PHED)

7 7.6 88 95.7

BEd 3 3.3 91 98.9

MEd 1 1.1 92 o8

Specialised training in Psychology 

psychometry or special, education

Reported no training 65 71.4 65 71.4

Reported some training 26 28.6 91 100.0

No. of reports received annually 2.5 1.9

less than 2 29 34.1 29 34.1

2 or 2 to 3 28 33.0 57 67 J

3 to 12 28 33.0 85 100.0
#TjUe to the way this information was reported no distinction could be made between an HlJH preceded by a 

diploma, and HDE proceeded by a degree (for example BA or BSc) , , '
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! = ™ SD
Contact with Psychologists

None except via the report 24 28.6 24 28.6

Some contact: brief liaison re 

pupil/ attended course by a 

psychologist

37 44.0 61 72.6

Closer consultation re pupil 4 4.8 65 77.4

Psychologist is supervisor/HOD 2 2.4 67 79.8

Consulted re personal/family matter 9 76 90.5

Psychologist personal acquaintance 8 9.5 84 100.0

Grades taught

Junior Primary (Grade 0-3) 46 49.5 46 49.5

Senior Primary (Grade 4-7) 39 41.9 85 ; 91.4

Special/Aid or Remedial 1 8 8.6 8 100.0

2.3.2 Measures:

A questionnaire was constructed consisting of five sections. This was then submitted to a 

Clinical Psychologist in private practice, three Educational Psychologists, an educationalist 

with considerable experience in questionnaire research, a remedial teacher, and a statistician 

with experience in educational research design, for their comments and suggestions. On the 

basis of their judgments, the questionnaire was modified and a pilot questionnaire was 

presented to three teachers at a primary school not included in the final study. On the basis 

of this, changes were made to shorten the questionnaire and avoid difficulties encountered 

by teachers in completion thereof. See Appendix A for a copy of the Questionnaire.

The Questionnaire was tranriated into Afrikaans by the researcher and then checked for 

equivalence by an Afrikaans speaking, bilingual. Educational Psychology intern. See 

Appendix B. The format that follows is as the Questionnaire was presented to teachers.

X
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FORMAT OF QUESTIONNAIRE:

Section A: Demographic Details 

Items 1 to 6: Demographic details of teachers 

Section B: Details o f Report

Seven items eliciting data regarding the report and pupil assessed. These served as independent variables.

Section C: Ratings o f Sections o f Report

A listing of types of information commonly contained in reports. These were to be rated on a 5 point scale, on the 

basis of perceived usefulness to teachers in understanding and dealing with the assessed children. A sixth column, 

"NI" or "not included in report", was to be selected if the teacher perceived the particular item of information to 

be absent from the report being rated.

These items were adapted from Ownby et al. (1982), but the list was condensed to make it less tedious for 

responding teachers and suitable to the South African context. Information listed included features usually present 

in reports, as well as information that has been indicated in the literature to be potentially important in assessment, 

such as family strengths and weaknesses (Fish & Jain, 1985) and information on how the pupil learns best (Ashman 

and Conway, 1,993).

The items were arranged in sections, under headings usually used in reports. Opportunities were given for open 

ended comment after each section. In addition some of the statements based on common criticisms of reports, were 

included after the rating of relevant sections to facilitate filling in of the questionnaire,

Section D: Overall Rating o f Report

This comprised: ,

1. A six item usefulness measure, using a five point Likert scale. These items had been adapted from the 

studies of Ownby and Wallbrown (1983) and Hagborg & Aiello-Coultier (1994), Items were intended to 

be combined into an "Overall Usefulness Measure" or OUM, for comparison with various independent 

variables (teacher, pupil and report demographics), provided the scale possessed sufficient internal 

consistency.
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2. A five point rating of satisfaction with: the report overall; length of report; report’s

understanding of the teacher’s role; report’s use of language. These rating were based on common 

criticisms of these aspects of reports in the literature. (Hagborg and Aiello Coultier; 1994).

3. A rating of the quality of the report compared to other reports the teacher had been exposed to, to control 

for possible response bias and as a validation criterion for the OUM.

4. Open ended questions allowing comment, criticisms and suggestions regarding the report overall. 

Section E: Attitude measure

This comprised a five point Likert scale on which teachers indicate agreement with various statements.

Items a, b, c, d, g, i, j & tit were designed to tap teachers’ attitudes to psychologists. Positively and negatively 

phrased, items were balanced to avoid response sets. These items were intended to be combined into an "Attitude 

to Psychologists Scale" for comparison with various independent variables (teacher, pupil and report demographics), 

depending on whether the scale possessed sufficient internal consistency.

Items e, f, h, & k were designed to elicit teachers views regarding test dab, Again they were balanced for response 

sets and the four itep "Test Data Scale” checked for internal consistency. Items 1 and n looked more specifically 

at the teachers’ feelings regarding the use of jargon in reports of test data.

2.3.3 Procedure
■•X

Permission was obtained from the Gauteng Department of Education to conduct research 

within Ex-"Model C" co-educationai primary schools in the greater Johannesburg area as 

well as Soweto. The department forwarded a randomly selected list of 20 schools in the 

greater Johannesburg area and’ five schools in the Soweto area.

The data collection was conducted during the, last two weeks of August 1997. Unfortunately, 

of the five Soweto schools, one could not be reached by telephone and three had not received 

reports. Practical constraints prevented the sampling of sufficient Soweto schools to yield 

a meaningful sample (given the small number of relevant subjects per school) . It was 

, therefore decided tb limit the sample to Ex-"Model C" schools.
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The principals of the 20 schools were contacted by telephone and sent a letter briefly 

outlining the study, by means of fax. Of these schools 13 (65%) agreed to participate. 

However one of the participating schools had no relevant subjects; that is, children had been 

referred for assessment, but no reports had been received.

The Questionnaires were delivered to the school to be completed, anonymously and during 

their 6wn time, by teachers who had received a report/(s). A covering letter on the front 

of die Questionnaire (See Appendix Ay, provided teachers with the necessary introduction 

for completing the Questionnaire, In some instances the researcher spoke directly to staff, 

but in other ins/" aces this was done by the principal, as suited the particular school.
- j !

Questionnaires were then collected approximately a week later by the researcher. Once all 

schools had been visited a letter was faxed to participating schools thanking them for their 

participation and. providing an address to which to post late returns. One additional response 

was obtained in this way.

2,4 Research Design

2.4.1 Validation of measures

As noted above the Questionnaire was submitted to expert judges, to evaluate the face 

validity of the measures. In addition the following empirical investigations were carried out 

once the questionnaire had been administered.

To establish whether measures possessed sufficient internal consistency for their totals to be 

used meaningfully for comparison purposes, the internal consistency of each measure was 

investigated. This was done by checking the mean split half reliability coefficient, 

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, for the seven item "Overall Usefulness Measure" (OUM), the 

eight item "Attitude to Psychologists Scale" and the four item "Test Data Scale".

To further establish whether each scale was measuring a single construct, factor analysis was 

carried out on the measures. The "Overall Usefulness Measure" (OUM) as well as that of
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the combined items of the "Attitude to Psychologists Scale" and the "Test Data Scale" were 

subjected to Principal Component Analysis. Kaiser’s criterion, that only those factors that 

have latent roots greater than one should be considered as common factors, was applied in 

each case. This method is particularly suitable for principal components designs. (Child, 

1970) . Cattell’s scree test was then applied and a graph of latent roots was plotted against 

the factor number. The shape of the resulting curve was used to judge the cut off points.

To further validate the OUM, teachers scores on the OUM (dependent variable) were 

compared across different ratings of two items (independent variables), overall satisfaction 

with the report, and the comparative rating of the report, relative to others the teacher had 

read. This was done by means of one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) technique, The 

General Linear Models Procedure, followed by a multiple comparisons procedure, the

Bonferroni critical values approach. These procedures were also used for comparison with
\\

the demographic variables and are described in more detail below.

2.4.2 Descriptive statistics

The data was described by means of frequencies, means and standard deviations (when 

applicable), as well as percentages.

/
In addition, for the various teacher ratings (such as usefulness of content items, usefulness 

of report overall, ratings of aspects of reports commonly criticised ind attitude measures) 

the percentage of teachers rating an item positively, the percentage rating it negatively and 

those rating it neutrally, were reported.

2.4.3 Differences in report content bv source
<v

To establish whether reports from psychologists in private practice differed in content from 

those sent out by Departmental Services, a chi-square test was used. For each content item 

the proportion of private psychologists’ reports containing that item was compared to the 

proportion of departmental reports containing the item, No comparisons were made to 

reports originating from educational clinics, because of the small number of such reports
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contained in the sample (n=3).

2.4.4 Analysis of ratings

Teacher’s ratings of content items, aspects of reports commonly criticised, as well as items 

of the OUM, "Attitude to Psychologists Scale" and "Test Data Scale" were further analysed 

to determine whether the proportion of subjects rating an item positively was significantly 

more or less than those rating it negatively. By chance it could be expected that 50% of 

subjects choosing non-neutral response would rate an item negatively, while 50% would rate 

it positively. Neutral responses were therefore excluded and a chi-square test against a fixed 

proportion was used to analyse whether significantly more teachers had chosen either the 

positive or negative ratings. Significance was tested at the 0.05 level.

2.4.5 Analysis of relationships.between variables

Groups differing on independent variables (teacher, pupil and report demographics) were 

compared on the dependent variables ("Overall Usefulness Measure" [OUM] and "Attitude 

to Psychologists Scale1'), to ascertain whether demographic variables relate significantly to 

these measures. This was done by means of one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 

technique. The General Linear Models Procedure was used as this allows for unbalanced 

designs.

Responses to the OUM and "Attitude to Psychologists Scale" were compared across several 

independent variables.

Teacher variables were: highest level of qualification, years of teaching experience, training 

in specialised education oz; psychology, degree of contact with psychologists, average 

number of reports received during a year and school at which the teacher works.

Variables relating to pupils assessed were: age, grade and sex of pupil, home language of 

pupil, and language of instruction of pupil.
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Report variables were: source of the report, nature of referral problem, source of referral 

and length of the report.

In cases were significant differences were found, a specific comparison procedure, the 

Bonferroni critical values approach, was utilised. This allowed for multiple comparisons, 

enabling the researcher to establish which pairs of groups were significantly different from 

one another within each independent variable, and to specify in more detail the source of the 

significant overall F, This procedure provides conservative tests of statistical significance, 

however it does frequently yield less stringent values (and therefore more powerful tests) than 

use of other specific comparison tests (for example, Scheffe’s contrast method), especially 

when the total number of comparisons is smaii (Harris, 1975),

The significant effects were analysed using Dunn’s Test. This allows for pairwise 

comparison of means, whereby a regular t test is employed, but the result of the t test is 

evaluated against a modified critical value o f f , t o  limit the family wise error rate (Howell, 

1992).

Teachers1 scores oii the "Attitude to Psychologists Scale" were compared to their ratings of 

reports on the QUp, to investigate the nature of the relationship between general attitudes 

to psychologists and the overall rating of specific reports. This was done by calculating the 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient between the summed scores of the two scales.

To further investigate the relationship between teacher’s overall ratings of specific reports 

and their general attitude to psychologists, as well as their attitude toward test data, the same 

ANOVA procedure was used as for the demographic variables. This allowed the researcher 

to assess whether teacher’s ratings of specific reports on the OUM, differed across different 

levels of each item of the "Attitude to Psychologists Scale" and the "Test Data Scale”



2,4.6 Analysis of qualitative information

A content analysis was performed on the answers given by subjects in response to the 

qualitative questions. Content analysis is a method of studying and analysing 

communications in a systematic, objective, and quantitative manner (Keriinger, 1986), 

Kaplan (1943) states that this technique "attempts to characterize the meanings in a given 

body of discourse in a systematic and quantitative fashion" (cited in Berelson, 1954, p489). 

The method used was equivalent,to nominal measurement, that is the number of responses 

in each category was counted after each response had been assigned to it’s proper category. 

The unit of analysis was the theme, that is a sentence or several words that can be classified 

as expressing a particular idea. Categories were established. Each theme was classified 

under a particular category, and the number of responses in each category counted.
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3.1 Construction of measures:

The internal consistency of the "Overall Usefulness Measure" (OUM), the "Attitude to 

Psychologists .Scale" and the "Test Data Scale" were established by checking the mean split 

half reliability coefficient. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha of 0.92 was achieved for the 7 item 

OUM. For the 8 item "Attitude to Psychologists Scale", a Cronbach coefficient alpha of 

0. 80 was obtained. This suggests that the two measures have sufficient internal consistency 

to use their totals for comparison purposes.

Cronbach’s alpha for the four item "Test Data Scale" was 0.61. While this low coefficient 

may be due to the small number of items, items of this scale were not summed for 

comparison with demographic variables.

The factor structure of the OUM was analyzed in a Principal Component Analysis. Kaiser’s 

criterion, that only those factors that have latent roots greater than one should be considered 

as common factors, was applied. This method is particularly suitable for principal 

components designs. (Child, 1970). This resulted in only one factor being retained. This, 

factor accounted for 69.1% of the variance. All items of the OUM loaded highly on this 

factor (all loadings were greater than .80, except item 1, which loaded .73). A single 

dominant factor is thus indicated, implying that the data represent a unidimensional set, 

measuring essentially only one constmct. This further justifies the combination of the 7 

items into a single measure, the OUM, for comparison with demographic variables.

The combined items of the "Attitude to Psychologists Scale" and the "Test Data Scale" were 

subjected to Principal Component Factor Analysis. Again Kaiser’s criterion was used and 

only those factors that had latent roots greater than one were considered. This resulted in 

three components being retained. Catteli’s scree test was then applied and a graph of latent 

roots was plotted against the factor number. The shape of the resulting curve was employed 

to judge the cut off point. (See Table 3) This suggested a single dominant factor. This 

factor accounted for 40.6% of the variance of the scores. All items of both the "Attitude to
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Psychologists Scale" and the "Test Data Scale" loaded highly on this factor (i.e. all had 

loadings greater than .43). This suggests that with regards to their attitudes, teacher subjects 

did not clearly differentiate between psychologists and the test data they produce.

TABLE 3: "Attitude to Psychologists Scale" and "Test Data Scale", Scree Blot of Eigenvalues >1

Im a

Factor number
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3.2 Descriptive Data and Content of Reports

The demographic details of teachers/subjects have already been presented in the previous 

chapter (Table 2, p 17). Table 4 presents demographic information on the pupils assessed 

in the reports which subjects rated.

TABLE 4: Demographic information on the pupils assessed by reports rated

srr" rr
Gender: Male 65 72.2 65 r  72.2

Female 25 27.8 90 100 ^

Age: 5 - 6  years 10 10.8 10 10.8

7 - 9  years 39 41.9 49 52.7

10 - 12 years /  ) 33 35.5 82 88.2

13 - 15 years 11 11.8 93 100

Grade: 0 4 4.3 4 4.3

1 19 20.4 23 24.7

2 16 17.2 k 39 ,, 41.9

3 11 11.8 50 53.8 „

Junior Primary Total 50 53.8 50 53.8

4 13 14 63 67.7

5 10 10.8 73 78.5

6 8 8.6 81 87.1

7 12 12.9 93 100

Senior Primary Total 43 100.0 93 100

Home Language*

Afrikaans 50 68.5 50 68.5

English 20 27.4 70 95.9

African Language 3 4.1 73 100

Language of Instruction

Afrikaans 45 48.4 45 48.4

English 48 51.6 93 100
* Due to misunderstanding of the question on the English version 20 subjects did not provide this information



29

As can be seen more boys than girls were referred, a well documented aspect of referral for 

psychological services. Referrals tended to be fairly evenly spread across the age and grade 

range.

Table 5 outlines details of the report.

TABLE 5: Details of Reports Rated

_

# 3
Source of Report

Private Psychologist 63 67.7 63 67.7

Departmental Services 27 29.0 90 96.8

Clinic 3 3.2 93 . . . 100.0

Reason for referral

academic difficulties 53 57.0 53 57.0

behaviour problems 16 17.2 69 74.2

emotional problems 10 10.8 79 84.9

family problems 2 2,2 81 87.1

suspected mental retardation 1 1.1 82 88.2

parental concern 9 9.7 91 97.8

other (cerebral palsy/eye problem) 2 2.2 93 100

Referred by

teacher compieting questionnaire 45 48.4 45 48.4

another teacher 20 21.5 65 69.9

parents 28 30.1 93 100.0

Length

3 typed pages or less , 35 38.0 35 38.0

4 to 6 typed pages £7 . 40.2 72 78.3

7-8' typed pages 14 15.2 86 93.5

9 typed pages or more 6 6.5 92 100

As can be seen the majority of reports sent to teachers originate from psychologists in private 

practice, followed by Departmental Services, with only 3.2 % of reports originating from



educate ^clinics. This suggests either that children, in the sample are being served mainly 

by'private practitioners, followed by departmental services, or that clinics are not sending 

out reports to teachers,

Most reports tended to be less than six pages long. Most referrals were for academic 

difficulties, followed by behavioural problems. Caution should be exercised in taking this 

as ari indication that these are the chief referrals to psychologists. It may simply be that 

teachers are more likely to be affected by such referral problems and hence receive reports 

on them. Teachers were more likely to receive reports on children they had refei. ed 

themselves. It should be noted that these results only apply to Ex-"Model C" schools in the 

greater Johannesburg area.

Table 6, below, presents descriptive data on teacher’s ratings of report content.

Column one of thR table lists different types of report content.

Column two indicates which percentage of the sample as a whole, as well as which 

percentage of private psychologists’ reports (privyrac reports), departmental services reports 

(dept, reports) and clinic reports contained each type of information. ,1 

Column three lists the percentages of subjects who rated a particular item as "useful” vs 

"neutral" vs "not useful", in the report they rated. Only subjects whose report contained 

the particular item were considered here.

"neutral" responses were then excluded and a chi- square test used to compare the number 

of subjects rating a particular item as useful, to those rating it not useful. The actual 

proportions achieved were compared to a 50:50 break, which is what one would expect by 

chance. Where the number of subjects rating a report useful, or not useful, was significant 

greater than 50 percent of the total subjects choosing non-neutral responses, the relevant 

column is marked with an asterisk (*), if significant at ihe .05 level and with a double, 

asterisk (**), if significant at the 0.01 level.

1. Percentages were calculated for each item by subtracting the number of "Not Included in Report" responses (NI) 

for that item, from the relevant sample size (n), and expressing the result as a percentage of the sample size 

[(n-NI) / n x 100.] Where teachers did not rate a particular item, it was regarded as "Not Included” in the 

particular report, Suca. tnissing information constituted 8.5% of the total number of "Not Included" responses.
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Background information:

D escrip tion  o f  referral/presenting prob 96 .8 96 ,82 96.3 100 7 2 ,2  ** 22 .2 5 .6

PupiVa developm ental background 8 9 .2 88.9 88.9 100 6 3 .9  *e' 27 .7 8 .4

F am ily  background 77 .4 77 .8 74.1 100 61,1 ** 2 9 ,2 9.7

Fam ily  stfcngths/'resourccs/w eaknesses 6 4 .5 68.3 59 .3 33 .3 5 5 ,0  ** 3 0 .0 15.0

F am ily 's  goals 57 .0 57,1 55 ,6 66.7 2 8 .3 3 0 .2 4 1 .5

F am ily 's  perceptions o f  problem 7 1 ,0 73 .0 66.7 66,7 5 4 .5  ** 33.3 12.12

S chool related inform ation 81.7 77 .8 96.3 33,3 6 7 .1  ** 30.3 2 6 .6

JDcscripZ, o f  p u p il 's  behaviour in  class 76 .3 73 .0 85 .2 66.7 6 6 .2  *♦ 19.7 14.1

D tiscript. o f  behaviour during  testing 83 .9 85.7 77 .8 100 6 7 .9  ** 23.1 9-0
D escrip t, o f  hom e behaviour 72 .0 71 .4 74.1 66.7 5 5 .2 2 6 .9 17,9

B ackgtdund n f o .  section as a  w hole 88 .2 87,3 92 .6 66.7 6 1 .0  ** 29 ,3 9 .8

Results of testing:

Findings o f  IQ  Testing 73 .1 73 .0 74.1 66 ,7 7 5 .0  ** 17.6 7 .4

R aw  scores fro m  above testing 69.9 71.4 7 0 .4 33.3 6 4 .6  *» 2 1 .5 13 .8

Standardised A chievem ent test results 84.9 87.3 77 .8 100 8 1 .0  ** 12.7 6,3

A udito iy /V isual perception tes t results 90.3 93,6 81.5 100 7 9 .8  ** 13.1 7 .1

L anguage developm ent test findings 8 3 .9 90.5 66 .7 100 7 5 .6  ** 17,9 6 .4

Em otional/personality  testU nd ings 8 0 .6 85.7 66 .6 100 81 ,3  ** 13.3 5 .3

Statements re  validity  o f  tes t results 7 4 .2 79 .4 6 3 .0 66.7 68 ,1  ** 2 3 .2 8 .7

Explanation o f  purpose o f  tests used 74 .2 79 .4 6 3 .0 66.7 5 9 .4  ** 3 0 ,4 10.1

Explanation o f  th e  m eaning o f  h igh  and low  scores 7 4 .2 80.9 55 .5 100 5 8 .0  *» 31 .9 10.1

Results o f  testing  sec tion , overall 90,3 95 .2 77 .7 100 6 9 .0  *« 2 2 ,6 8.3

Integrative Section / Summary:

Comm ents relating tes t results to  p u p il 's  behaviour 

and perform ance beyond the. tes t situation

75 .3 76 .2 74 .1 66 .7 6 2 .9  * * 30 .0 7 .1

C om m ents relating d ifferen t tes t results to  each other 

&  explaining any  contradictions

64 .5 65,1 59 .3 100 5 5 .0  ** 38.3 6 .7

G eneral conclusions abou t th e  causes o f  p u p il's  

behaviour/difficulties

88 .2 90 .5 85 ,2 66 .7 7 5 .6 18.3 6,1

Explanations o f  progress to  b e  expccted 7 1 .0 69 .8 7 0 ,4 100 66.7 2 2 .7 10,6

A nsw ers to  specific  referral questions 73 .1 7 4 .6 7 0 .4 66 .7 6 1 .8  ** 2 7 .9 10.3

Inform ation re  how  pupil learns b est. 65 .6 68 .2 66.7 100 60 .7  ** 19.7 1 9 .7

Sum m ary/integrative section overall 87.1 88 .9 81,5 100 6 0 .5 * * 2 8 .4 U.l
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Recommendations:
■-« =

x*>

Recom m endations that relate to  referral questions 82.8 81 .0 8 5 .2 100 6 4 .9  ** 2 8 .6 6 .5

Specific recom m endations for parents 84,9 85 .7 81.5 100 69 .6  ** 16.5 13.9

Specific recom m endations fo r  teacher/s 80.6 7 7 .8  1 88.8 66.7 6 9 .3  ** 22 .7 8 .0

. Recom m endations regard ing  eligibility fo r special 

Educational services

61.3 7 6 .2 63 .0 100 5 0 .0  ** 38 .2 11.8

Recom m endations regarding alternative placem ent 73.1 61 .9 59 .3 66 ,7 5 0 .9  ** 31 .6 17.5

D iagnosis o r  label given 61.3 71 .4 77 .7 66 .7 60 .3  ** 23 .5 16.2

T h e  recom m endations section overall 91.4 93 .7 85.2 100 60 .0  ** 31.8 8 .2

As can be seen, teachers tend to rate all information they receive quite favourably. For all 

but one content item, significantly more teachers rated the information "useful" than rated 

it "not useful".

The items regarded as most useful, as presented in reports rated, were: standardised 

achievement test results, emotional/persoiiality test findings, and auditory/visual perceptual 

test results, followed by results of IQ testing, language development test findings and general 

conclusions about the causes of pupils behaviour/difficulties.

The only items not rated useful by significantly more teachers was "Family’s Goals", which 

was in fact regarded by more subjects to be "not useful" than "useful".

Other items which fewer subjects voted "useful" (although still voted "useful" by significantly 

more subjects than not), were the family’s strengths and weaknesses and descriptions of the
! j

child’s home behaviour. !j

Perhaps family and home related information is not of direct rel , ance to teachers.

Comments relating different test results to each other and explaining any contradictions, were 

also rated' ''useful" by fewer subjects. Perhaps such detailed analysis is not of interest to 
teachers.



Finally only 50.0 and 50.9 % of teachers found recommendations regarding eligibility for 

special educational service or alternative placement useful. Perhaps they did not agree with 

these recommendations, or felt they were not practical.

3.3 Determination of Differences in Content of kcports as a Function of their Source

For each content item, a chi-square test was used to determine whether the item occurred 

more often in departmental or in private psychologists’ reports.

Sigrlficantly more departmental services reports contained school related information than 

did private psychologists’ reports (p<,05)

The test result section, as a whole, appeared in significantly less departmental than private 

reports (p<.G5).

Significantly more private psychologists’ reports included findings of language development 

tests (pC.Ol), auditory and visual perception tests, and personality tests (p<.Q5). In 

addition, significantly more private psychologists reports contained explanations of the 

meanings of high and low scores.

Overall, departmental services reports appear to make greater use of information from the 

school context, while private psychologists reports contain more test data.

This may reflect the fact that the majority of departmental reports (81.5%) originated from 

two schools, both situated closest to the Aid Centre serving their area (School 2: n=4 and 

School 7: n=19). In conversation with the researcher, staff at both these schools express 

great satisfaction with Departmental support services offered. The two Aid Centres p e  many 

referrals from these particular schools and work very closely with the school, often via 

consultation with teachers. Conversely, staff of many other schools complained of a delay 

in, or complete lack of support from departmental services, necessitating use of private 

practitioners. These findings do not necessarily apply to Departmental services in areas other 

than those sampled by the current study.



3.4 Overall Ratings of Usefulness

Table 7 summarises subjects’ responses to the report as a whole. The same procedure was 

employed as for the Report Content. The "neutral” responses were excluded and a Chi- 

square analysis was used to compare whether the percentage of subjects rating a particular 

item as "useful" or "not useful", was greater than would be expected by chance. Where the 

number of subjects rating the report "useful", or "not useful" was significantly larger the 

relevant column is marked with an asterisk (*) for significance at the .05 level and a double 

asterisk (**) for significance at the ,01 level.

TABLE 7 : Overall Usefulness of Report

~"'r—
Items: How useful was the report in 1 and 2 

Useful
3

Neutral

4 and 5 

Not useful

Describing pupil, compared to your own experience 68.1 ** 20.9 11.0

Helping to understand pupil 69.9 ** 22.6 7.5

Knowing what to expect from pupil 66.7 ** 22.6 10.8

Helping develop broad approaches in working with the pupil 59.8 ** 28.3 12.0

Helping develop specific instructional plans/methods 38.0 29.3 32.6

Helping deal with classroom behaviour 42.4 30.4 27.2

Changing your attitude or behaviour towards the student. 50.0 ** 35.9 14.1
terns against w h ich  no  asterisk appears w e re  r a t ^  ncither ,ruseftiin * n o r  "not usefu ii r ti:Ta significant m ajority  o t subjects

Again it can be seen that significanth more teachers found reports useful in most respects 

assessed, than found them not useful. However it should be noted that there was a greater 

tendency for teachers to rate the reports’ overall usefulness neutrally, than was the case with 

most individual content items. This may suggest that while most teachers find the content 

of reports very useful, reports fare less well in fulfilling broader aims.

Significantly more teachers found reports useful in helping them to understand pupils and 

know what to expect from them, describing pupils relative to their own experience, helping 

them develop broad based approaches in working with pupils, and changing their behaviour



or attitude toward pupils. However it appears that fewer teachers were sure about the ability 

of reports to change their attitudes or behaviour.

Two areas in which reports fared less well was in helping develop specific instructional plans 

or methods and in helping deal with classroom behaviour, with a number of teachers feeling 

neutral or that reports were not useful in this regard.

Asked to state their satisfaction with the report overall, 69.9% of teachers were ’'Very 

or "Somewhat Satisfied" with the report, 21,5% were "neutral", and 8.6% were "Somewhat 

- "  or "Very Disappointed", in fact only one subject chose the "Very Disappointed" category.

Teacher’s were also asked to rate the report, relative to others they hqd read (if applicable). 

75% of subjects completing this item, rated their report as "Good" or "Very Good" 

compared to others, 22.7% rated it as "Mediocre" and only 2.3 % as "Poor". No subjects 

rated their report "Very Poor" compared to others they had read. This suggests that reports 

in the current sample were better than reports generally read by teachers. It seems more 

likely thatijthere was some response bias, among teachers sampled, to giving positive ratings. 

This should be kept in mind when interpreting the results of this study.

When the same chi-square procedure was used to compare the proportion of positive 

responses to each of these items to the negative responses, results indicated significantly more 

positive responses, in both cases (p< .01).

These two single items above also provide further criterion validation of the "Overall 

Usefulness Measure" (OUM).

On the overall satisfaction item, only one subject selected the "Very Disappointed" option, 

therefore this category was excluded from the analysis. The four different levels of 

satisfaction expressed, served as the independent variable for purposes of this comparison and 

the OUM as the dependent variable.
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The same was done for the four different ratings o f the report, compared to others the 

teacher had read,

A one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) technique, the General Linear Models Procedure 

was used. The ANOVA yielded statistically significant results (at 0.0001 level).

TABLE 8: Results of the Univariate Analysis of Variance Procedure

SOURSE ..... DF TYPE m s s MS F

Overall satisfaction 4 1149.1 437.3 25.5***

Comparative rating
—  — r

3 1143.9 381.3 16.5***

 ̂x
A specific multiple comparison procedure , the Bonferroni critical values approacu, was then 

used to ascertain where, and in what direction, differences lay, Dunn’s T tests were used 

to analyse specific pairwise comparisons. This revealed that the "neutral" and the 

"Somewhat Dissatisfied" levels of overall satisfaction, differed,;/significantly from the 

"Somewhat Satisfied" and "Satisfied" groups, who also differed significantly from one 

another, on the OUM. f

Dunn’s T tests for the comparative rating indicated a statistically significant difference in 

OUM scores between the groups selecting the "Mediocre" and "Poor" ratings and those 

selecting the "Good" and "Very Good", levels.

All differences were in the expected direction, 'that is teachers who rated the two items more 

favourably gave more favourable ratings on the OUM.

The above results suggest a relationship between teacher’s OUM rating of the report and 

their general satisfaction with it, as well as between OUM ratings and teachers’ rating of the 

report relative to others they have read. This provides further validation of the OUM as a 

measure of overall usefulness of the report.
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3.5 Ratines of Aspects Criticised in the Literature

3.5.1 Ratings of commonly criticised aspects c? recommendations

When rating recommendations 51.1% of teachers felt they were "Practical" or "Very 

Practical", 43.2% felt they were somewhat practical and only 5.7% felt they were 

"Impractical" or "Very Impractical".

60.4% of teachers found reports "Very effective" or "Quite effective" in convincing parents 

and teachers to implement recommendations. 19.8% felt the report they rated was

"Effective" and 19.8% felt it was "Not very effective" or "Totally ineffective".

67.8% of teachers were "Somewhat - " or "Very satisfied" with the number of 

recommendations in their report, 17.8% were "Neutral" and 14.4% were "Somev/hat - " or 

"Very disappointed".

64.8% of teachers were "Somewhat - " or "Very satisfied" with the specificity of 

recommendations in the report they rated, 19.8% were "Neutral" and 15.4% were 

"Somewhat - " or "Very disappointed".

3.5.2 Ratines of commonly criticised aspects of reports overail

69.9 % of teachers were "Somewhat -"  or "Very satisfied" with the length of the report they 

rated, 21.5% were "Neutral" and 8.6% were "Somewhat - " or "Very disappointed".

57.0% of teachers were "Somewhat - " or "Very satisfied" with the understanding of the 

teachers’ role in the report they rated, 24.7% were "Neutral" and 18.3% were "Somewhat- 

" or "Very disappointed".

x  ' '  A
For the items described under 3.5.1 and 3.5.2 above, non-neutral responses were analysed 

using a chi-sqkare test against a fixed proportion. In all cases significantly more teachers 

chose the opticas indicating satisfaction with, or a positive attitude toward reports (pCO.Ol)
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3.5.3 Understandabilitv and Language Use

When asked to rate the reports in terms of their satisfaction with language use, 84.9% of 

teachers reported that they were "Somewhat - " or "Very Satisfied”, 11.8% were "neutral" 

and only 3.2% were "Somewhat - " or "Very Disappointed".

of ease of understanding, asTable 9 below looks at separate sections of the report in tc 

well, as the teachers responses to the two items regarding language use in reporting test data

TABLE 9: Language Use

How easy to understand were the following sections ? 1 & 2: Easy 

or Very Easy

3: Somewhat 
Understand­

able

4 & 5: 

Unclear or 
Very Unclear

Presentation of Test Results 75.6 ** 23.3 1.1

Integrative Section or Summary 81.1 ** 14.4 4.4

Recommendations 83.0 ** 13.6 1 3.4

Items relating to language use in presenting 

test data (TD)

1 and 2 

Agree

3 Neutral 4 and 5 
Disagree

TD would be more useful if it was more clearly presented 52.7** 25.8 21.5#

The use of jargon in reports of TD is not really a j  

problem for teachers

35,9 25.0 39.1

** significantly more teachers choosing non-neutral responses chose this option (p< .01)

Teachers tended to view the reports as easily understood. However, relative to the other 

sections, the presentation of test results appears to have been completely understood by fewer 

subjects, than the summary and recommendations sections.

A. chi-square test of the non-neutral responses, suggests that teachers are more equally 

divides as to whether the use of jargon in reports of test data is a problem for teachers. 

Significantly more subjects do agree that test data would be more useful if more clearly 

presented,
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3.6 Attitude toward Psychologists

Teachers responses to items assessing their general attitude toward psychologists are 

described in Table 10, below.

TABLE 10: Attitudes toward Psychologists

Psychologists can gain access to a lot of information that could be helpful 

to teachers

Grot

.Agree 

95.7 ** 4.3

gs of

—

hisT tee
..............

0

If a pupil is experiencing difficulties, a psychological assessment should be 

recommended

83.7 ** 12.0 4.3

When it comes down to actually dealing with pupils in the classroom, 

psychological information is useless. #
13.0 14.1 72.8 **

I think the services of psychologists should be made more available to 

pupils and teachers

.92.5 ** 5.4 2.2

I would never appi'pach a psychologist for help # 8.6 14,0 77.4 **

Sending a pupil to a psychologist is generally a waste of time tt 1,1 8.6 90.3 **

I don't have much faith in psychologists # 2.2 7.5 90.3**

I have great respect for psychologists. 79.6 ** 17.2 3.2
rkeversed items - disagreement indicates positive attitude to psychologists 

** significantly more teachers choosing non-neutral responses chose this option (p<.01)

As can be seen teachers generally had a very positive attitude toward psychologists. In 

particular, over 90% of teachers sampled have faith in psychologists and believe that 

psychologists have access to a lot of information that could be helpful to them, that 

psychological services should be made more available to them and their pupils, and that 

sending pupils to psychologists is not a waste of time.



3.7 Attitudes toward Test Data
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TABLE 11: Attitudes toward Test Data

1 
S

“ “

: I

- - z:
Psychological TD are not really relevant to educational decision-making # 8.6 14.0 77.4 **

Information obtained from tests conducted by psychologists provides an 

objective way of confirming impressions about pupils.
84.9** 12.9 2.2

Psychological assessments often rely too much on TD ti 29.0 38.7 32.3

I believe information yielded by psychological testing to be very valuable 90.3 ** 8.6 1.1
^Reversed items - disagreement indicate'.' positive attitude toward test data 

** significantly more teachers choosing non-neutral responses chose this option (p < .01)

For three of the four items, chi-square tests indicate that, out of the total number of teachers 

choosing non-neutral responses, significantly more than half held positive attitudes to test 

data. Teachers sampled appeared to feel test data is valuable, relevant to educational 

decision making and provides an objective way of confirming impressions about pupils.

Of note, however, is that quite a number of teachers were undecided as to whether 

assessments relied too much on test data, with 29% feeling that there is an overreliance.

3.8 Relationships Among Variables

3.8.1 Comparisons of Overall Ratines of Usefulness (OUMY with Demographic Variables

To assess whether ratings of usefulness of reports was related to teacher, report or pupil 

variables, a one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) technique, the General Linear Models 

Procedure was used. This assessed whether ratings on the OUM differed across different 

levels of various independent variables, ihe results/are listed in Appendix E.
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The ANOVA yielded statistically significant results for length of report suggesting that 

reports of different lengths differed in terms of teachers’ overall satisfaction with them. 

(F=2.79, p=0.045). A specific multiple comparison procedure, the Bonferroni critical 

values approach, was then used to ascertain where, and in what direction differences lay. 

Dunn’s T tests were used to analyse specific pairwise comparisons. This revealed no 

significant pairwise differences between reports of 3 or less pages, 4 to 6 pages, 7-8 pages 

or 9 pages or more. Results are thus suggestive of a relationship between report length and ,, 

overall usefulness of the report, but not conclusive. Had the data been continuous rather tha n 

categorical (ie. teachers indicated exact length rather than selecting a category) a clearer 

relationship may have emerged.

OUM scores did not differ significantly across any o f the other report, teacher or pupil 

variables. It is possible that the large amount of specific report variance (ie different 

children, different report writers) did not allow for the identification of the effects of variance 

related to specific teacher, pupil or teporiwariables.

3.8.2 Attitude to Psychologists as a function of demographic variables

A one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) technique, the General Linear Models Procedure 

was used to assess whether teachers’ scores on the "Attitude to Psychologists Scale" differed 

across different levels of independent variables. This was to assess whether attitudes to 

psychologists were related to teachers’ demographic characteristics. The results are listed 

in Appendix F.

The only variable for which scores on the "Attitude to Psychologists" scale differed 

, significantly was grade taught, (F=1.55, p=Q.0315). The multiple comparisons procedure 

using the Bonferroni critical values approach, was then applied, Dunn’s T tests indicated that 

Junior Primary teachers were significantly more favourable toward psychologists than Senior 

Primary teachers (at 0.05 level of significance).
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3.8.3 Relationship between Overall Ratings of Usefulness fOTTMV 

Attitudes to Psychologists and Attitudes to Test Data

A one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) technique, the General Linear Models Procedure 

was used to assess whether teacher’s OUM ratings differed across different levels of the 

items of "Attitude to Psychologists Scale" and the "Test Data Scale". This was to assess 

whether ratings of specific reports were influenced by teacher’s general attitudes.

No significant differences were found for any items of either scale, with the exception of 

one item of the "Attitude to Psychologist’s Scale", "Psychologists can gain access to a lot 

of information that could be helpful to teachers". Multiple comparisons using the Bonferroni 

critical values approach suggest that teachers agreeing or strongly agreeing with this items 

rated reports significantly more favourably on lue OUM than those who chose the "neutral" 

response to this items. No teacher’s "Disagreed" or "Strongly Disagreed" with this item. 

It is likely that receiving a report they found useful influenced teachers to agree more 

strongly with this item. Overall results suggested no relationship between the attitudes to 

psychologists 01 'test data, and ratings of specific reports on the OUM.

To further investigate the relationship the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient 

was calculated between teachers total scores on the OUM and on the "Attitude to 

Psychologists Scale". This yielded an extremely low correlation coefficient of 0.08, 

suggesting that the two scales are not significantly related.

3.9 Results of qualitative analysis

Throughout the questionnaire opportunities are provided for open-ended responses or the 

clarification of forced choice responses. These were classified into various categories, and 

themes. As respondents tended to make general comments under specific questions and visa 

VL. ua, more general themes, expressed throughout the report, were first classified (for 

example comments on the role of consultation). The remaining comments were categorised 

tinder the topics discussed in the questionnaire (for example comments on test data, or on 

length of report).



Table 12 below lists the various topics and theme categories, together with the number of 

responses in each, the percentage which they make up of comments on that topic, the 

percentage which they make up of the total number of identified comments, and typical 

examples of comments classified under each theme (when informative).

TABLE 12 : Content Analysis of Open Ended Responses

N„. Z
1. VAGUE OR TOO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific details of the particular pupil or report being rated / comments too 

vague to be classified

20 100 8,7

2. REQUESTS FOR / STATEMENTS OF THE IMPORTANCE OF 

INFORMATION ON CHILD’S BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

" I t  is  v e iy  im portant to  have fccdback from  th e  school and ch ild 's  teachers to obtain a  m ore balanced view "

5 100 2.2

3. REPORTS CONFIRM WHAT TEACHERS ALREADY KNOW 7 100 3.0

Negative comments: reports simply tell teachers what they already know
"R em edial teachers also  do  scholastic/diagnostic tests fo r reading/spelling/m ath/ visual and auditory  perception 

an d  d o n ’t  need re p o rt on  these from  psychologist"

4 57.1

Positive comments: reports serve as important confirmation "Professtosai inpu t o r 

confirm ation o f  o u r  recom m endations assures us  (as untrained experts) that w e are  on  the correct track"

3 42.9

4. CONSULTATION 12 100 5.2

Negative comments that follow up/consultation needed or was insufficient 8 66.7

Positive comments re usefulness consultation that was provided 4 33.3

5. LANGUAGE USE 22 100 9.5

Report was clear/easy to understand "it w as easy  to  read and understand” 5 22.8

Terminology was should be explained / is difficult for teachers 11 50

Abbreviations are confusing 2 9.1

Grammar or spelling poor 2 9.1

Teacher requests report in own language (1 E n g l. 1 A f t) 2 9.1

6. COMMENTS ON PARENTS 9 100 3.9

No recommendations for parents 2 22.2

Parents resistant/ unaccepting of findings / unable to execute recommendations
"Parents d o n 't w a n t to  accept the p roblem "; "M other has no t follow ed through even w hen interview s hevc been 

Conducted to help her"

7 77.8.’
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111 ftm'V

7. CONCERNS BE FINANCE
"B oth further testing recom m ended as w ell as an alternative placem ent suggested involve incurring further 

expense'*; "[recom m endations] should b e  rated in order o f  im portance because o f  financial constraints" 8 100

8. REPORT TOO SHORT 6 ICO 2.6

9. RESULTS OF TESTING 18 100 7.8

Negative comments "Perform ance o f  the child loo  fa r  rem oved from  the reported  r e s u l t s . " i r r e l e v a n t  ; , 

to  the classroom  situa tion"; have seen  too  m any children w ith learning problem s that perform  poorly  on 

p ap e r [IQ ], J f  o n e  talks to  th e  child i t  can b e  clearly h ea rd  th a t h e  is  no t a t  all "s tu p id ,,," ; "M ust be m e re  

detailed w ith specific recom m endations11

S 44.4

Positive comments " ft helps m e to  understand and handle th e  pupil better"; "a  b roader overview  o f  the 

prob lem  w as obtained"

7 38.9

Other comments on results of testing
"O ften these [test results] a re  no t included ju s t a  general overview  is given"; "R eporting o f  tests in detail is 

usefu l, b u t th e  sum m ary/interpretation o f  th e  results a te  m uch m ore  usefu l"; "U selul i f  practical"

3 16.7

10. SUMMARY/CONCLUSION 9 100 3,9

Positive comments "M ost im portant fo r teacher, sum m arisation o f  strengths &  w esknesses very  usefu l" 4 44.4

Should be expanded/too brief 2 22.2

Negative comments that no const jiciive advice or guidelines were given 3 33.3

11. RECOMMENDATIONS 102 100 44,2

Positive comments: 21 20,6 9.1

Negative comments: 79 77.5 34,2

Other comments: 2 2 0,9

12. POSITIVE COMMENTS ON THE REPORT AS A WHOLE
"It answ ered  itiany  o f  th e  questions that I ,  as a  teacher, need  to  know ";

" I f  the pup il w a sn 't tested w e  w ould still b e  blundering ahead w ithout insight into th e  problem "

7 100 3,0

13. OTHER COMMENTS OF INTEREST
"Thought provok ing  questions asked . Perhaps com pleted thesis should be m ade available to Educational A id 

S e n ’ice fo r tlie reaction. A m  aw are  o f  shortages o f  staff. Is privatisation the an sw tf?  B ut what o f  p aren ' w ho V 

cannot affo rd  "privateconsu lta tion"  fe es ." ; "D o,i’t believe in labelling a  ch ild"; "Parents provide iem u,iera iions 

fo r services delivered . School often held forth  as  contributor t o .. p roblem ."

"T he therapy th a t th e  pupil receives after the testing is  m ore  im portant to m e th4n th e  report i t s e l f

6 100 2.5

TOTAL NUMBER OF THEMES 231
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Responses to forced choice questions, reported above, suggest that teachers generally rated 

reports very favourably. However, responses to open ended questions appeared to be more 

negative. Possibly teachers who had grievances to express were more motivated to complete 

the optional, open ended responses. These do provide insight into why some teachers may 

have rated certain aspects of reports negatively.

Given the importance of recommendations to assessment and report writing, comments on 

recommendations are listed in more detail in the Table 13 on the next page.

(I

//
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TABLE 13: Detailed Analysis of Comments on Recommendations

S i i p i i p

z

1 POSITIVE COMMENTS ON RECOMMENDATIONS 21 20.6 9.1

Satisfaction expressed with a. specific recommendation 6 28.6

Recommendations were convincing .5 23,8

Role of the teacher was understood 5 23,8

General positive comments
"clearly  set out in  o rd e r o f  urgency"; "Psychologist g ives g ood  recom m endations fo r parents"; " ...[re ferra l] 

question  was answ ered  and areas fo r fu rthe r investigation w ere identified"

5 23.8

2 NEGATIVE COMMENTS ON RECOMMENDATIONS 79 77.5 34.2

Too few 9 11.4

Too general/not specific enough 15 19

Did not address the problem/current difficulty/situation
''Im m ediate problem s have n o t been addressed

"N o  recom m endations fo r  th e  specific prob lem  w ere g iven '

5 6.3

Recommendation inmractical:

a) recommended service not available

b) too time consuming

c) what was recommended was already being done

d) constraint of the classroom and class size

e) doesnst consider teacher’s role

0 general statements Of impracticality "Teachers are  le ft to  im plem ent im practical/ 

tim e consu lting  program m es w ith  j  b  assistance from  professionals”

18

3

3

3

5

1

3

22.8

i

No recommendations for tlachers/classroom 11 13.9

Teachers need more defailed/specific suggestions/instruct.ons/training, as tc
lj

what they can actuallyido about the problem
"O ften no t qualified to  Im plem ent th e  recom m endations o r  need m ore in-service training to  p rovide till best 

tutoring  possib le"; "T h e lack  o f  detail discourages one as One feels you are  no t qualified to  m ake an y  "real" 

kam ing /rem ed ia ! p rogress  w ith  th e  ch ild ." ; "N o instroctions u r  exam ples arc  g iv a i" ;  "A fter the report, I ,  a s  the 

‘teacher w ho has to  deal w ith  h e r daily still d o n 't  know  how  to  help her"

21 26.6

3 OTHER COMMENT’S -ON RECOMMENDATIONS "N ecessary exam ples w ould b e  a  

b ig  help"; "Should recom m end nam es and p laces (in  conjunction With parents and  teachers)"

2 2 0.9

TOTAL COMMENTS ON RECOMMENDATIONS 102 100 44.2
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As can be seen in Table 13, 77.5% of qualitative comments on recommendations were 

negative. Thtse comments further support suggestions, from the "Overall Usefulness 

Measure", that teachers feel reports do not provide sufficient specific and detailed plans for

intervention. Teachers felt a p: 

implement.

rticuJar lack of recommendations that they themselves could

Teachers comments on the heed for such recommendations may reflect feelings of 

helplessness in the face of pupils difficulties. More positively, it also implies a willingness 

to tackle pupil’s difficulty in the classroom, if given support.

•vr



4. DISCUSSION

4.1 Interpretation of Results

4.1.1 Positive attitude of teachers sampled toward psychologists, test data and reports

Perhaps the most significant finding of the study was the positive attitude of the majority of 

teachers sampled to psychologists and test data in general, as well as to the specific reports 

they received.

These positive findings provide support for the positive results found by Hagborg and Aiello- 

Coultier (1994) in their study of the reports of two psychologists. (See Appendix G for a 

tabulation of their results). In addition the current study had a larger sample size and higher 

return rate, and sampled reports from a larger number of different psychologists.

This appears to suggests that reports are a useful means of service delivery to teachers.

There are however indications that teachers sampled may have been somewhat biased toward 

giving positive ratings. Teachers may feel particularly appreciative of any services they do 

receive, in a climate where such services are regarded as a scarce resource. Educational 

support services are generally lacking within the South African education system (cf Donald, 

1990). Although the demographic characteristics of the current sample indicate that they are 

more privileged than many others within South Africa, teachers at several schools did express 

frustration at the lack of support services. In addition, changes in education to redistribute 

resources and redress past imbalances may leave teachers who are currently receiving good 

support, feeling threatened by the possibility of a decline in services to their schools,

The majority of teachers’ rated almost all types of information contained in reports 

favourably. When rating the extent to which reports meet broader aims (as assessed by the 

items of the Overall Usefulness Measure) teachers were still largely positive, however two 

items did not receive a significant majority pf positive responses, and point to possible areas 

in which reports require improvement.



In the light of the generally positive attitude of subjects and the possible bias, discussed 

above, negative findings assume particular significance.

4.1,2 Criticisms of reports

Firstly only 42.4% of teachers found reports useful in helping deal with cU ssroom behaviour. 

In a previous study by Gvmby ec al (1982), where special education teachers rated reports 

they tyr 'xy receive, the same item received the lowest mean rating of usefulness. (See 

Appendix H for a summary of their results).

On a similar theme, 57% of teachers in the current study were somewhat Or very satisfied 

with the reports’ understanding of the teachers’ role. However qualitative comments suggest 

that some of the remaining teachers feel that reports did not take into account the constraints 

of the classroom or class size, or were impractical in their recommendations.

This appears to compare somewhat unfavourably with teacher ratings of reports by two 

psychologists in the study by Hagborg and Aiello-Goultier (1994). 81 % of teachers in that 

study found reports relevant, or very relevant to their classroom work. This may reflect the 

fact that psychologists in that study included classroom observation as part of their 

assessment and had close contact with teachers. This placed them in a better position to 

assess classroom behaviour, make realistic recommendations and address teacher concerns, 

By contrast, many teachers in the current study had contact only through the report (28%), 

only 4.8% of teachers in the current study had close consultation with a psychologist 

regarding pupils.

Comments by teachers, in the current study, in fact suggest that satisfaction with assessments 

may be improved by consultation. This would also allow psychologists to ascertain what has 

already been tried anti what constraints exist in terms of time available and classroom size.

Current findings could also be taken as an indication that South African psychologists may 

benefit from greater training with regard to realistic interventions for dealing with children’s 

behaviour in the classroom. This supports suggestions in the literature regarding the need
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for educational psychology training programmes to provide graduates with more sHlls 

regarding classroom and system level interventions. It also supports calls for greater focus 

on psychologists sharing their knowledge and skills with teachers, (cf Da Jong, 1996; 

Donald, 1990; Sharratt, 1995).

Secondly only 38% of teachers found reports useful in helping develop specific instructional 

methods or plans. This iteih received the second lowest mean rating of usefulness in the 

study by Ownby et al (1982). Relating to this theme, 64% of teachers in the current study 

were somewhat or very satisfied with the specificity of the recommendations in the report 

they rated (that is significantly more than were dissatisfied). However, open ended 

comments again teiid to emphasise this as an area for improvement. 13.9% of such

comments, on recommendations, suggested a lack of recommendations for the teacher or
i f

classroom, while 26.6% of comments on recommendations suggested a lack of detailed or 

specific suggestions regarding what teachers can actually do about the problem. 33 % of 

comments on the Summary section complain that no constructive advice or guidelines were 

given.

Hagborg and Aiello-Coultier (1994) pointed out that psychologists in their study tended to 

view reports as a place to clarify problems and give analyses, leading later to the 

development of interventions in consultation with the psychologist. Teachers in their study 

seemed to view reports as a possible source of concrete suggestions. Results suggest that 

teachers in the current study also view reports in this light.

The implication is that if psychologists wish to improve their reports as a means of service 

delivery to teachers, they should focus on including more concrete and specific 

recommendations for teachers.

The provision of such information assumes increasing significance when outside services are 

unavailable, or beyond the financial means of the pupil’s family, as pointed out in comment 

by some subjects. This is a likely scenario in the current educational climate in South 

Africa.



51

Reports on their own may not be the best means of conveying such skills and information 

to teachers. However, reports could be part of this process of sharing skills and knowledge. 

Suggestions for many useful interventions can be meaningfully conveyed in writing.

4.1.3 Support provided bv results for themes within the literature

Teachers’ apparent eagerness for concrete suggestions as well as training regarding 

interventions they can implement themselves, lends support to the broadening of the role of 

the educational psychologist to include teacher consultation and training. '

Results also support a dominant theme in the literature (Herman, 1997; Kriegler & Skuy, 

1996; Taylor, 1994; Wilson and Reschly, 1996), that psychologists need to make greater 

efforts to link assessment to strategies for intervention, if they are io better meet consumer 

needs. It is troubling to note that as early as 1967, Rucker obtained comments from teachers 

that indicated that the most useful reports provided specific recommendations and showed that 

psychologists understood claiXsroom procedures (cited in Ownby & Wallbrown, 1983). These 

criticisms have been repeated in the current study, over 20 years later. This emphasises the 

need for psychologies to pay greater heed to consumer feedback information. It also points 

to a greater need for training of educational psychologists in understanding of classroom 

procedures and in generating specific intervention strategies that can be implemented by 

teachers or parents,

The literature on psychoeducational assessment has also called for less focus on within-child 

pathology, and a greater consideration of the child’s context, in making assessment decisions.

73.1 % of reports in the current sample did give a diagnosis or label, while only 57.0 % of 

reports included information on the family’s goals. 64.5 % included information on family 

strengths/ resources/weaknesses. School related information (81.7%), descriptions of pupil's 

behaviour in She class (83.9%), descriptions of home behaviour (71.4%) and the family’s 

perception of the problem (71.0%) were included more often. With the exception of the 

family’s goals, this contextual information was regarded as helpful by teachers. These items 

did, however, receive fewer favourable votes than test data items for example. This may 

simply reflect the fact that some teachers do not perceive family information as being of
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relevance to them, and already have access to such information. It should be kept in mind 

chat in the study by Dangor (1983) parents rated reports emphasising this type of information 

very favourably. - ;

Also of relevance to this issue is the finding that teachers found reports from Departmental 

Services as useful as those from private psychologists, despite the fact that departmental 

reports contained significantly fewer reports of test data (information regarded as very useful 

by teachers). Significantly more departmental reports did however include school related 

information, which may have precluded the need for more extensive testing. This appears 

to support the findings of Ysseldyke and colleagues, that access to more test data does not 

necessarily improve the validity of assessment procedures (Algozzine, Ysseldyke & Hill, 

1982; Ysseldyke, 1983).

4.1.4 Attitudes toward test data

Despite extensive questioning of the relevance of test data, in the literature, both ratings of 

content items and responses to the four items on "Test Data", suggest that most teachers 

place high value on data from psychological testing. Provision of psychological test results 

may be regarded by teachers as privileged or "expert” knowledge possessed by psychologists, 

and thus highly valued. The high value place on test results may lead to unwarranted 

overreliance on the findings of such tests. Educational psychologists and teacher trainers 

may need to educate teachers as to the limitations of test data. Open ended comments do 

suggest that some hold a more balanced view of test data with 44.5% of comments on test 

data indicating some reservation about the absolute validity or practical worth of test data. 

Teachers were also more evenly divided concerning possible overreliance of assessment on 

test data, , suggesting that concerns in the literature may be shared by some teachers. 

Findings do support previous suggestions by Ownby, Wallbrown & Brown (1992), that 

teachers view test data as an important way of confirming impressions about pupils.



4.1,5 Attitude, mward recommendations marie, in reporis

Rating of content items suggest that the majority of teachers found the recommendations 

section of reports useful. Significantly more teachers found recommendations in reports 

practical than impractical. Significantly more teachers also found reports effective in 

convincing parents and teachers to implement recommendations. However qualitative 

comments suggest that parental resistance/non-acceptance/inability to implement 

recommendations, were not always addressed. This supports calls for more consultatioS with 

parents and a greater emphasis on joint decision making.

Findings that reports should make more specific recommendations for intervention, have 

already been discussed.

While significantly more teachers were satisfied with the specificity and number of
c£)

recommendations, than were dissatisfied, when the neutral and dissatisfied responses are 

combined, the number of teachers not very or somewhat satisfied is 32,2% for ,number of 

recommendations and 35.2% for specificity.

This result is similar to findings in the Hagborg & Aiello-Coultier (1994) study. 38 % of their 

subjects endorsed the criticism that there were "too few recommehdatiqns" and 25 % checked 

"lack of concrete recommendations" as applying to the report they rated. Thus while the 

majority of subjects were satisfied, these findings, together with teachers’ qualitative 

comments, suggest that reports ought to include more recommendations and that such 

recommendations should be more concrete and specific.

In the current study the criterion for judging usefulness or satisfaction with aspects of the 

reports , was a positive vote by the majority of subjects. However in improving their services 

psychologists should also address the grievances of the minority who remain dissatisfied. 

Open ended comments tended to express more dissatisfaction and thus provide insight into 

areas requiring improvement. In addition to the need from more specific, concrete 

recommendations, that can be implemented by teachers themselves, in the classroom, 

comments suggest the need for reports to address the referral question and the child’s current T,



difficulties ac.d situation more directly, to arrange recommendations in order of urgency, 

particularly where they involve financial cost or are time consuming, and to ensure what is 

being recommended has not already been done,

4.1.6 Attitudes toward format and language use in reports

While 69.9% of teachers were satisfied with the length of the report, an Analysis of Variance 

suggested that reports differing in length may diiY: a terms of perceived overall usefulness. 

Qualitative comments with regard to report length, indicate that dissatisfied teachers felt the 

reports they read were too short. The results from the study by Hagborg and Aiello Coultier 

(1994) are hot directly comparable as they only provided an option for teachers to indicate 

that reports were too long. Only 4% of their subjects checked this option, when rating 

reports four to six pages in length. Thus, while results are not conclusive, they provide, 

some support for Wiener’s findings th&t "Teachers prefer to read long reports that they 

comprehend over short reports that they do not comprehend as well" (Weiner, 1985, p 64). 

If reports are to provide specific and detailed recommendations, this will in all likelihood 

mean that they are longer.

Language use has been, one of the most extensively investigated, and criticised, aspects of 

reports, It is encouraging to note that 81,9% of teachers in the current study were satisfied 

with language use in the report they read. However more detailed investigation reveals that 

the presentation of test results may still require work.

Harvey (1997), suggests that American parents whose children are referred for assessment, 

are unlikely to read comfortably above the 12th Grade. Reading levels in South Africa are 

likely to be even lower, given the large number of second language English speakers and a 

history of unequal access to education. The current sample of teachers generally had at least 

three years of tertiary education. If even a few of these teachers had difficulty 

comprehending reports, this has serious implications for the readability of reports to parents. 

The current study also assessed teachers ratings of now understandable they found reports, 

not their actual comprehension^ Psychologists would do well to apply the guidelines 

suggested by Harvey (1997), namely to shorten sentence lengths, minimise the number of
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difficult words, reduce the use of jargon, reduce the use of acronyms, omit passive verbs and 

increase the use of subheadings.

4.1.7 Relationships between attitudes to reports, attitudes to psychologists 

and demographic variables

In the current study teacher’s ratings of the overall usefulness of reports was not related +o 

thi ir demographic characteristics, nor to their general attitudes to psychologists^ as assessed 

by the "Attitude to Psychologists Scale", nor to their ratings of items regarding test data.

One of the more consistent findings in the literature has been that more experienced teachers 

with more frequent contact with psychologists hold less favourable views of psychological 

services (Barker, 1965 cited in Hagborg and Aiello-Coultier, 1994; Dean, 1980; Severson, 

Pickett & Hetrick, 1985). The current study, suggests that this may not hold true for 

psychological reports, with overall ratings of the usefulness of reports not differing with 

years of teaching experience or level of contact with psychologists. Hagt. ^rg and Aiello- 

Coultier (1994) found that teachers who received more reports, found them less helpful, 

accurate and relevant. This finding was not supported for the current sample. Ratings on 

the "Overall Usefulness Measure", which assessed similar aspects of reports, did not differ 

as a function of the number of reports received,

Denibgraphic characteristics were also not significantly related to teachers’ attitudes to 

psychologists. The only exception was the finding that junior primary teachers hold more 

positive attitudes than senior primary teachers. This may reflect the fact that many of the 

interventions recommended by psychologists, such as remediation, occupational therapy, and 

speech therapy, are generally regarded as more effective with younger children. It is also 

likely that children whose problems continue to manifest in senior primary school, may 

experience more intractable difficulties. Failure of recommended interventions to fully 

remediate children’s difficulties at this age, may adversely affect the attitude of senior 

primary teachers to psychologists. It is also know that junior primary teachers take greater 

interest in their pupils, while senior primary teacher focus more strongly on the subjects they 

teach. An interest in the young pupil’s general growth and development may incline junior



primary teachers to feel more positive about information psychologists have to offer. Given 

the instability of findings regarding demographic characteristics of teachers and the rating of 

psychological services, these’ results, should, however be interpreted with caution, as they 

may pimply be a function of this particular sample.

4.2 Limitations of the Study

Inferences regarding the demographics of teachers and pupils being assessed, relate only to 

those assessments where reports were sent to teachers. Generalisations regarding ' 

demographics of teachers served and pupils assessed can also not be generalised to teachers 

and pupils outside the greater Johannesburg area, or school other than Ex-"Model C" primary 

schools. The lack of reports on assessments of second language speakers is a particular 

limitation of the current study.

The study was limited to reports from psychologists. However no distinction was made 

between educational, counselling of clinical registration. It was judged that this infonnation 

may not have been available to teachers. In addition, by assessing school children,)-chiefly 

" for academic difficulties, and writing reports for teachers, psychologists samplecl were, in 

effect, doing the work of educational! psychologists. However the method of sampling means 

that no conclusive inferences can be drawn about South African Educational psychologists 

in particular. 1 T

Reports rated were not directly available to the researcher and came from a wicJfe, ilacjge'of 

sources. The nature of the reports rated thus had to be judged according to 

of what was included in them. This would be affected by how accurately teac|#& A #,and 

understood the reports and how accurately they then completed the questionnaire.

Similarly teachers ratings of how easy reports were to understand, or how effecdVe rxie> V/ere 

in convincing readers to implement recommendations, assess teachers judgeti^eAts tTgfjifilhg 

these issues, and not actual comprehension or actual effectiveness. ; / '
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4.3 Conclusions and implications for further research

The current study indicates that the "Overall Usefulness Measure", represents an internally 

consistent measure of the overall usefulness of reports. The study also provides some 

evidence o f the measure’s construct validity. This measure could therefore be used in future 

studies, to assess the effect of relevant variables on the perceived usefulness of reports. The 

"Attitude to Psychologists Scale" also possesses sufficient internal consistency to warrant use 

in future studies.

The current study suggests several areas that warrant further investigation.

A similar descriptive study could be conducted for teachers from other regions of the 

country, or for schools other than Ex-"Model-C" schools. In particular, feedback should be 

obtained on reports of assessments of African language speakers, by far the majority within 

South African Schools. Given the lack of standardised measures in these children’s home
■'I

languages and the fact that many psychologists are not proficient in these languages, such 

assessments represent a particular challenge for psychoeducational assessment in South 

Africa.

A similar study could be repeated for parent subjects, who are the other major consumers 

of reports. ' ■

i The effect of different models of assessment on the perceived n m t# .0  of reports, could 

be investigated by a post facto or experimental deSignJ It wptilo be Usfjful to investigate the 

effect of more closely involving teachers in the assessment process for example, or of 

including classroom observation as part of the assessment.

While the current study provides general feedback on sampled reports as a whpte, Miftfvidual 

psychologists, clinics, or training institutions should obtain feedback on theif particular , 

format of report and approach to report writing, This will allow for more specific 

improvements and greater accountability. The current questionnaire could be shortened, to 

contain only overall ratings and content items relevant to the particular report format, and



then sent out with reports to teachers, parents and other consumers of reports, as suggested 

by Ownby and Wallbrown (1983).

!■:

The current study suggests that for some teachers language use and jargon, particularly in 

the test results section, may continue to represent a difficulty. Harvey’s study suggests that 

readability of reports can be improved. A study could be conducted to assess whether 

reports rated more readable according to Harvey’s formula’s, are regarded as such by 

teachers and/or pupils, and whether this affects their perceived usefulness.
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QUESTIONNAIRE

PURPOSE OF THTS STTIfiY

Private practitioners, clinics and psychoeducatiqnal services routinely send out 
psycho educational reports on assessments conducted on pupils. This study seeks to assess 
how useful these reports are to you as a teacher. The findings could help psychologists to 
make their services more relevant to teacher needs. Your assistance would therefore be 
greatly appreciated

WHAT IS BEING REQUESTED FROM YOU

This is an opportunity for you to give your feedback and evaluation on a psychoeducational 
report you have received, as a result of the assessment a child whom you teach or have 
close, contact with. You are asked to do this by filling out this brief questionnaire on the 
report as completely and honestly as possible. If  you have received mere than one, report _ 
please rate the report most recently received. This is important for statistical reasons.

PleET? refer back to the report you are rating as the accuracy of the research depends on the 
accuracy of your responses. J>

Some of your demographic details are. required for statistical purposes aisd will be treated as 
totally conKdential. Neither your name, nor that of the child assessed, appear anywhere on 
the questionnaire.

Most questions simply require you to circle the number indicating your response. There are 
also more open ended questions and your input here would be greatly appreciated.

Please complete all 5 sections (A to E), then return the questionnaire by handing it to the 
school secretary as soo% as possible. The researcher will collect the questionnaire 3 to 5 
days from the date on which you receive it.

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary however,

YOUR COOPERATION WOULD BE GREATLY APPRECIATED AS WE RELY ON 
YOUR HELP IN ATTEMPTING TO IMPROVE OUR SERVICES.

Once the research is completed a summary of the findings will be sent to the school.
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QNDERWYSERSVRAELYS

DOEL VAN DIE ONDERSOEK

Onderwysers ontvang gereeld die verslae van psigo-opvoedkundige evaluerings uitgevoer 
op leerlinge. Hierdie ondersoek poog om uit te vind hoe nuttig die verslae is, vir u as 
onderwyser(es). Die bevmdings kan sielkundiges van hulp wees, in hul poging om hul 
dienste meer van pas te maak met dit wat onderwysers benodig. U bystand sal dus baie

waardeur word,

WAT WORD VAN U GEVRA

Hierdie is ’n  geleentheid vir u om u teragvoer oor en evaluering van 'n  psigo-opvoedkundige 
verslag, wat u  ontvang het, as gevolg van evaluering van een van u leerlinge, te gee. U sal 
versoek word om die kort vraelys, so volledig en eerlilt as moontlik, in te vul. Indien u 
meer as een so verslag ontvang het, word u versoek om die een wat u mees onlangs 

- ontvang het, le  evalseer. Bit is M aogdk vir stetktfcse JocIeimW. • -

Verwys asseblief terug na die verslag wat u evalueer. Die kwaliteit van die bevindinge rus 
op die kwaliteit van u antworde.

Party demografiese/agtergironds besonderhede word ook benodig vir statistiese doeleindes, 
en sal as volkome vertroulik beskou word. Nog u naam, nog die van die leerling wat 
evalueer is verskyn op die vraelys. ,

Die meeste vrae eis Moot dat u ’n sirkel trek om die nommer wat ooreenkom met u 
antwoord. Daar is ook meer oopeinde-vra, en u inset hier sal baie waardeer word.

Voltooi asseblief al vyf afdelings (A tot E), en besorg die vraelys dan terug deur dit vir die 
skool iekretaresse te gee. Die navorser sal dit binne 3 to 5 dae kom afhaal.

Deelname aan die ondersoek is nie verpligtend nie, maar
v'x

¥  SAMluWERKING SAL BAIE WAARDEER WORD, AANGESIEN ONS OP TJ HULP 
REKEN IN ONS POGING OM ONS DIENSTE TE VERBETER.

Nadat the ondersoek voltooi is sal ’n samevatting van die bevindinge aan die skool gestuar 
word.
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"Comparative Description of University Clinics in Sowth Africa", 
taken from Danyor (1983, pit))

TABLE I

c o itrA K A m e  o e s t - w n w  of  m n v E K s m  a n n c s  in  s o u th  a f iu c a

/" /
iiniV R s m

TYPE
Of

CLIMIC

fin. OF
CLIENT*

SEEN

COMMUNITY
SERVED

PROBLEMS 
DEALT WITH SERVICES OFFERED FUNCTIONS SERVED

PM1L0SVPHT
FULLOVEU

0

Town
C k ijd
G uidance

19RI
(Ml)

C oIon tod
U h tte
A f r ic a n
M alay 
In d ia n  '

P ry c h o lo R lc a l
3 e h a v to u r .i i
O e v e io p e e n c a l
L ea rn in g

p sy c h o th e ra p y *  
A d v iso ry  I n te r v ie w s  
P a re n t  C o u n s e l l in g  
R em ed ia tio n  
M ed ica l E x a m in a tio n

l« T each in g
I*  P r a c t i c a l  t r a i n i n g  o f 

s t u d e n t s  a t  d e g re e  and 
d ip lo m a  l e v e l s .  T hese 
in c lu d e  C l i n i c a l  
P s y c h o lo g y , S o c i a l  
w ork . R em ed ia l p ia c h n ts  

1 . R e se a rc h  
I .  Community s e r v ic e s

D ia g n o s tic
C la s s i f l c a -
c io n

Durb*n~
V e s tv tU e

r.hll<!
G lltdanca

l :

1982
(1 5 3 )

A f r ic a n
C o lo u red
tn d le n

P s y c h o lo g ic a l  
B eh flv lo u ra l 
O evelopettttit.il 
S c h o la s t i c  and

C o u n s e l l in g  o r  
P s y c h o th e ra p y  
home V i s i t s  
R e m e d ia tio n

1. T ea c h in g
2* P r a c t i c a l  t e a c h in g  o f 

s t u d e n t s  a t  d e g r e e  dnd 
d ip lo m a  l e v e l * , T hese 
I n c lu d e  R em edial and 
S p e c i a l  E d u c a tio n ; 
T e a c h e rs  C o u n s e l l in g ;  
C l i n i c a l  and F .duea- 
t i d n a l  P s y c h o lo g is t s ;  
T h e r a p i s t s ;  Speech  
T h e r a p i s t s ;  and 
O p to a n c r l s c s .

) .  R e s e a rc h
4 .  Community s e r v ic e * #

Hot
S p e c if ie d

Cflpe
,Ch»-t«V
and
A tlulc

JORI*
(1 7 9 )

f e i c c r s d ^ / c h v i V ^ i c a i  
V o c a t io n a l  
L e e m ln it 
and S c h o la s t i c

C o u rta a lf th g  d c  ^
P sy c h o th e ra p y  — 
C h ild r e n  an d  A d u l t s ,  
fa m i ly  and M a r i t a l  
T herapy  
R em ed ia tio n  
T e a c h e r  { n c d rv te v a  
S peech  T h erap y  
M ed ica l

f t  T ea c h in g
P r a c t i c a l  t r a i n i n g  o f  
s tu d e n t*  a t  d e g r e e  and 
d ip lo m a  L e v e ls ,  Thee* 
In c lu d e  C o u n s e l l in g  
P s y c h o lo g is t s ,  R em edial 
Te*rh*C5 and  C h ild  
G u id an c e  S p e c i a l i s t s ,

3 ,  R e se a rc h
4 ,  Community s e r v ic e s

Not
S p e c if ie d

P ro c o r ti i E d u ca -
d o n
C l i n i c

1981
(6 0 0 )

W hite P s y c h o lo g ic a l  
O p v e lo p cm n ta i 
S c h o l a s t i c  
an d  L e a rn in g

R e m e d ia tio n  
P la y  T herapy  
S o c ia l  Work 
S e rv ic e s
V o c a t i r n a l  G tiidancn  
C o n e u it in g  
P s y c h o lo g is t  and  
P s y c h i a t r i s t

t«  T ea c h in g
2* P r a c t i c a l  t r a i n i n g  o f  

s t u d e n t s  a t  d e g re e  and 
d ip lo m a  l e v e l s .  T hese 
In c lu d e
9 . Ed (D rh to p e d s g o g ic s l  
8 . Ed ( ( S c h o o l  G u id an c e) 
T e a c h e r  T ra in in g  
X.Ed < P l*nned.‘ l9fl4)

3 .  R e s e a rc h
4 .  C l i n i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  

e . g .  T e s t i n g ,  i n t e r ­
v ie w in g , e tc *

'O r th o p e d a - 
g o g lc d l 
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DISCUSSION DOCUMENT REGARDING GUIDELINES FOR INTERNSHIP PROGRAMMES IN
EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

April 16, 1993
Preamble

To date, the programmes submitted under the aegis of most universities have 
tended to include the following dimensions:

1. Psychoeducational assessment (Proportion of time spent: 30 to 40%)
2. Psychoeducational intervention (20 to 35%)
3. Supervision and interdisciplinary interaction (10 to 25%)
■4, Participation in educational visits, conferences and academic activity 

related to the field (10 to 20%)
As can be seen, the proportion of time spent on each of these broad dimensions 

, an vary. Also, certain programmes submitted have not conformed entirely to the 
" above breakdown. Where this has not been in keeping with the broad field of 
educational psychology, the internship programme has been rejected; for example, 
an internship programme dealing solely with assessment, and without any 
Intervention, or witk-intarvention only of a specifically remedial/educational 
nature, would not be acceptable. On"the Other' hand, »an internship wĵ ich placed 
an emphasis on „a dimension of "formal and informal guidance and education" in a” *" 
"kindersorg skool" would be appropriate.

Nevertheless, the conventional dimensions of activity listed above have 
prevailed. This is in spite of the fact that the role of the educational 
psychologist, in the light of a changing society, requires re-^formulation.

This is something to which I drew attention in the‘Education Committee in 1992, 
when I rejected certain programmes on the grounds that they were not meeting the 
needs of training an educational psychologist for effective functioning in our 
evolving society. These rejections were overturned on the grounds that the 
prospective interns had not been prepared by their universities for their new 
role. As an alternative to the rejection of programmes, it was accordingly 

f 'Jggested (and implemented) that, in those instances deemed necessary, 
suggestions would be made to the supervisor and intern regarding the 
incorporation of certain elements into the internship. Such a set of 
suggestions needs to be expanded, and should be presented in the context of a 
full set of guidelines/requirements for all training departments. However, 
before this can be done, the Reports of the current Planning Committees/Forum 
onthe re-formulation of the training of psychologists, will have to be taken 
into account.

This document thus represents only a preliminary and broad proposal in the 
consideration of requirements for educational psychology intern programmes.

Dimensions to be Considered When Drawing Up Criteria for a Programme
1. Types of activity (i.e. assessment; intervention; supervision; 

consultation/programme development).

2. Aspects of client functioning (cognitive, emotional, social, vocational, 
academic).
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3. Nature of intervention (prevent!ve/therapeutic; educational/ 
psychological/transdisciplinary; direct/indirect; individual/group/ 
community).

4. Nature of target population (i.e. age; concerns; race/language; 
socioeconomic status).

B. Nature of the setting (private practice/public; in-clinic/community-based; 
educational/psychoeducational/psychoiogical/psychiatric).

6. Sources of supervision (composition of mentorship; range of disciplines).
Within each of these dimensions, there should be both requirements or 
prescriptions, and options. . The proposed requirements and range of 
possible/desirable options within each of these dimensions is discussed in the 
Sections below.
Reqnirewents/Options within each of the Programme Dimensions 

1. Types of Activity :

This dimension has formed the basis for the structure of internship programme 
proposals. A suggested description and definition of activity within each of 
the four major headings is suggested as follows :
' ' ** "  ' " "■'*■ '  - :«• . . . . .(a) Assessment : this should infciude a v e r y  hr.oad-based definition of
assessment, including but not limited to test approaches, "Snd iiic-i tidings but. not 
limited to assessment of individuals. Thus, provision should be made for 
non-test approaches to assessment (e.g. observation, problem-definitio.n and 
-solving techniques; assessment through instruction/counselling; assessment of 
families; assessment of classroom and school situations; assessment of 
communities). 0

Between 20 and 25 percent of the intern's time should be spent on assessment 
activity.

I(b) Intervention ; this should include both preventive and therapeutic 
intervention with clients,

Between 20 and 25 percent of the intern's iime,should be spent on intervention 
activities. (\

(c) Consultation/Programme Development : this aspect refers to collaboration „ 
with other professionals and with lay people (e.g. parents, community leaders or 
members, etc.) for the purposes of making available and/or sharing expertise, 
skills, insights, support, etc. The area formerly known as participation in, . 
educational visits, conferences, etc. would be subsumed within this category;
(5-10 % of the total).
Between 35 and 40 percent of the intern's time should be spent on ' 
consultation/programme development activity.
(d) Supervision : this refers to the securing of appropriate supervision by
the intern from an educational psychologist Us well as from other registered 
professionals who have the appropriate expertise.
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20 percent of the intern1s time should be spent in supervision, (half of which 
could be within the intern's university home department).

These four oasic aspects of activity are all required as part of the intern's 
programme. There is some (but not much) variation in the proportion of time 
devoted to each of the activities. In the case of supervision, this is 
standard; i.e. 20 percent of the time. With regard to intervention and 
assessment, these can c o m p r ise a combined maximum of 45 percent, and an 
individual minimum of 20 percent each. This will ensure that the 
Consultation/programme Development dimension forms not less than 35 percent.

The reason for allocating the highest proportion to the Consultation/Programme 
Development dimension is to ensure that the role of the educational psychologist 
in providing indirect intervention, and .curing the spreading of expertise 
as widely as possible, is emphasised. This would appear to be dictated by the 
needs of our society, and the high level of the qualification in this regard of 
the educational psychologist.

, (2. Aspeciii of Client Functioning :

Programmes and interpretations of the field of educational psychology vary 
widely, both in South Africa and elsewhere. At the one extreme, educational 
psychology has been identified with scholastic and academic aspects of 
functioning, and/or with cognitive psychology. Cognitive psychology, in turn, 
is aseoc.iated. with both narrow ̂ definitions of cognition (e.g. information 
processing models), or with broader-based' tonCep luali&aticns ,(e; thg. cognitive 
theory of Feuerstein, which encompasses communication, and aspects of societal* 
functioning). At the other extreme, certain educational psychology conceptions 
and programmes el’e hardly distinguishable from clinical psychology training, in 
that greater emphasis is placed on affective development, psychopathology and 
psychotherapy. Along this continuum, there are models which attempt to combine 
the affective and cognitive in a psychoeducational model.

It would appear that there is room for all the above models within the framework 
of educational psychology, gnd that it would be impractical and unrealistic at 
this stage to prescribe a particular model. Thus, along this dimension, the
wide range of options which exist should prevail.

Nevertheless, all educational psychology (and internship) programmes should 
explicitly indicate, in a set of Objectives, the model followed by the programme 
with regard to the aspecj.'s) in terms of which training is to be given.
Moreover, the objectives' for both the coursework and the internship should be 
specified, and should dovetail with each other. (This doesn’t mean they should 
be the same» For j nstance, the coursework year may provide a general core, 
while the internship may afford the opportunity for specialisation).

3. NatUre of Intervention : ,

To some extent this will follow from 2 above. Thus, the interventions will 
address the aspect(s) of functioning which form the focus of training. However, 
irrespective of whether the emphasis or focus is cognitive, emotional, social,
vocational or academic, at least half of both Intervention'and
Consultation/Programme Development activity (see 1 above) should be preventive 
rather than therapeutic; further, at least half should be directed at groups 
and/or communities rather than individuals.
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This is in line with the needs of our changing society and with an understanding 
of the role of the psychologist in the promotion of its psychoeducational 
development.

With regard to the parameter of direct/indirect intervention, here there is an 
overlap between the Intervention and Activity dimension. Thus, this parameter 
is reflected in the presence of both an Intervention and a Consultation/ 
Programme Development dimension of Activity, where the latter plays the somewhat 
larger role than the former. In that dimension, direct intervention is referred 
to as "Intervention" whereas indirect intervention is referred to as 
"Consultation/Programme Development”.

, The prominence given to indirect intervention is dictated by the leadership role 
of the educational psychologist as a conceptualiser of programmes and 
disseminator of skills. Given the relatively high level of training and 
qualification of educational psychologists, the limited number of such 
individuals available, the presence cf much larger numbers of other 
professional, paraprofessional and ntm-professional individuals within 
communities who can play an effective role, and the significant needs of the 
society, this would appear an appropriate definition of the psychologist's role.
4. Nature of Target Population :

Since over 'SOS^of the South African population is Black (i.e. largely "African" 
but also "Coloured" and Asian), and since we are living in a multicultural 
society which is now gradually becoming integrated, it makes sense that 
educational psychologists should receive their training in multicultural 
settings. Conversely, the currant tendency for the internships of certain 
universities to sponsor programmes with white dominated or exclusively white 
population groups needs to be changed. While it is agreed that the natural 
societal changes will render such internships increasingly rare, it is 
considered that proactive steps should be taken to ensure that educational 
psychologists are trained with broadbased population groups.

Thus, at least half of all internships should be carried out in a multicultural 
setting, with viable proportions of children from different cultural and racial 
backgrounds. Alternatively, where a particular internship setting concentrates 
predominantly or exclusively on one race group, a maximum of half the internship 
should be carried out with that population group, and the other half with a 
different population (racial) group•
Regarding such characteristics as age and presenting problems, this will vary 
with the setting, the aspect of client functioning and the nature of 
intervention which form the focus for the internship. Since 
cognitive/vocational functioning at tertiary level may form She focus for an 
internship, it would be quite acceptable for an internship to concentrate 
entirely on (for example) young adults.

5. Nature of the Setting :
One aspect of this is the issue of the private versus the public setting. The
current rules for internships is that not more than three months may be
undertaken in private practice. This stipulation should remain. v

With regard to whether the setting is a school or clinic or university (for



example), this will vary with the aspect of functioning and nature of 
intervention which forms the focus of the internship. Thus, a range of 
educational and/or clinical settings is regarded as suitable. However, 
overlapping with this are considerations related to two other dimensions under 
consideration here, namely Type of Activity (1) and the Nature of Intervention 
(3). In line with the emphasis in these guidelines given to community-based 
activities and interventions, it is recommended that, irrespective of the 
setting in which the internship takes place, provision should be made for 
reaching out Into the community served by the setting. Thus, for example, if 
the setting is a school, the intern will need to engage in parent involvement in 
schools; if the setting is a clinic, the intern will need to engage in 
preventive education projects and public education projects in community 
settings (e.g. churches, YMCA, schools) associated with the area in which the 
clinic operates. No amount of time is stipulated here, as this is covered under 
the appropriate headings of Type of Activities and Nature of Intervention.

Provision should be made for interns to spend a maximum of 10% or 4 hours in 
their home department per week, for the purposes of supervision, participating 
in departmental academic/professional activity or both. This should be 
optional, and will depend upon the policy of the particular department, as well 
as the feasibility for the intern, internship setting, and the home department 
of this arrangement,

6v S ou rces o f  S u p erv ision  .

The stipulation that the primary mentor is an educational psychologist should be i 
retained, as should the opportunity for the intern to receive supervision from a 
wide range of professionals who can offer him/her the relevant expertise.

The availability of a multidisciplinary team attached to or associated with the r 
internship setting should in any case be a requirement. The multidisciplinary 
team should comprise at least two individuals, other than an educational 
psychologist, from allied disciplines (e.g. a clinical psychologist and a social 
worker). Appropriate professionals should be on the full time or major time 
staff of the internship setting.
The mentor (educational psychologist) should be available for a minimum of half 
the supervision requirement weekly (i.e. 4 hours or Ip percent). A mentor from 
the training department of the intern can be appointed to the staff of the 
internship setting for the purposes of supervising the intern. However, in 
order to keep the internship and training department independent, that mentor 
should have no administrative or policy jurisdiction over the internship 
setting.

MERVYN SKUY
Member, Professional Board for Psychology
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APPENDIX E:

Results of the Univariate Analysis of Variance Procedure: Ratings on the "Overall 
Usefulness measure" as a function of demographic variables

SOURCE No of 
levels

DF TYPE HI SS MS F

Teacher related variables:

School taught at 12 fl 703.8 64.0 2.03

Years of teaching experience 3 2 163.8 81.9 2.36

5 4 43.7 10.9 0.67

Highest level of r ’alification 4 3 110.3 36.8 1.10

Grades taught 3 2 114.7 57.4 1.64

Specialised training 2; yes/no 1 52.2 52,2 1.45

No, reports received annually 3 2 56.0 28.0 0.97

&eve! of contact with psychqlogists " 6 5 96.8 19.4 0.56

Pupils assessed:

Gender 2: M/F 1 33.2 33.2 0.92

Age 4 3 5.9 1.95 0.05

Grade 8 7 286.6 40.9 1.17

2: Jun/Sen 1 13.5 13.5 0,44

Home Language 3 2 39,0 19.5 0.53

Language of Instruction 2: Eng/Afr 1 44.6 44,6 1.26

Report variables:

Source of Report 3 2 56.3 28.1 1.79

Reason for Referral 8 7 368.7 52.7 1.55

Pupil referred by 3 2 33.7 16.8 0,47

Length of report 4 3 282,01 94.0 2.79 *



APPENDIX F:

Results of the Univariate Analysis of Variance Procedure: Ratings on the "Attitude to 
Psychologists Scale11 as a function of demographic variables

SOURCE No of 
levels

m TYPE in  ss MS F

Teacher related variables:

- School taught at 12 u 311.74 28.3 1.98

Years of teaching experience 3 2 41.0 20.5 1.28

5 4 43,7 10,9 0.67

Highest level of qualification 4 3 2.33 0.79 ' 0.05

Grades taught 3 2 108.9 54.4 3,60*

Specialised training 2: yes/no 1 0.98 0.99 \ \ 0.06

; Nr>. .reports received annually 3 2 46.3 23.2 1.37

Level of contact with psychologists 6 '5 " 121.1 " ■ *24.2 - . 1.55 .
* p”<U7(JI ***  pcijXjUUI



% - 83 .

APPENDIX G 

"Teachers Perceptions of Psychologist’s Reports" taken from Hngborg and Aicllo- 
Coulticr (1994, pl73) 

T eachers Were asked to rate the he lp fu ln ess o f  11 report sec tio n s as w e ll as 8 item s relating  
to m ore g lo b a l a sp ects, u s in g  a sca le  from  1 ( lo w ) to 5 (h igh ). 

T hey w e re  a lso  asked to rev iew  a lis t  o f  e igh t co m m o n  critic ism s o f  p sy ch o lo g is ts  reports 
and se lec t  th o se  that app lied  m ight app ly .

T A B L E  I

T e a c h e r s ’ P m c n m o * :  o r  k w a m u x m n - s ' K k t o k t s : Q u e s t io n n a ir e  R e s p o n s e s

M » SO
I I .  Report Sections (H elpfulness 1 to 5 scale)

1. Reason for Assessm ent j / ,  | ,
2. Social I Ilstory [ ’3
5. Classroom O bservation  3 3 j '.jc

• ' - - i f iS S L - .........................  s  -
6. Intelligence Test FincltDgs/Disciission 3 ,5  |  j a v
7. Achievem ent Test F indings/D iscussion 3,5 j ^

■8. Visual-motor In tegration  Findings/D iscussion 3,5 \ t2
9# Sodnl-emiii.ioniiI FindiiigsyDiscussion 3 ,A (.«(

10. Sum m ary ^ ‘()C
11. Recom m endations ^ g j tj

I II . G lobal Q uestions

12. D escrip tion  o f ch ild 's  special ab ilities/needs 3,3 _G
3695 very well 5 5 %  well 9 %  som ew hat 096 not welt at all

13. Ease o f understanding  report 3 .7  j l ,

6 7 %  easily understood 3 \%  understandable  2% d ifficu lt to understand  
Oto Very d ifficu lt to  understand

14. Rsycliologist’s use o f technical language/jargon 3,0 .f
0 %  excessive 25& overused 9896 about right

15. Accuracy o f rep o rt based  on  your experience 3,,| gc
4496 very accurate 54 96 basically accurate 296 inaccurate 098 very innccurnic

16. Addresses the presence o f educational handicap 3.1 ,g
2 7 %  vcry wcll 5696 well 1496 som ew hat 496 not well at nil

17. Relevance o f  report to  y o u r classroom  w ork  J . l  ,y r
3096 very relevant 5196 relevant 1996 som ew hat 096 not at all

18. Satisfaction w ith  report 3 2 G

3196 very satisfied  6096 satisfied  996 som ew hat 096 not hi all
19. Q uality  o f report com pared to  o th e r  reports 3,9 .7

1096 very high 6796 high 1996 average 096 low 296 very low

W  Checklist o f Concerns (Cheek all th a t arc  applicable to report you have just

3896 too few recom m endations” 496 report too long
096 m isunderstands teacher's role 096 report too short
996 impractical recom m endations 696 too m uch use o f  tes t da ta

1396 findings too general  2596 lack o f  concrete recom m endations

"Reevaluations versus in itial evaluations, ''Regular education  teachers versus special/rem edial cd- 
ucation  teachers, and  "F requen t and  in frequen t report rentiers.
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APPENDIX H

"Summary of Characteristics of Reports" ami "Summary of Ratings of Usefulness", 
taken from Ownby, Wallbrown and Brown (1982, p958-960) 

Q uestions I to 45  cover the frequency w ith w hich certain features are covered in 
psychological reports they typically receive. Teachers had a choice o f  1, definitely present; 
2 , usually present; 3 , occasionally  present; 4 , usually not present; and 5 , never present.

TADLO i

Su m m a r y  o f  C MARACTRRrsTics I'Ott R e t o r t s  -

h em M ean Frequency
Raring D efinitely Usually Occasionally Noc N ever

Usually

B ackground In fo rm atio n
i .  In fo rm atio n  directly  from  referra l form t.9 27 23 6 5 2
2. G eneral descrip tion  o f referral p rob lem 1.9 24 29 7 1 2
3, M edical data 2.9 7 20 14 18 4

| •s 1 ! 2.9 9 15 16 17 6
5. Sunlcnt s fam ily com position 2.8 9 21 15 11 7
6. Fitmily rclarions 3.2 5 13 20 14 11
7. Previous evaluations 2.7 10 18 18 14 3
8. P ilo t  classroom  im crvchtions 3.7 4 v 6 10 2 9 14

R cferta i Purpose
9. C lear d e fin itio n  o f pu rpose 2.3 16 21 18 4 3

10. List o f  referral questions 4.3 2 1 9 18 33
Students* Behavior

11. D escrip tion  o f  class behavior 2.9 9 17 20 8 9
fZ. Q tn e rv a riv fi.s f 'i las ; M ia v iq r 3.3 B 15 6 15 19
13. B ehavior d u r in g  testing  ' ‘ , 2 .0 - * 2 7  & 21 to 1 4
Id . D escrip tion  o f  hom e behavior I S 1 " 3 - 2C» ■*•22 . ,1 7 ,
15. P layground behavior 4,0 0 3 16 23 21
16, O bservations reported  in behavior term s 3.0 4 23 15 14 7
17. O bservations rela ted  to an tecedent behaviors 4.1 2 2 11 22 25
18. O bservations include in ference  ab o u t ch ild 's

m otivations 3.8 I 4 17 22 18
Test D ata

19. L ist o f  tests 1,5 42 15 4 t 1
20. T est da ta  in  tab u lar form 2.0 27 17 13 5 1
2 1 , T est da ta  in  narra tive farm 2.3 21 17 15 5 5
2 2 , Use o f  tests explained 3.5 5 9 8 29 12 ,
23 . M ean ing  o f  h igh  and  low  scores is explained 3.5 / 11 12 2 6 1)
24. IQ  m easure 1,5 43 a 6 2 1 •

(C o n tin u ed on  nex t p ag e)

25 . Achievem ent as g rad e  equivalents 1.7 32 19 9 2 1
26. A chievem ent as percentiles o r  standard  scores 2.6 13 15 21 9 4
27. A chievem ent levels from  criterion-tcfercnccd 2.8 10 19 14 12 7

testing
20 128. V isual perception  testing 2.5 21 9

29. A uditory  percep tion  testing 2.8 fix. 2 4 16 4
50 . la n g u a g e  developm ent testing 2.7 12 d 18 14 14 5
31. Personality  assessm ent 3.2 6 16 13 18 10

In teg rative Section / z
1632. T e s t  results are  easily im dcvstandable to teachers,. 2.3 27 11 3 6

33. T e s t results are  rep o tted  in  technical term s 3.2 3 10 28 13 9
34. G enera l descrip tion  o f  c h ild 's  ab ilities and be­

2.6 10hav io r and th e ir  rela tions to  problem s 12 17 22 2
35. Gene,Ml conclusions a b o u t causes o f ch ild’s be­ 2 .7 10 17 19 14 3

hav io r usefu l in u n d e rs tan d in g  th e  child
3 . t 15 7.2 1936. A nsw ers to  specific questions 3 4

R ecom m endations
2.5 19 83 7 , R ecom m endations relate to  refe rra l question 10 23

3 8 , R ecom m endations a re  general 2 .4 15 2 6 9 J 4
39, R ecom m endations a rc  specific 3.5 4 7 17 26 9
iO, R ecm nm endalions include  suggestions about

17 21 16ch ild 's  behav io r 3.1 3 6

Related Issues
I 4 27 204 1 , E xp lanation  o f  progress to  be expected 4 .0 11

4 2 . S ta tem en t o f  test results valid ity  ; 3.5 3 13 15 /, 20 14
43, R ecom m endations ab o u t e lig ib ility  fo r  special

1,9 28 22 8 leducation 4
44, D iagnosis m ade 2.0 22 24 13 i:

84 5 . D ate  fo r  reevaluatidn 2.9 14 12 15
IX
M
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(Appendix H Continued)

Questions 46 to 51 provided for global judgments about the usefulness of psychological 
reports using the following response categories: 1, essential; 2, very important; 3, somewhat 
important; 4, not very important; and 5, no value.

TABLE 2

S u m m a r y  o f  r a t i n g s  o f  U s e f u l n e s s

Item  M e a n  Frequency  ____
R ating  Essential V ery Somewhat N ot Very N o  

___________________________  .    Im portan t Im portan t Im portan t___________ jV ahie

46. D escribing child  com pared to teacher’s experience 2.7 5 1R 27 6
47. H elping to  understand th e  child 2.7 6 16 29 6

'48 . K nowing'Ss'hoi »  expect from  the  ch ild  - . . r . ^ 4 17 25 10
49. H elp ing  to develop broad approaches in  working

w ith the  child 2.9 1 17 28 '  9
50. H elp ing  to develop specific instructional 3.1 2 14 25 13
51. H elping to deal w ith classroom behavior 3,5 2 6 19 21
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