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ABSTRACT

Reports received on psychoeducational assessients 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) foljowed by departmental support

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

© - difficulties.-The majority of teachers held favourable attitudes to psychologists and test data

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

understaﬂdmg of the teacher’s role, specificity and number of recommendatlons language |
tse). These very positive ﬁndmas are tempered by indications that teachers may have been 5‘
- somewhat biased toward giving positive ra;mg:., and by certain criticisms of the reports.
Also reports were not seen as positively with regards to helping teachers deal with. classroom .

be@ﬂ?iom aned in helping develop specific instructional plans/methods. Language use,

pﬁicu‘larly in the presentations of test results, may. represent a difficulty for teachers.

'I,eacher ratings of the overall usefulness of specitic reports did not relate significantly to

thexr denographic characteh i:5, or the iir attitudes to psychologists or test data.
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1. INFRODUCTION

The curfent 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 assessruent practices, and should therefore be
contextualised within the literature cn psychoeducational assessment.

//

1.1 ‘;Vhat is Psychoeducational Assessment?

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

-peychologists,

"25

hnmetrmts or remedial education sr_wecialists, for the purpose of making
decxsmns about and/or plannmg programmes for learners. Its purpbses may include
placement, classification, d1agnos1s referral, intervention, planning, progress evaluation and
emppwcment. (Burden, 1996; Ysseldyke, 1983) . Often, but not always, it includes some
form“sf 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 assessinent back to the pioneering work of Binet on inteiligence.
J 7 Evolvmg from this tradition, psychoeducational assessment has been part of the controversy
3 surroundmg standardised testing and intelligence testing in particular. ‘While brxef 1eference
[ 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
sltemative forms of assessmient, such as "performance assessment", "autheritic assessment”
and "dynamic zissessment';; 'which seek to link assessment more clesely to instruétion and
intervention (cf. Herman, 1997; Kriegler & Skuy, 1996; Taylor, 1994; Wilson &
‘Reschley, 1996) The extent to which this work has 1mpacted on actual assessment practices

.ifi South! Afmca is 2 matter for further investigation. “\
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In addition, psychoeducational assessmeni has formed an infegral part of traditional service
delivery to children classified as baving "learning disabilities” and has thus been plagued by

many of the controversies and criticisms surrounding that field.

As smih psychoeducation’ | assessment has cowe 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
eollection of data for purposes of decision-making about students, including placement,

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

‘These- Sﬁi(liCb, conducted by the University of Minnesota’s Institute for Research on

3 Learning Disabilities, iny’ '.«ated that much of the information collected during assessment was

irrelevant to dec1s1on—makmg both in term., of pIacemcnt and intervention (Ysseldyke, 1983).
l
] H

\‘\vahdlty, partially due to lack of definitional clarity
i

about the concept of learning dlsai’}ﬂm,es. Assessors made use of large numbers of

psychometric devices, some of questi%nable validity, However, access to more data did not

Classification decisions were low

increase the validity of classification dCCISIOHS (Algozzme Ysseldyke & Hill, 1982;
Ysseldyke, 1983). e ;. g ""\

In one study 92% of children referred by teachers were tested Of these 72% were dr~clared
.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
ieacher referral, which seemed to occur ou the basis of idiosyncratic criteria ernployed by
 teachers (ibid). According to operational definitions of Learning Disabilities 85% of yon-
referred students could also be declared eligii)le for special educational services (ibid, p229).
- More récent studies, in North America, indicate that teacher referral may be influenced by
a&umber of variables other thun 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 (Algozzing, Ysseldyke & Hill, 1982; Ysseldyke, 1983) found

that very little of the assessment precess 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 trauslating test re;sults into mear; ¢ .l recommendations for instruction and remediation
have been a particﬁ}ar point of cui'ation (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

...... A

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 psychoeducational

‘éssessmcnt’, on the medical medel with its focus on patholog‘j and factors within the child,

" vhile ignoring wider systems such as the family, learning environment, curriculum and
Y

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 infinence decisions over
and above the test data, on which assessments are ostensibly based (for exarople 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 systenﬁc 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 conmsultant’s satisfaction with an .

application of the Adelman & Taylor model of assessment, in South Africa. (Dangor, 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 reparts
documented contextual information, such as the family’s concerns and school relaied
iﬁféﬁr;aticn, reported results of limited testing, de~empﬁésising scores and technical jargon,

and outlined joint decisions reached in consultatidn with the family.

1n 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 psychcéducational assessment. However the extent to which this informs actual

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

',Data on the extent to which such context related information is actually inclnded in reports

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

assessment practice.

1.3 Accountability Practices in Psychoeducational Assessinent

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 cccupy between 50 and 75% of the
time of school psychologists (Huiton, Dubes & Muir, 1992, cited in Hagborg & Aiello-
Coultier, 1994, Reschley & Wilson, 1995).

S

5
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Training in psychoeducational assessment forms a major component of most graduate
programmes in educational psychology both internationally (cf. Wilson & Reschiey, 1996)
and locally. Writing in North America, Conoley 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 chifdren.

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

course work cn assessment and counsclling/therapy” has been "typical of instruction in
academic settings" (ibid, p203). A "Discussion Document Regarding Guidelines for’:
In‘temsﬁip Programmes in Educational Psychology (Skuy, 1993: See App,emdlx D), points
out that educanonal psychology internship programmes subsmitted under m\ aeg1s of most

umversmes pave tended fo allot 30 to 40 % of the intern’s time to psychoeducauonm

/asseasment. In line vith th¢ call for changes in the role of educational psychologlsts itis
suggested that this be reduced to 20 to 25 % (nevertheless a substantial proportiony and that

such assessment be broadly conceptualised to include "non-test approaches " and not onl
oneep : PP y

individual, bﬁffamily; classroom, school and community level assessment (ibid, pZ).

‘Pamela Sharratt (1995), writing on educational psychology-in the new Séixt‘i"Africa, points

out that although she’is not aware of any study comparmg postgraduate programmes in South
African universities, she believes most tend to view "assessment and mwagement“ of
individual children as a rnajor compouent of educational psychology practxce, In addition,
even while advocating a broader based practice to include consultative work, research,
traininé and sharing of skills, she states that "such an emphasis does not preclude diagnostic
evaluations and counselling refated 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

psycholo gcists. :

Yet do we know how effective assessments are?

8§

.
=
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The importance of obtaining consumer feedback to impz yve 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 Uﬂited States, oniy 58% of school psychologists are
involved in accouatability efforts. Of those 44.1% collect only counts of practitioner
activities and time allocation, with no evaluative compoﬁent or consumer jnput. 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 these of Skuy,
Westaway & Hickson, (1986) and Dangor (1983), cited above, both of which originate from

the same university clinic.

Dangor (198’3“)‘,' as well as another unpublished thesis (Van der Want, 1989), did more
broadly sur\;éy educational psychology practices, although not collecting statistics on time
allocation or consumer feedback, except at one clinic, as cited above. For a summary of
Dangor’s - findings see Appendix C . Van der Want (1989), found that assessmeﬁi formed
an important part of the role of the educational psychologist in child mental health settings,
althoﬁgh changes in client populations was forcing less reliance on standardised tests, more
consultation and a broader conceptualisatio'n 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 rn 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 feacher satisfaction with psychoeducaticnal assessment could

be located. Pes

There thus appears to be an urgent need for consumer feedback studies.
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Given that reports are one of the chief means by which the results, recommendations and
decisions generated by asscssments 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 & consultative role, (rather than or in addition to direct service delivery),

. communication with teachers assumes increasing significance. The consultative roie has

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

psychologists serving the school going population (Donald, 1990; Green, 1991). In addition,
very few of tﬁése 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 psychologisis 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 evalating the current status of

psychological services and in making them more effective and accountabie to consumer .

neéds (Fairchild & Seeley, 1996). Indeed, as early as 1971, Harlage and ‘Merckt showed that

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

. increase in the ué'eﬁ;lness 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 comprehensibie 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 Psychoeducational Reports

Internationally there has been some investigation of teachers’ perceptions of reports. Some
studies have requested teachers to rae reports that they typically receive (Berry, 1975, cited
in Hagborg & Aiello-Coultier, 19921.,f Ownby et al., 1992). Others have had teachers rate

Tesearcher-designed ox researcher-selected reports, to investigate the effects of different
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language use, format, style, and level of elaboration on teacher comprehension of and
satisfaction with reports (Pryzwans,Ky & Hanania, 1986; Salvagno & Teglasi, 1987; Weiner,
1985 & 1987). Teachers have edav ’aee: aﬂmd to assess several different reports w}lnﬁe
sitting on a panel of educators (Lrb:,t & 'f're mhaft 1984). ‘

Pryzwansky & Hanania (1976) néted that reports have been criticised as communication
tools, but that empirical data op the Oiganisation of the report are lacking.  They
investigated the application of aj;‘prdﬁ‘iem solving ‘approach to the writing of reports. They
compared the traditional report\\fonhat, with a problem solving format (organised on the
basis of the analysis of pr¢Se;;3tin_g ‘;lyroblems and the generation of arguments leading to
recommendations) and é\“hii}yc‘ed’. fdﬁn;i': (asing the traditiorial format until fhe end of the test
resnlts section, then replacing thé ¢oné‘iusion and recommendation with a problem solving
format). They found thatschool pcych')loglsts guidance counsellors, regular and speciafised
education teachers all rated the tradxtlénal format, more favourably 1than the mixed format,
and the mixed format more favourahly tha the problem solving format. Dimensions rated
Were: overall preference, level ofnexpertise bf author, organisation of information,
readability, clarity of problems presented, and understandability of problems. These findings
are by no means concfusive 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 & Ajéllo~Coult‘ier (1994) found that (counter to expectations based on previous
studies) regular teachers found reports easier to uaderstand 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

, psychoeducatlonal services (Hagborg & Aiello-Coultier, 1994; - Severson, Picket & Hetrizk, o

1985). The amount of contact thh psychologists, has been shown, by some studies, o
affect teacher perceptmns of psych hological services (Dean,” 1980) and may thus apply to

perceptions of reporis.
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Studies have also investigated teachers’ comprehension of technical terms and "jargon"
commonly contained ir,i reports (Raforth & Richmond, 1983; Rucker, 1967, & Shively &
Smith, 1969, cited in Ownby & Wallbrown, 1983). Theoretical writing and some earlier
studies supported criti¢ism of reports on the basis of use of jargon. However, more recent
studies have not supported this criticism (Hagborg & Ajelio-Coultier, 1994; Raforth and
Richmond, 1983). :

More recently, Harvfiﬁy (1997) took a novel approach to language: use in reports. She used
formulas employed 1o analyse the readability of material in the techmical and media

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

Material above a Grade 13 level of difﬁcultjt is considered unreasonably dense and in danger -
of hei;ig 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 'ieadability did significantly lower grade ratingé. She suggests that
psycﬁtolqgists use peer review and consumer feedback as a means of obtaining feedback o_"\t‘}’
the readability of their reports. ;

i

Only two, early ;}étudies investigated teachers’ perceptions of actual psychologists’ reports

complteted of spécific children they had contact with (Hartlage & Merck, 1971, cited in
Ownby and Wallbrown, 1983; Mussman, 1964, cited in Hagborg & Aiello-Coultier, 1994).

Owaby and* Waltbrown (1983) emphasised the importance of psychologists obtaining
feedback on| actual reports in order to access real evaluatwe data on the meaningfulness and

usefulness qf services provided. They designed and Qubhshed a questionnaire for this® |

‘ nyrpose, sug'gestmg it should be attached to reports Sent out to teachers and other referral

agencies. 'I.o date only one study employed this method. In this study, of 54 returned
evaluative guestionnaires, Ragborg and Aielio-Coultier (1994) found that teachers surveyed
held ‘an overall favourable view of reports. Their findings contradicted previous studies
which had found that consumers indicated low satisfaction with reporis and criticise reports
as unclear, containing jargon and of limited relevance to the classroom (Berty, 1975, cited
in ibid, also see review by Ownby and Wallbrown, 1983). Resulis weré however consiétent
with previous findings where teachers rated rr'commendatlons 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‘ki‘q\f\ only two psychologists and the return rate was only 28%. It is possible that
teachers wﬁb 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 te a need for-more recent, more generalizable information on teachers’

perceptions of reports, particularly actual reports on specific children.

i

Related studies have mvesngated the extent to which reports can serve as agents to change
percephms Schwartz & Wilkinson (1987) exposed teachers to cumulative folders,

containing hehaviour descriptions and a suspected diagnoses (brain damaged, ledrning

_ dlaabﬂlty, educable metal retardation). They then measured teachers percepiions 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 vete some significant changes in perception, but these were not uniforin or easily

¢ that reports do influence teachers’ perceptions, but

accouited for. The wtiors s

thut ’tﬂ{gre may be unique interactions with particular diagnostic Iabels. The fact that some

' signifiéant changes were found could als¢ be a function of the large number of comparisons

made in this study. o

‘More recently Andrews and Gutkin (1994) investigated whether the recommend ation 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 ot be very powerful vehicles for changing

§ . . . s
reader’s  attitudes and influencing participants to support counter-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 in valid 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, 19293). Neisworth &
Bagnato (1992), after an extensive criticism of traditional assessment, state that "assessment

is defensible when it is 2 companion to instruction and ireaiment".

The report then becomes a vehicle for communicating and persuading parents and teachers
to implement these recommendations. In relation to this, Ownby (1990) examined whé;ther
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 siudy 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.

" 1t 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 jnvolvement in assessment and or decision-making,

influences the perception and implementation of recommendations/decisions.

Investigating the 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. THE STUDY

2.1. Rationaie

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

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

_ comimunication with teachets assumes increasing importance if psychologists are to assume

a more consultative Tole 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.

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

teachers.

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

of actual reports they had receiyed.

2.2 Aims

2.2.1. General Aim

The study was- eésentially 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 usefuiness of various aspects of these reports.

i

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

Specifically the aims were:

To. obtain descriptive information on the reports actually being received by South
Afvican 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 heing assessed, the nature
of the referral problem, the source of referral, the source of the report (‘privzite:
practitioner/ clinic/ departmental services) the length of the report, as well as the
types of content included in the reports.

To assess the usefuiness of various types of report content to teachers.

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

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

report confent were actually included in reports, these ratings could give an indication
of the extent to which report content is Vé‘lctually usefil to teachers.
To as;zss how cémprehensible teachers find reports.
To be useful, Eepm‘ts must be understandable. Teachers rated understandability of
various sections of the report as well as the langnage use in the report and completed
two items regarding language use in reporting test results in general.

p
To assess teachers’ ratings of the overall usefulness of reports received.
This provides an indication of their satisfaction with the service being rendered via

reports. 7

To assess whether reports from: different sources differ in terms of content and

perceived usefulness to teachers

1
4

£
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To assess whether repoﬂsdijfering 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 ionger reports.

To determine wWhich demographic variables of pupils assessed relate 1o the perceived

usefulness of reports. o

home language of pupil, and language of insfruction of pupil,

&

To determine whethet demographic - vaviables .of teachers are related to zlzez.r
perceptzon of the usefulness of reports.
Varnables assessed were highest Ievel of quahﬁcatmn, years of teaching experience,
whether or not they had training in specialised education of.psychology, degree of
contact with psychologists, average number of réports received duriﬁé a year, and the
school at which the, teacher works.

a J'(J /
To assess teachers general amtude o p.sych/;logzsts and assess wher er there is a
relationship between. such attitudes and their rating of the useﬁtiness of specific
reports.
To assess teachers’ attitudes to test data, and whether such attitudes relate to their

perception of the usefulness of specific reports.

To determine the extent to which Criticisms of reports in the literatire apply to reports
actually received by the teachers sampled }i

Such information could yield guidelines as to which aspects of repon wntmg reqmre

) ) : \\\\:;,“ A

lmpr ovement.

Variables included were age, grade and sex of pupil, nature of referral problem, =
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* To determine the extent to which criticisms of the recommendations sections, drawn
Sfrom 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).

* 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.
L)

2.3 Method

2.3.1. Sample

Twels schools participé\ted in‘the study. They were all co-educational government primary
schools in the greater Johannesburg area. They had all previcusly been "white" schools,
prior to the government allowing desegregation of schools in 1991.  The schools sampled
then became "Model C" schools, meaning that "non-white" pupils couid be admitéééi, but that
such admission could remain subject to restrictive admission criteria. Recent changes in
education mean that schools can determine their own admission I;olicies. However, in
éccordance with the constitution, these caunot follow discriminatory lines. No formal
assessment%i” the level of integration of the schools was made. However, on visiting schools
it was clear that English schoois were more integrated than Afrikaans schools and that
schools of lower socio-economic status were more integrated than those of high socio-

., economic status.

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

when generalising from present results regarding service delivery to South African pupils.
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Seven of the schools had Afrikaans as the language of instruction and five were English

medimm schools. The pupils served by the schools ranged in socicecoiniomic 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 thg,_j\; 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 questicnaires, referred to occupational therapists

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

 teacher no longer had a(:ceés 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 summmarised in the Table 2

4

1 Afrikaans Lower middle 320 13 3 3
2 Afrikaans | Lower middie 890 |25 1 4 4
3 Afrikaans Uppgr middie 400 16 7 4
4 Afrikaans Upper middie 658 30 il i1
5 Afrikaans | Lower middle 620 |23 5 3
6 Afrikaans | Middle 294 |13 4 4
7 Afrikaans | Middle 789 |26 19 19
8 English Upver middle 62 |25 7 5
9 English | Middle 742 |25 11 6
107 English Lower middle 1054 35 V 14 1
1 English Middle 830 |26 5 3
12 | Bnglish Middle 620 124 20 20
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TABLE 2: Demographic Information on Subjects

Years teaching experience 11.9 7.5
0 -5 years . 7 24 26.1 24 26.1
6 - 10 years 21 22.8 45 48.9.
) 11 - 15 years : 18 190 63 68.3 .
g 16 - 20 years | 12 13 75 81.5
' 21 - 30 years 1 17 18.5 92 100 e
Lével oi‘ Qualification ' ’ k
Teaching Certificate ) 1 1.1 1 1.1
3 yegr Teaching Diploma | Lo 13.0 i3 14.1
Diploma with 4th year 4 4.4 17 18.5
A Higher Diploma in Education # 54 58.7 7 712
3 Higher Diploma in Education + 7 7.6 78 84.8° ,7?'
additional year / v {l
BA - . 2 2.2 g0 | 80 o
BA (Hons) v” ] 1 1.1 31 58.1 0
Four teaching year degrees: ) 7 7.6 &8 ' 95.7 v
BA (Ed), B Prim Ed, BA (PHED)
BEd 3 33 91 98.9
MEd ' TR ™ 1000 |
‘Specialised training in Psychology R
psychometry or special. education
Reported 1o training 65 ’ 714 55 1.4
Reported some training 26 28.6 91 100.0
- No. of repérts received annually 2.5 1.9
. Tess than 2 ) 29 41 | 29 341 | o
2 or2to3 “ 22 | 30 | &7 677 A
3012 28 33.0 85 100.0 A
# Dueto the way this information was reported no distinctior could be made berween ag;HDE preceded by a
diploma, and HDE proceeded by a degree (for example BA or BSc) ‘p &‘;
N
\\\
i / z)
o .

P
\\ "’.”
/-//

e
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Contact with Psychologists

None exvept via the report .V 2% 28.6 24 28.6

Some contact: brief liaison re

pupil/ attended course by a 37 4.0 61 72.6

psychiologist

Closer consultation re pupil 4 4.8 65 714

Psychologist is supervisor/HOD 2 24 67 ‘ 79.8

Consulied re personal/family matter 9 i 76 90.5

Psychologist personal .‘acquaintance 8 9.5 84 100.0

"Grades taught o , ‘

Junior Primary (Grade 0-3) ‘ 46 495 46 < 49.5
‘1 Senior Primary (Grade 4-7) o 39 41.9 85 . 91.4

Special/Aid or Remedial : 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 ngchologist in private practice, three Educational Psychologists, an educationalist
with considerable experience in qzuestioﬁnaire research, a remedial teacher, and a statistician
with e;éi)erience 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 thié, changes were made to shorten the questionnaire and avoid difficulties encountered

o by teachers in completion thereof. Séé’?\ppendix A for a copy of the Questionnaite.

The Questionnaire was transiated 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.

4¢'
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FORMAT OF QUESTIONNAIRE:
Section A: Demographic Details
Ttems 1 to 6: Demographic details of teachers
Section B: Details of Report

Seven items eliciting data regardmg the report and pupil assessed. These served s independent variables.

oy

Section C: Ratings of Sections of Report ) =

A listing of types of information commonly contained in reports. These were to be rated on a § point scale, on the
basis of perceived usefuluess to teachers in understanding and dealtng with the agsessed 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 {teras were adapted from Ownhy et al. (1982), but the list was condensed to make it less tedicus for
responding teachers and suitable to the South African ¢ontext. Information listed im.luded features nsnally present
i reposts, as well as information that has been indicated in the Jiterature to be potentlally unportant in asséssment,

" such as family strengths and weaknesses (Fish & Jain, 1985) and information on how the pupil learns best (Ashman
and Conway, 1993).

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 ont common criticisms of reports, were

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

- Section D: Overall Rating of Report

This comprised: A

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 "Qverall Usefuliiess Measure” or QUM, for comparison witli various independent
vatiables (teacher, pupil and report demographics), provided the scale possessed sufficient internal d

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 Couliier; 1994).

3. A rating of the quality of the feport compared to other reports the teacher had been expesed ta, 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 Gverall.

Section E: Attitude measure
This comprised a five point Likert scale on which teachers indicate agreement with various statements,

Items a, b, ¢, d, g i, j & m were designed to tap teachers’ aititudes to psychologists. Positively and negatively
phrased;items were balanced to avoid response sets. These items were fatended to be combined into an “Attitude
to Psychiclogists Scale" for cornparison with various independent variables (teacher, pupil and report demdfgraphics),

depending on whether the scale posseswd sufficient internal consistency.

Ttems &, £, h, & k were designed to elicit teachers views regarding test data, Again they were "ba]anced for response -
sets and the four iters "Test Data Scale” checked for internal consistency, Items 1and n looked more specificaily
at the teachers’ fzelings regarding the use of jargon in reports of test data.

g

2.3.3 Procedure

Permission was obtained from the Gaunteng Department of Education to conduct research
within Ex-"Model C" co-educational primary schools in the greéater Johannesburg area as
well as Soweto. The depariment forwarded a randomly selected Hst of 20 schools in the

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

" The da;té; colléction wis conducted durjng the last two weeks of August 1997. Unfortunately,

of the five Soweto sg‘iﬁools, otte could not be reached by telephone and three had not received

© Teports. Practical constraints prevéhted the samplidg of sufficient Soweto schoois to yield
@ meaningful sample (given the small mumber of relevant subjects per school) . It was

-, therefore decided to linit the sample t Bx-"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 schocls 13 (65%) agreed to participate.
However one of the participating schocls had no relevant subjects; that is, children had been

referred for assessment, but no reports had been received.

The Questionnaires were delivered to the sch&vl to be completed, anonymbusly and during
their own time, by teachers who had received a report/(s). A covering letter on the front
of the Questionnaire (See Appendix Aj, provided teachers with the necessary introduction
for completing the Questionnaire. In some instarices the researcher spbke directly to staff,

but in other inst nces this was done by the principal, as suited the particular school.

I

| : | |
Questionnaires were then collected approximately a week Iater by the researcher. Once all
schivols 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 folioWing 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 dome by checking the mean split half reliability coefficient,
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, for the seven itern "Overall Usefulness Measure" (OUM), the
eight item "Atiitude to Psychologists Scalé” 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 factots, 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 roats was plotied against
the factor number. The shape of the resulting curve was used to judge the cut Off p‘o,ihts.

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, aud the comparative rating of the report, relative to others the teacher had

“iread. This was done by means of one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)i technique. The

General Linear Models Procedure, followed by a multiple comparisons procedure, the
Bonferrom critical values approach. These procedures were also used for comoanson 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 vx{gli as percentages. ;

In addition, for the various teacher ratings (such as usefulness of conteAt iterns, usefulness

“of report overall, ratings of aspects of reports commmonly criticised, and attitude measures)

/
the perce.;age of teachers rating an item positively, the percentage rating it negatively and

thos;: rating it neutrally, were reported.

2:4.3 Differences in report content by source
] : )

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

those sent out by Departmentit Services, a chi-square test {s’/as 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

Yeports originating from educational clinics, because of the small number of such reports

-
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coniained in the sample (n=3).

2.4.4 Analysis of ratings

Teacher’s ratings of content itemns, aspects of reports commonly criticised, as well as items
of the OUM, "Attitud= 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 ditfering on indapendent variables (teacher, pupil and report demographics) were
compared on the dependent variables ("Qverall Usefulness Measure” [OUM] and “Attitnde
to Psychologists Scale");; 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 variabies.

Tc;aéher variables were: highest level of qualification, years of teaching experience, training

iny specialised education or, 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 cpses were significant differences were found, a specific comparison procedure, the
‘Bonferroni critical values approach, was utilised. This allowed for n’iultiple 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 distail the source of the
significant overall F. This procecure provides conservative tests of statistical significance,
however it does frequently yield less stringent values (and therefore more powerful tests) than
use of other specitic comparison tests (for examme Scheffe’s contrast method), especxally

when the total number of comparisons is sma{ ﬂ'ams 1975).

The significant effects were analysed using Dunn’s Test. This allows for pairwise
comparison of means, wherelyy a regular ¢ test is employed, but the result of the ¢ test is
evaluated against a modified critical value of 7, to limit the familywise error rate (Howell,
1592). ’

Teachers® scores o the "Attitude to Psychologists Scale" were compared to their ratings of
reports on the OUM 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

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

fevels of each item of the "Attitude to Psychologists Scale” and the "Test Data Scale”
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2\\.:4.6 Analvsis of gualitatiye informaation

A content analysis was performed on the answers given by subjects in response to the
qualitative questions. Contet analysis is a method of studying and analysing
communications in a systematic, cbjective, and quantitative manner (Kerlinger, 1986).

Kaplan (1943) states that this technique “attermnpts to characterize the meanings in a given

body of discourse in a systematic and guantitative fashion" {(cited in Berelson, 1954, p489}

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

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 wards that can be classified
as expressing a partlcular idea, Categories were established. Each theme was classxfied
under a particular category, and the number of responses in each category counted.
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3. RESULTS

3.1 Construction of measures:

The internal conmsistency 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

G use thass + < 1 fG T ANRIGAN M 00

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 factérs 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 essentialiy only one construct. 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 Kaise}’s criterion was used and
only those factors that had latent roots greater than one were considered. This resuited 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 op this factor v(i.e. all had
loadings greater than .43). This suggeste that with regards to their attitudes, teacher subjects

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

&)

Eiganvalues

“TABLE 3: vAttitude to Psychologists Scale" and "Test Data Scale”, Scree Plot of Eigenvalues >1
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3.2 Descrintive Data and Content of Reports

The demographic details of teachers/subjects have already been presented in the previous
in the reports which subjects rated.

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

Gender: Male 65 72.2 65 72.2
Female 25 278 | 90 100 Y
Age:  5-6 years 10 10.8 16 | 108
7-9years 39 419 49 52,7
10-12years ol w3 35.5 82 . 882 .
13- 15 years - 1 118 93 1 500 o
Grade; 0 4 4,3 4 4.3
1 19 204 23 24.7
2 16 72 |. 3. | 40
3 1 11.8 50 538,
Junior Primary Total 50 53.8 50 | 538
4 13 14 63 61.7
5 10 10.8 73 785 "
6 8 8.6 81 3!
7 n 12.9 93 100
Senior Primary Total 43 100.0 93 100

Home Language*

Afrikaans 50 68,5 50 68.5
English ‘ 20 274 70 95.9
African Lariguage 3 4.1 73 100

Language of Instruction

Afrikaans 45 48.4 45 48.4

English 48 51.6 23 100
FDue to misunderstanding of the question on the English version 20 snbjects did not provide this information

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



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

Source of Report
Private Psychologist 63 67.7 63 §7.7
Departriental Services 27 29.0 90 96.8
Clinic ‘ 3 3. 93 100.0
"M% | Reason for veferral
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 i1 82 88.2
parentail conceri 9 9.7 91 97.8
oﬁxer (ccrebfal palsy/eye problem) 2 2.2 93 100
Referred by
teacher compieting quesﬁonnaire 45 48.4 45 48.4
: another teacher 20 215 65 69.9 V]
parents 28 30,1 93 100.0 ‘
Length
3 typed pages or less 35 38.0 35 38.0
4106 typed pages 7 402 72 78.3
\_ 7-8typed pages 14 152 86 93.5
\\\ B typed pages or more 6 6.5 92 100

As canbe seen the majority of reports sent to teachers orlgmate from psychologists in pnvate
practice, followed by Departmental Services, with only 3.2 % of reports originating from




educati__*clinics. This suggests either that children in the sample are being served wainly
by private practitioners,. followed by departmental services, or that clinics are not sending

out reports 1o teachiers.

Most reports. tended to be less than six pages long. Most reforrals were for academic
. difficylties, followed by behavioural problems. Caution should be exercised in taking this
as ari iindication that these are the chief referrals to psychologists. It may simply be that
teach¢rs 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 refef.’ed

therrﬁselyes. It should be noted that these results only apply to Ex-"Model C" schools in thy,

greater Johannesburg area.

;l“abljp 6, below, pfesents descriptive data on teacher’s ratings of report content.

'Colzi}mn one of fthrr'?table lists different types of report content.

Colimn two indicates which percentsge of the sample as a whole, as well as which
pﬁréentagé of pfivate psychologists’ reports (priv Jrac reports), departmental services repo:s,'ts‘
(de}bt. reports) and clinic feports contained each type of information, ' ‘
Coifunzn 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 patticular item as useful, to those rating it not use;ful. The actual
proportions achieved were compared to a 50:50 break, which is what oite 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-fieutral responses, the relevant
column is marked with an asterisk (*), if significant at the .05 level and with a double
asterisk (**), if significant at the 0.01 Jevel.

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

particiar report, SuciL;;missing information constituted 8.5% of the total number of “Not Included" responses.

i
&,"



TABLE 6: Report Content

Background informativn:

Desceription of referral/presenting prob

96.8 96,82 96.3 100 722 ** 22.2 5.6
Pypil’s developmental buckpround 89.2 88.9 88.9 100 63.9 ** 217 8.4
Family background 774 71.8 74.1 100 61,1 ** 29.2 9.7
Family gt Forenk G4.5 68.3 59,3 333 55,0 % 30.0 15.0
Family’s goals 57.0 '57.1 . 55,6 66.7 28.3 30.2 ’41 5
Fannily's perceptions of problem 71,0 73.0 66.7 66.7 54,5 »* 333 12,12
School refated information 81.7 77.8 96.3 333 67.1 ¥* 303 26.6
Descript. of pupil’s behaviour in class . 763 73.0 85.2 66.7 66,2 ** 19.7 14.1
Descript, of behaviour during festing 83.9 85.7 77.8 100 67.9 ¥ 23.1 2.0
Descript. of home behaviour 72.0 714 4.1 66.7 55.2 % 26.9 17.9
i Background. yifo, section ns 2 whole 88.2 87.3 9.6 66.7 61.0 ¥ 293 2.8
Resuits of testing:
Findings of IQ Testing 73.1 73.0 74.1 66.7 75.0 ** 17.6 ‘ 7.4
Ravw scores from above testing 69.9 714 70.4 333 64.6 ** 21.5 13.8
Standardised Achievement tést results 84.9 87.3 71.8 100 81.0 ** 12.7 6.3
Auditory/Visual perception test results 80.3 93.6 81.5 100 79.8 13.1 7.1
Lang developinent test fiudi 83.9 90.5 66,7 100 75.6 ** 17.9 6.4
Emotional/personality tcsthdings 80.6 8.7 6.6 100 81,3 »* 13.3 53
Statements e validity of test results 742 79.4 3.0 667 | oglx | 232 87
Explanation of purpose of tests used 74.2 79.4 63,0 66.7 59.4 % 304 10.1
Explanation of the meaning of high and low scores 742 80.9 55.5 100 58,0 ** 319 10.1
Results of testing section, averall 903 952 777 100 69,0 ** 22,6 83
Integrative Section / Summary:
Commenis relating test results to pupil’s behaviour ' 153 762 741 66.7 62,9 ** 300 71
and performunce beyond the test situation
Comments relating different test resitlts to each other 64.5 65,1 59.3 100 55.0 38.3 6.7
& explaining‘ any contradictions
Genetal conclusions about the causes of pupil’s 88z | 905 85,2 6.7 | 75.6% | 183 6.1
behaviour/difficulties
Explanations of progress to be expeeted 71.0 69.8 70.4 100 66,7 ** 22.7 10,6
Answers to specific referral questions 73.1 74.6 ' 704 66.7 61,8 ** 27.9 10.3
Information re how pupil learns best. 65.6 68.2 §6.7 100 60.7 ¥ 19.7 19.7
Summaryfintegraive section overall , 87.1 88.9 81,5 100 605 | 284 1




Recommeridations that relate ro- referral questions 82.8 81.0 85.2 100 64.9 % | 286 6.5
Specific recommendations for parents 84.9 85.7 81.5 100 69.6 ** 16.5 13.9
Specific recommendations {ot teacher/s 80.6 77.8 ‘Zv‘* 82.8 66.7 69,3 ** 2.9 8.0
k . Recommendations regarding eligibility for special 61.3 . 762 63.0 100 500 %« .1 3p2 11,8
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éducational services

Recemmendations regarding alternative placement 731 . OL% 59.3 66.7 50.9 ** 3.6 17.5
Diagnosis or label given 61.3 714 777 66.7 60;3 ok 23.5 16.2
The recommendations section everail 914 93.7 85.2 100 G0.0 ** 31.8 8.2

fems agalfist which T asierjsks appears sHowed nic sigmificant diljerence Ceiwcer LG proporion of Subjects raing the e "uselul” or "hoT usera

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, az-presented in reports rated, were: standardised

achievement test results, emotional/persdﬂality test findings, and awditory/visual perceptual
test results, foilowed by results of IQ testing, language development test findings and general

conclusions about the causes of pupils behaviour/difficuities.

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

was ia fact reéarded by more subjects to be "not useful” than "useful”.

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

more subjects than not), were the family’s strengths and weaknesses a{fld descriptions of the

child’s home behaviour. i

1
i

)

Perhaps family and home related information is not of direct re: .ance to teachers.

o

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.
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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 recoramendations, or felt they were not practical.

s

3.3 Determination of Differences in Centent of Keports as a Function of their Source

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

more often in departmental or in private psychologists’ reports.

Sigrficantly 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<.05). ' '
¢

Significantly more private psychologists’ reports included findings of languége development

tests (p<.01), auditory and visual perception tests, and personality tests (p<<.05). In

.addition, significantly more private psychologists reports contained explanations of the
I\

meanings of high and low scores.
Overall, departrnental services reports éppear to make greater use of information from the

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

This\may reflect the fact that tlie 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 §7e many

referrals from these particular schools and work very closely with the school, often via
consultation with teackiers. Conversely, staff of many other schools coraplained of a delay

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

- practitioners. These findin gs do not necessarily apply to Departmental services in arzas other

than those sampled by the current study.
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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 "ueutral” 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 : Overéll Usefulness of Report

Items: Fow useful was the report in land2 3 4 and 5
o Useful Neutral Not unseful

Describing pupil, compared to yhur own expetience . 68,1 20.9 11.0
Helping to understand pupil ) 699 %% ' 226 1.5
Knowing what to expect from pupil 66.7 ** 22.6 10.8

| Helping develop broad approaches in woqring with the pupil 59.8 ** 28.3 12.0
Helping develop specific instructional plans/methods 38.0 29.3 326
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

Ttems against WIICH, 10 ASWETISK i ; appears were Taled NMenther "usetul » ROr "not userna Ey a sngmhc:mt majomy'af suE_\ects

Again it can be seen that significantlv more teachers found reports useful in inost 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
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or attitude toward pupils. However it appears that fewer teachers were sure about the ability

of reports to change their attitudes or behaviour,

Two areaﬁ's in which reports fared less well was in helping develop specific instructiopal 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 “',omewhat
J

- " 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 had read (if ajsplicable).
75% of subjects completmg this item, rated their report as "Good" or "Very Gcod"
compared. to others, 22. 7% rated it as "Mediocre" and only 2.3 % as "Poor". No subjects
rated thelr report "Very Poor" compared to others they had read. This suggests that reports
in the cura ent sample were better than reports generally read by teachers. It seeme more
likely thatjthere was some response bias, among teachers sampled, to giving posmye ratings.

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

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

responses to each of these items to the negative responses, results indicated significantly more
A
(4

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

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 varfable_for purposes of this comparison and

the CUM as the dependent variable.

P e,
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The same was done for the four different ratings of 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

SOURGE ... DF TYPETISS |  MS F
Overall satisfaction 4 1149.1 4373 25.5%%%
Comparative rating 3 1143.9 381.3 16,5%*

5 ZO000T

A specific multiple comparison procedure , the Bonferroni eritical values approdeu, was then

used to ascertain where, and in what direction, differences lay, Dunn’s T tests were used
to aualyse specific pairwise comparisons. This revealed that the "neutral" and the
"Somewhat Dissatisfied" levels of overall satisfaction, differegg?’ significantly from the
"Somewhat Satisfied" and "Satisfied" groups, who also d1fferéd significantly from one
“another, on the QUM. ' /

Dumn’s T tests' for the comparative rating indicated a statistiéélly 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 favourabie 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 Ratings of Aspects Criticised in the Literature

3.5.1 Ratings of commonly criticised aspects ¢ recommendations

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

Practical”, 43.2% feit 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% wire "Somewhat - " or

"Very disappointed"”.

N 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 Ratings 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”.

“For the items f);escribed under 3.5.1 and 3.5.2 above, non-neutral responses were analysed

usinga ch1~sq&1are test against a fixed proportion. In all cases significantly more teachers

-chose the- optlons mdlcatmg eatlsfactlon with, or a posmve attitude toward reports (p<0.01)
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3.5.3 Understandability 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".

Table 9 below looks at separate sections of the report in terms of ease of understanding, as

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

i3

TABLE 9: Language Use

How easy to understand were the following sections 7 1 & 27 Easy | 3: Somewhat 4 &5:
or Véry Easy | Understand- | Unclear or
' able Very Unclear

' Presentation of Test Results 75.6 ¥+ 23.3 1.1

Integrative Section or Summary - R1.1 ** 14.4 4.4
3 Recommendations 83.0 % 13.6 34

Items relating to language use in presenting 1 and 2 3 Neusral d4and 5
test data (TD) Agree Disagree
TD would be mére 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 359 25.0 29,1
problem for teachers

"Reversed item - disagreement indicates positive attitude to language use

#* significantly more teachers choosing non-neuiral 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 sﬁinmary and recommendations sections.’

2

s .

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 95.7 ** 4.3 0

to teachers

If a pupil is experiencing difficulties, a psychological assessment should be | 83.7 ** 12.0 4.3

recommended

‘When it comes down to actually dealing with pupils in the classroom, 13.0 14.1 72.8 #*
| psychological information is useless. #

I think the services of psychologists should be made more available to 92,5 % 54 2.2

pupils and teachers ‘ )

I would never appx:ggch a psychologist for help # 8.6 14.0 77.4 **

Sending a pupil to a‘;k;sychologist is generally 2 waste of time # 11 8.6 90.3 **

{ don't have much faith in psychologists # ’ 2.2 7.5 90.3%*

1 have great respect for psychologists. 79.6 ** 17.2 3.2

eversed items - disagreement indicates positive attitude to psychologists

** gignificantly 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

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

sending pupils to psychologists is not a waste of time.
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3.7 Attitudes toward Test Data

TABLE 11: Attitudes toward Test Data

90.3 **

Psychological TD are not really relevant to educational decision-making # 8.6 14.0 T7.4 **
Information obtained from tests conducted by psychologists provides an. | 84.9 ** 12.9 2.2
objective way of confirming impressions about pupils. ; ’

Psycllqlogical assessments often rely too much on TD # - 29.0 38.7 32.3

1 believe information yielded by psychologica} testing to be very valﬁable 8.6 1.1

# Reversed items - disagreement indiceies positive attitude toward test data

*# gigmificantly 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 Qverall Ratings of Usefulness (OUM) 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 varicus independent variables. "The 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 10 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’k{

'categorical (ie. -teachers indicated exact length rather than selecting a category) a clearer
 relationship may have emerged.

§ H

QUM scores did not differ signifi cnmly across any of the other report, teacher or puypil
variables. 1t 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 ot veporivvariables.

3.8.2 Attitude to Psychologists as a function of demographic varizbles

3}

A one-wsy 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

sxcmﬁcantly was grade taught, (F=1.55, p= =0.0315). The nmltxple comparisons procedure -

using the Bonfermm crifical values approach was then apphed 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 (QUM),
Attitudes to Psychologists and Attitudes to Test Data

A one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) technique, the General Linear Models Procedire
was used to assess whethier teacher’s OUM ratings differed across different levels of the
items of "Attitude to Psychologlsts Scale" and the "Test Data Scale". This was to assess

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

No significant differé:nces 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
Hq.nt:xcal values approach suggest that teachers agreeing or strongly agreeing with thls items
"rated reporis significantly more favourably on tie OUM than those who chose the "neuiral"
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 jtem. Overall results suggested no relationship between the attitndes to
psychologists o1 'test data, and ratings of specific reports on the OUM.
N

To further investigate the relationship the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient
was ralculated between teachers tofal scores on the OUM and on the "Attitude to

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

.« suggesting that the two scales are not significantly related.

[
[

"

3.9 Resulis of gualitative analysis

Throughout the”questionnaire op;iortunitics are provided for open-ended responses or the

, clarification of forced choice 135pOuses. These were classified into variou= categories, and

themes As respondents tended to make general comments under specific questions and visa
Vo4, more general themes, expressed throughout the report, were tlrst clas51f1ed (for
example comments on the role of consultation). The remaining comments were categorised
tinder the tofjics discﬁssed in the questionnaire (for example comments on test data, or on
length of report).

n
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7able 12 below lists the various topics and theme categories, together with the pumber of
responses in each, the percentage which they make up of comments on that topic, the
percentage which they make “ap of the total number of identified comments, and typical

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

TABLE 12 : Coutent Analysis of Open Ended Responses

i. VAGUE OR TOO SPECIFIC COMMENTS : ‘ 20 10C 8.7
Specific details of the particular pupil or report being rated / comments toe

vague to be classifie(l »
2. REQUESTS FOR / STATEMENTS OF THE IMPORTANCE OF 5 1 100 | 22

e INFORMATION ON CHILD'S BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

"t is very Important to have feedback from the school and child’s teachers to obtain 2 more balanced view"”

3. REFORTS CONFIRM WHAT TEACHERS ALREADY KNOW 7 100 3.0

Negative comments: reports simply tell teachers what they already know 4 57.1
“"Renedial teachers also do scholastic/diagnostic tests for reading/spelling/mathy/ visual and auditory perception

and don’t need report on these from psychologist”

Positive comments: reports serve as important confirmation "Professionat input or 3 42.9

confirmation.of our recommendations assures us (as untrained experts) that we are on the correct track”

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. LANG!{AGE USE = 22 100 9.5
Report wa§ clear/easy to understand it was easy to read nnd urderstand” 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 Engl. 1 Afr) 2 9.1

6. COMMENTS ON PARENTS 9 100 39
No recommendations for parents 2 ’ 22.2 L
Parents resistant/ unaccepting of findings / unable to execute recommendations 7 vEi 8’ -

"Parents den’t want to accept the problem”; "Mother has not followed through even when interviews heve been
conducted to help her"
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7. CONCERNS RE FINANCE
“Both further testing recomménded as well as an alternative placement suggested involve incurring further
pense™s “fr dations] should be rated in order of importunce because of financial constrainis” 3 100
8. REPORT TOO SHORT 6 160 2.6
9. RESULTS OF TESTING 18 100 7.8
Negative comments  "Performance of the child too far removed from the reported resnlts."; “irrelevant 7 8 44.4
to the clagsroom situation"; "... have seen too many children with learning problems that perform poorly on z
paper [1Q). If one talks to the child jt £an be clearly heard that he is not at all "stupid.,.."; "Must be mere
I detailed with specific fecommendations*

Positive comments "It helps me to understand and handle the pupil betier™; "a broader overview of the 7 38.9
problem was obtained” )
Other comiments on results of testing 3 16.7
"Oficn these [test Tesults] are not included just a genetal overview is given"; "Reporting of tests in detail is
useful, but the summary/interpretation of the results avé much more useful™; “Usefulrif practical”
16. SUMMARY/CONCLUSION 9 100 § 3.9
Positive comments “Most fraportant for teachier, summarisation of strengths & weaknesses very usefuf” 4 44.4
Should be expanded/too brief 2 22.2
Negative comments that no consi{}:cﬁve advice or gnidelines were given 3 33.3
11. RECOMMENDATIONS 102 160 44.2
Positive comments: 21 1 20,6 9.1
Negative comunents: 79 77.5 | 342
Other comments: ‘ 2 2 0.9
12, VOSITIVE COMMENTS ON THE REPORT AS &4 WHOLE

1 "1t answered snany of the questions that 1, as a teacher, need to know"; 7 100 3.0
“If the pupil wasn't tested we would still be blundering ahead without insight into the problem”
13.« OTHER COMMENTS OF INTEREST
*Thought provoking questions asked, Perhiaps completed diesis shiould be made available to Educational Aid 1 6 100 2.5
Service for the reaction, Am aware of shortages of staff. Is privatisation the answes? But what of parent ‘who 1\
cannot afford "private consultation” fees."; "Deut’t believe in labelling a child®; "Parents provide reminserations
for services delivered, School ofen held forth as contributor 10,4 problem,”
"The therapy that the pupil receives after the testiog is more important to me thin the report ftself”
TOTAL NUMBER OF THEMES 231
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Respoenses 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.

o

. leen the importance of recommendations to assessment and report writing, comments on

recommendatlons are listed in more detail in the Table 13 on the next page.

I

. s {( W
Y
t
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““"TABLE 13: Detailed Analysis of Comments on Recommendations

1 POSITIVE COMMENTS ON RECOMMENDATIONS

21

9.1

TOTAL COMMENTS ON RECOMMENDATIONS

i 20.6

Satisfaction expressed with a.specific recommendation 6 |286
Reésmmendations were convincing 5 [238
Role of the teacher was understood 5 1238
General positive comments 5 238
"clearly set out in order of urgency"; "Psychologist gives good recc dations for parents”; ",..[referral]

question was answered and areas for further investigation were identified" =

2 NEGATIVE COMMENTS ON RECOMMENDATIONS 79 775 34.2
Too few o {114
Too general/net specific enough 15 ]19
Did not address the problem/current difficulty/situation 5 6.3
“"Immediate problems have not been addressed ...";

"No recommiendations for the specific problem were given’

Recoimmendation inipractical: 18 | 22.8
a) recommended service net available 3

b) teo time consuming 3

¢) what was recommended was already being done 3

d) constraint of the classroom and class size 5

€) doesn’t consider teacher’s role 1

f) general statements of impracticality "Teachers are left to implement impractical/ 3

time consu.ming prog with i:m i from professionals”
No recomiendations for _té/achetslclassroom 11 | 13.9
Teachers need more defailed/specific suggestions/insiructions/training, as tc 21 | 26.6
i

what they can actually) ho about the problem

"Often not qualified to ixﬂ:;gigmeut the recommendations or need miore in-service iraining to provide tht best

tutoring possible”; “The fack of detail discourages one as Gne fecls you are not qualified to make any "real”

learning/remedial progress with the child."; "No instructions ar examples are givon"; "After the repor, I, as the
“teacher who has to deal with her daily still don’t kiow how to help her"

3 OTHER COMMENTS -ON RECOMMENDATIONS  "Necessary examples wonld be a 2 2 0.9
big bielp"; *Should recommerid names and places (in conjunction with parents and teachers)"
102 1100 © | 442
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As can be seen in Table 13, 77.5% of qualitative comments on recommendations wete
negative. Thise comments further ‘support suggestions, from the "Overall Usefuiness
,,Measure ", that teachers feel xeports do not provide sufficient specific and detalled plans for
mterventzon Teachers felt a pcgmcular lack of recommendations that they themselves could

implement, o

. i o o
. Teachers comments. on the need for such recommendations may reflect feelings of
helplessness in the face of puplls difficulties. More positively, it.alse 1mp11es a willingness

to tackle pupil’s difficulty in tt e classroom, if given suppoit.

P 2
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i

i
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4. DISCUSSION

“4.1 Interpretation of Resnlis

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 reporty
they recewed

These positive findings provide support for the positive resulis found by Hagborg and Alelle-
- Coultier (1994) in their study of the reports of two psychologisis. (See Appendix (3 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.

I‘here are however indications that teachers sampled may have been somewhat biased toward
m vmg positive ratings. Teachers may feel pamcularly appreciative of any serv1ces they do
rqcezve, in a‘chmate where such ser\yxce are regarded as a scarce sesource. Educa'uonal
support services are generally lacking within the South African education system (cf Donald,
-1990). Although the demographic characteristics of the current saraple indicate that they are

more privileged than many others within South Africa, teachers at scveral schools did eXpress

frustration at the lack of support services. In addition, changes in education to yedistribute"

- ‘resources and redress past imbalances may leave teachers who are currently receiviig 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 ratmg the extent to which reports meet broader aims (as assessed b y the
items of the Overall Usefulness Measure) teachers were still largely p051txve however two
items did not receive a significant majority of positive responses, and point to possible areas

3 . . . g
in which reports require improvemerd.

o
IZs
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In the light of the generally positive attitude cf 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 clussroom behaviour.
Ina previous study by Ownby et al (1982), where special education teachers rated reports
they ty ‘ ‘v receive, the same item received the lowest mean rating of usefulness. (See
Appendlx H for a summary of their results).

i

.
N

On a similar theme, 57% of teachers in the current study were somewhat ¢r very satisfied

with the reporis’ undersianding 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 ~ecommendations.

N 24

“This appears to compare somewhat unfavouratgly with teacher ratings of reports by two

psychologists in the study by Haghorg and Aiello-Coultier (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 ¢lose contact with teachers. This placed them in a better position to

assess classroomt béﬁaviour, make realistic recommendations arid 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 paychologlst‘
regarding pupﬂs.

Comments by teachers, in the current study, in fact suggest that §gtxsfactlon with assessments

* may lg)e improved by c,ongultation.‘ This would also allow psychologists to ascertain what has

alteady been tried and what constraints exist in terms of time available and classroom size.

Pl

Current findings could also be taken as an indication that Sdﬁth African psychologists may

benefit fron: greater trammg with regard to realistic interventions for dealmg with children’s

behaviour in the classroom. This supports suggestions in the literature rega;dmg the need .
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for educational psychology training programmes to provide graduates with more skills
regarding classrcom and system level interventions. It also supports calls for greater focus
on psychologists sharing their knowledge and skills with teachers. (¢f De Jong, 1996;
Donald, 1990; Sharratt, 1995).

Secondly only 38% of teachers found reports useful in helping develop specific instructional
methods or plans. This ite‘h received the second lowest mean rating of usefulness in the
¢ -study by Ownby et al (1982). Relatirg 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”te_g\g to emphasise this as ‘an area. for improvement.  13.9% of,\\such
comments, on rec;jhﬁgendations, suggested a lack of recommendations for:the teacher or
classroom, while 26{‘:% of comments on recommendations suggested a lack of detailed or
specific suggestions regarding what teachers can actuaily do about the probiem. 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 im their study tended to
view reporis as ;1 place to clarify problems and give aﬁalyses, ieading later to the-
development of interventions in consnltation with the psychologist. Trachers in their study
scemed 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 coucrete and specific
recommendations for teachers. v

Thé}rovi‘sion of such information assumes increasing significance when outside services are
unavailable, or beyond the financial means of the pupil’s family, as pointed ont in comment
by some subjects. This is a likely scenario in the current educational climate in Scuth
Africa.
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Reports on their own may not be the hest 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 by results for themes within the literaiure

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. t

Results also support a dominant theme in the literature (Herman, 1997; Kriegler & Skuy,

'199,6;‘ Taylor, 1994; Wilson and Reschly, 1996), that psychologists need to make greater

efforts to link assessment tn, strategies for intervention, if they are io better meet consumer

needs. Tt 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 claisroom procedures (cited in Ownby & Wallbrown, 1983). These

criticisms have been repeated in the current study, over 20 years later. This emphasises the

need for psychologicts to pay greater heed to consumer feedback information. It alsc 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 famnily’s goals. 64.5 % included information on family

strengths/ resources/ weaknesses. School related information (81.7%), descriptions of pupil’s

behaviour in the class (83,.9%), descriptions of home behaviour (71.4%) and the farnily’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 iuforrg}/ation as beinf’\;: of

b




Dt ad

o

52
relevance to them, and already hiave access to such information. It should be kept in mind
that in the study by Dangor (1983) parents rated reports erapiiasising 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 tinformation regarded as very useful
by teachers). Significantly mors departmental reports did howevér 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,

s analdol-~ . 1007
1982, Ysseldyke, 1703).

4.1.4 Attitudes toward test data

Despite extensive questioning of the relevance of test data, in the literature, hoth ratings of
i/ .

" 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 umwarranted
overreliance on the findings of such tests. Educational psychologists and teacher trainers
may need to educate teachers as to the limitations of test data. Ope;l 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.

Finciings do support previous suggestions by Ownby, Wallbrown & Brown (1992), that

‘teachers view test data as an imﬁortant way of confirming impressions about pupils.

ke
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4.1.5 Attitnder roward recommerndations made in reports

Rating of content items suggest that the majority of teachers found the recommendations
section of reports useful, Significaihtly 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 consultation with

parents and a gréater 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 sumber of |

,('i

rewmmendauons, than were dissatisfied, when the neutral and dissatisfied responses are
combmed 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 & Alello Caultier (1994) study. 38 % of their

subjects endorsed the criticism that there were “tho few recommendatxons“ 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 ”i,nclude more recommendations and that such

recopumendations should be more concrete and specific.

"In the current study the criterion for judging asefulness or satisfaciion with aspects of the-

report,», 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 providi insight into
i areas requiring improvement. In addition to the need from more specific, concrete
recommendations, that can be nnplemcnted by teachers themselves, in the classroom

comments suggest the need for reports to address the referral question and, the child’s current *

I

i
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difficulties ax)jﬁ situation more directly, to arrange recommendations in order of urgeucy,
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 Varjance
suggested that reports differing in length may disfs a terms of perceived overall usefulness.
Qualitative comments with regard to report lezigth, indicate that dissatisﬁed teachers felt the
reports they read were too short. The results from the study by Hagborg and Aiello Coultier
(1994) ave not directly comparable as they only provided an aption for teachers to indicate
that reports were too long. Onply 4% of their subjectc; checked this option, when rating
reports four to six pages in length, Thus, whilc results are not conclusive, Ihey pmv1de.
some support for Wiener’s findings that "Teachers prefer to read long reports ‘that they
comprehend over shost reports that they do not comprehend as well" (Weiner, 1985, p 64)
I# reports are to provide specific and detailed recommendations, this will in all likelihood

mean that they are longer. v E S

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 langnage use in the report they read. However more detaxled 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 pérents.
The current study also assessed teachers ratings of ow 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.

417 Relationships between attitudes to reports, attitudes to_psychologists

and demographic variables

In the current study teacher’s ratings of the ovt\rall usefulness of reports was not related o
thi »11‘ demographic characteristics, nor fo theix general attitiides to psvchologlsts, 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 frequeat 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 réports not differing with

years of teaching experience or level of contact with psychologists. Hag'?,‘-:;r_g and Aiello-
‘Coultier (1994) found that teachers who received more re}ibrts, 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 noti significantly related to teachers’ attitudes to
psychologists. The only exception was the finding that junior primary teachers hold more
positive attitudes than senior primafy 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 childrén’s difficulties at this age, may adversely affect the attitude of senior
prima{'fy 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




N

%

56

primary teachers to feel more positive about information psychologists have to offer. Given
the instability of findings reyarding demographic characteristics of teachers and the rating of
psychological services, these'results, should, however be interpreted with caution, as they

may simply 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 regardmg i
demographics of teachers served and pupils assr*ssed can also not be generalised to teachers
and pupils outside the greater Johannesburg axea, or school other than Ex-"Model C" primary

schools. The lack of reports on assessmehts of second langnage speakers is a particular k

Iimitation of the current study. . Hg S

2 . :
The study was limited to reports from psychologists. However no dlstmctlon was made

between educational, counselling of clinical registration. It was judged that ﬂns mfo 'matlon

may not have been available fo tea\‘hers In addition, by assessing school children, ;chieﬂy
for academic difficulties, and wntmg reports for teachers, psychologists sampleq Mere in
effect, doing the work of educational psychologists. However the method of samplmg meass
that no conclusive inferences can be drawn about South Afiican Educational pb ychologysts

in particular. ' e 5‘3\_’

i

of what was included in them. This would be affected by how accurately teac

understood the reports and how accurately they then completed the questionna
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4.3 Conclusions and implications for further research

The current study indicates that the "Overall Usefiilness Measure", represents an internally
consistent measure of the overall usefulness of reports. The study also provides some
evidence of 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

"Attitade 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 descripﬁve 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
omam ed on reports of assessments of African language speakers, by far the majority within
Southg; African Schools. Given the lack of standardised measures in these children’s home

: ‘languj'ilge,s znd the fact that ‘many bSychoIogists are not proficient in these languages, such

assc;séments represent a particuiar challenge for psychoeducational assessment in South
Africa.

A similar study could be repeated for parent subjects, who are thf‘ other major consumers
of reports

§3 ‘of reports, could
be investigated by a post qcto or experimental design.- It wmﬂu be usoful to investigate the
effect of more closely mvo!vmg teachers m the assessment procea\ for example, or of

"including classroom observation as part of che assessment.

Whﬂe the current study provides general feedback on samyled reports asa whm*e ’mbvxdual
psychologlsts, clinics, or trammg institutions should obtain feedback on thelr pat.tcu‘w S :
format of report and approach to report writing, This will allow for more specific .

i’mpr‘ovements and greater accountability. The current questionnaire could be shortened, to

contain only overall ratings and content items relevant to the particular report format, and
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then sent out with reports to teachers, parents and other consumers of reports, as suggested
by Qwaby and Wallbrown (1983).

F
i

i

The current study suggests that for some teachers language use and jargon, partic;/ﬁlarly in
the test results éection, may cenatinue to represent a difficulty. Harvey’s study suggests that
readability of reports can be improved. A smdy could be conducted to assess whether
reports’ rated wore readable according to Harvey’s formula’s, are regarded as such by

teachers and/or pupils, and ‘whether this affects their perceived usefulness.

o
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APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRE

PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY

Private practitioners, - clinics and psychoeducatiopal services routinely send out
psychoeducational reports on assessments conducted on pupiis. 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 I8 BEING REQUESTED FROM YOU -

This is an opporinnity 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 ﬁlhng out this brief questionnaire on the
report as completely and honestly as postible. iIf you have received mere than one, report
please rate the report most recently received. This is important for statistical reasons.

Pleacs refer back to the report you are rating as the accuracy of the research depends on the
accuracy of your Tespomses. J

/,.\;4'

[

Some of your demographic detaﬂs are required for statistical purposes and will be treated as
totally confidential. Nelther your name, nor that of the child assessed, appear anywhere on
the questionnaire. 5

Most questions simply require you to circle the pumber 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 soon, as possible. The researcher will collecf the questionnaire 3 to 5
days from the date on wtuch you receive it.

Part1c1pat10n in this stug{y 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 compléted a summary of the findings will be sent to the school.
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APPENDIX B
ONDERWYSERSVRAELYS

POEIL VAN DIE ONDERSOEK

Onderwysers ontvang gereeld die verslaé 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 bevindings 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 terugvoer oor en evaluering van ’n psigo-opvoedkundige
verslag, wat u ontvang het, as gevolg van evaluering van cen van u leerlinge, te gee. U sal

versoek word om die kort vraelys, so volledig en eerlik as moontlik, in te vul. Indien u
meer as een so verslag ontvang het, word v versoel* om die een wat u mees onlangs
-oirtvang hiet; 1€ evaleeer. Hit Is betangrik vir staiisticse docicindes. -

Verwys asseblief terug na die verslag wat u evalueer. Dle kwaliteit van die bevindinge rus
op-die kwahtelt van u antworde.

Party demogtaﬁese/agtergronds besonderhede word ook benodig vir statistiese doeleindes,
en sal 2s velkome vertroulik beskou word. Nog u naam, nog die van die Ieerlmg wat

" evalueer is verskyn op die vraelys.

Die meeste vrae eis bloot dat w ’'n sivrkel trek om die norimer wat ooreepkom met u
antwoord. Daar is ook meer copeinde-vra, en u inset hier sal baie waardeer word.

-~ 'Voltooi asseblief al vyf afdelings (A tot Ej, en besorg die vraelys dan téiug deur dit vir die
. skool sekretaresse te gee. Die navorser sal dit binne 3 to 5 dae kom afhaal. )

Deelname aan die ondersoek is nie verpligtend nie, maar

- u SAMﬁWERKING SAL BAYE WAARDEER WORD, AANGESIEN ONS OP U HULP

REKEN IN ONS POGING OM ONS DIENSTE TE VERBETER.

Nadat the ondersoek voltooi is sal ’n samevatting van dic bevindinge aan dle skool gestuur
word,
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APPENDIX C

"Comparative Description of University Clinics in South Alvica®,
taken feom Dangor (1983, pt)
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APPENDIX D:

DISCUSSION DOCUMENT REGARDING GUIDELINES FOR INTERNSHIP PROGRAMMES IN
EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

April 16, 1993
Preamhle

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. Supecv1s1on and interdisciplinary interaction (10 to 25%)

4. Participation in educational visits, conferences and academlc activity
rélated to the field (10 to 20%)

"As can be seen, the proportion of time spent on each of theése broad dimensions
-an vary. Also, certain programmes submitted have not conformed entirely to the
” above breakdown. Wiiere this has not been in keeping with the broad field of
educational psychology, the 1nternsh1p programme has been rejected; for example,
an internship ‘programme dealing solely with assessment, and without any
T Intervention; eorowi h.lntnrventlon only of a specifically remedial/educational
nature, would not be acceptable. ‘On”the “bther hand,an intergship which placed
an emphasis on a dimension of "formal and informal guidance and educatlcn" 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 changiug society, requires re-formulation.

This is something to which I drew attention in the:Education Committee in 1982,
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
“‘uggested (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 tu 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.é. assessment; intervention; supervision;
consultation/programme development].

2.  Aspects of client functioning {cognitive, emotional, social, vocational,‘
academic).



i
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. prescriptions, and options. .

1.

-2

3. Nature of intervention (preventive/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 pract:ce/publlc, 1n—c11nlc/commun1ty~based'
. educatlonal/psycheeducatlonal/psychologlcal/psychlatrlc)
Sources of supervision {composition of mentorship; range of disciplines).

Within each of these dimensions, there should be both requirements or

The proposed requirements and range of
possible/desirable options within each of these dlm?nalons is discussed in the
Sectlons belaw. .

Requireﬂents/Options within each of the Programme Dimensions

 Types of Activity :

‘ﬂThis dimension has formed the basis for the structure of internship programme

1o
i

proposals. A suggested description and definition of activity within each of

- the four maJor feadings is suggested as foilows :

aE

(a) thls should intivde @ veny broad—based deflnltlon of

Assessment

assessment, including but not limited to test approaches, ¥nd inciuding. buk not

Thus, provision should be.male for
.g. observation, problem—deflnltlun and

“limited to assessment of individuals.
non~test approaches to ‘assessment {=

~golving techniques; assessment through instruction/counselling;
families; = assessment of classroom and school situations; assessment of-

communities). o

Between 20 and 25 percent of the intern's time should be spent on assessment

activity. o
Y ‘?

(kY Intervention ; +this sliould include both preventive and therapeutlc

. intervention with clients.

g

Between 20 and 2% percent of the intern's ‘ime, should be spent on intervention
activities. ) : &

{e)

Consultation/Programme Development :

assessment of

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, etd. 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 ;;/
consuliation/programme development activity.

Y =S
v N7

{d) SupePV151on : this refers to the secur:ng of apnropriate ‘supervision by
the intern from an educational psychologxst 4s well ag from other regnstered
prof9351onals who have the appropr1ate expériise.

o

-
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20 percent of the intern's time should be spent in supervision, (half of which
could be within the intern's university home department).

These four vasic 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 comprise 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 i -_.,uring 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 educatignal psychologist.

2. Aspecics of Client Functioning :

r

Programmes and interpretations of the field of educational psychology vary
widely, both in South Africa and elsewhere. At the one extreme, educatiocnal
psychology has been identified with scholastic and academic aspects of
functioning, and/or with cognitive psychology. Cognitive psychology, in turn,
ig aseociated, with both narrow deflnltlonr of cognition (e.g. informacion
processing models), or with bréader-based DnuepuuaLleatlcnS,(e-g, thg cognltlve
theory of Feuerstein, which encompasses communication, and aspects of societal
functioning). At the other extreme, certain educational psychology conceptions
and programmes &re 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, and that it would be impractical and unrealistic at
this stage to prescribe a particular wodel. Thus, along this dimension, the
wide range of options Wthh exist should prevail.

Nevertheless, all educational psychology {(and internship) programmes should
expiicitly indicate, in a set of Objectives, the model followed by the programme

-with regard to the aspec1 s) in terms of which training is to be given.

Moreover, the obJectlves 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 instance, the coursework year may provide a general core,
while the internship may afford the opportunity for specialisation).

3. Nature of Intervention : ) T i

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 Interventiun' 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 undeprstanding
of the role of the psychologist in the promotion of its psychoeducational
development.

With regard to the parameter of direct/indirect intervention, herée 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 labter 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 ¢f much larger numbers of other
professional, paraprofessional and ntn-professional individuals within
communities who can play an effective role, and the significant n=eds of the
society, this would appear an appropriate definition of thke psychologist's role.

4, Nature of Target Population :

Since over 80%* ot ‘the South Afrigan population is Black (i.e. largely "African"
but alse "Coloured" and Asian), and since we aré living in a multigultural
society which is now gradually becoming integrated, it makes sense that
educational psychologists should receive their training in multicultural
settings. Conversely, the current 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,

Reparding 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 #he 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. U

With regard to whether the setting is a school or clinic or university (for
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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 recommendud 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 c¢linic, 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 uader

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
opticnal, and will depend upon the policy of the particular department, as well
as the feasibility for the lntern, internship setting, and the home department
of this arrangement.

— el s 5 N L

The stipulation that the primary mentor is an educational psyrhologist should EéLf

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-
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) . Approprlate professionals should be on the full time or maJor time
staff of the 1nternshlp getting. .

The mentor (educational psychologist) should be available fer a minimum of half
the supervision requirement weekly (i.e. 4 hours or 10 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 interaship

setting.

[

Mer—p e

MERVYN SKUY
Member Proféssxonal 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 DF | TYPE III S§ MS F
levels
‘: Teacher related vaiiables: '
" School taught at ’ 12 1 738 | 60 | 2.03
Years of teaching experience 3 1 2 1638 1.9 2.36
5 4 43.7 RS (117 0.67
Highest level of rrglification 4 3 1103 | 368 1.10 (
y Grades taught 3 2 147 57.4 1.64
"?f Specialised iraining - 2:yesfno | 1 52.2 52,2 1.45
No. reports received anmually k 3 2 56.0 28.0 “ 0.97
“p -Eevelof cantact with psychologists | 6 5 %68 | 194 0.56
Pupils assessed: T ] N e o .
Gender ' 2: M/F 1 33.2 332 0.92
Age: ' 4 3 5.9 195 | 005 -
frade 8§ 7 286.6 40.9 1.17 9
L 2funfSen | 1 | 135 135 044 k'
. Hom;s Language : 3 2 3%0 19.5 0.53
Language of Instruction 2: Eng/Afr 1 44.6 44.6 1.26
Re‘twrt variables:
Source of Report 3 2 56.3 281 1.79
Rg:ason for Referral 8 7 368.7 52.7 1.55%
I;upil teferred by 3 2 33.7 16.8 0.47
. Length of report 4 3 282.01 94.0 ~| 279% e

Y% p<005 Wk p<UOL  wk pOUWAL
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; is of Variance Procedure: Ratings on the "Attitude to
Psychologists Scale" as a function of demographic variables

SOURCE No of DF | TYPE HI S8 Ms F
leveis :
Teacher related varisbles: V
»School taught at 12 11 311.74 28.3 1.98
Yeurs of iea;:bing expen‘enﬁe 3 2 41.0 20.5 1.28
' 5 4 43,7 10,9 0.67
Highest level of qualification 4 3 233 0.79 - 0.05
Grades taught 3 2 108.9 54.4 3.60%
Speciatised training 2: yesfuo 1 0.98 0.95 006
<. Nn. eports recqived annually 3 2 46.3 23.2 13
" Lével of contact with pss;cholcgists 6 5 1211 T 242 . 1.55 ____._
* PROTS ok DROUL g P<OUKIT
i
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APPENDIX G

"Teachers Perceptions of Psycholo

gist’s Reports"  (aken froin Hagborg and Aicllo-
Coultier (1994, p173) : '

Teachers were asked (o rate the helplulness of 11 report sections as well as 8 items relating
to more global aspects, using a scale (rom 1 (low) (o 5 (high). ;

They were also asked to review a list of cight common criticisms of psychologists reports
and select those that applied might apply.

: - TABLE |
§ TeActirs' Prrcrriions of DsvénoLngsts® Rerorrs: QUESTIONNAIRE RiSPONSES
M 2 SD
IL Report Scctions (Helpfulness 1 10 5 scale)
1. Reason for Assessment 3.6 1,1
- 2. Social [listory 3.4 L3
- 3, Classtoom Observation 3.3 1.4%
e @ e . L 4. Test J!ql:ngior N oL . . 35 L
T T 5 Raw Test Scores * ¥ 34 B |
6. Intelligence Test Findings/Discussion 3.5 13w
; 7. Achievement Test Findings/Discussion 3.5 1.3
! -8, Visval-motor Integration Findings/Discussion 3.5 1.2
9. Social-enisigionnl Findings/Discussion 36 L4
- 10, Summary 3.5 14
e 11, Recominendations 35 1.4
I, Global Questions
12. Description of child's specinl abilities/needs 3.3 R
369 very well 559 well 995 somewhat 096 not well at all
13. Ease of understanding repate 37 5t
67% casily understood 3195 undlerstandable 295 difficult 1o understand
0% very difficult to understand
- 14, Psychologist's usc of technical language/jargon 3,0 1
0% cxeessive 250 overused 9896 ahout right
15. Accuracy of report based ot your experience 34 3¢
44% very nccurate 5496 basieally accurnte 2% inncourate 09 very inpecumte
16, Addresses the presence of educational handicap BN 8
27% verywell 569 well 1496 soniewhat 49 not well at ulf
17, Relevance of report ta vour clusstaam work ) 31 7
30% very relevant 5195 relevant 199 somewhat 09 riot at all
18, Satisfaction with report 32 ko)
3196 very satisfied 609 satisCied 995 somewhat %% not at oll
19, Quality of repart compared to other reports 39 N
= 10% very high. 67% high 199 average 09 low 3% very law )
IV, Checklist of Goncerns (Check all that are applicable to report you have just .
read . . .

49 report toa long
0% report too short
68 too much use of test data
25% lack-of concrete recommendations

38%% too few tecommendations®
0% misundeestands teacher’s role
996 fmprasticil recommendations
13% findings too general
Nole—-Presence of superscript letter Indicates o statistically stgnilicant group dilference {p<
.01), Comparisons fot Scetions 11 and 111 used an independent samples ¢ test {df'= 52) and Sec-

tion IV vsed y,2 (N = 54), - ) ) . .
"Recvaluntions versus injtinl evaluations, "Regular education teachers versys specinl/remedial ed-
ugatian teachers, and Frequent and infrequent report readers,
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o APPENDIX H

"Summary of Characteristics of Reports” and "Sununary of Ratings of Usefulness”,
‘taken from Ownby, Wallbrown and Brown (1982, p958-960)

Questions I to 45 cover the frequency with which certain features are covered in
psychological reports they typically receive. Teachers had a chojce of 1, definitely present;
2, usually present; 3, occasionally present; 4, usually not present; and 5, never preseant.

TABLB 1
SUMMARY OF UHARACTERISTICS FOR REPORTS -
ftem Menn - Frequency
Rating Definitely Usually Occasionally  Not Never
Usually
Background Information
1. Information dircctly from referral form LY 27 23 [ 5 2
2. General description. of referral problem 1.9 24 29 ? 1 2
3. Medical daea 2.0 7 20 14 18 4
4. Physical appearance 29 9 13 16 17 G
3. Siadeat’s family composition 2.9 9 a1 15 1 7
6. Family telations 3.2 i3 20 14 11
7. Previous evaluntions . 2.7 10 i8 18 14 3
. -8, Psior clnssronm interventions 3.7 4 . 10 29 14
Referiaf Purpose
Q. Clear definition of purpose 2.3 16 21 18 4 3
10, -List of teferral questions 4.3 2 1 9 i8 33
Stidents' Bebavior
i1, Description of class behaviot 2.9 9 17 20 9
e 8, Olservarion af slasy hehavipr 33 8 15 6 13 19
13. Behavior duting testing 28. ©27 o 21 10 i 4
14, Description of home behavior 3.8 1 3 rd 23 17
15, Playground behavior 40 0 16 23 21
16, Obsetvatians repocted in bebavior tecms 3.0 4 23 15 14
7. Dbservations refated to antecedent behaviors 4.1 2 11 22 25
18, Observations  include inference about  child's i
‘motivations 3.8 1 4 17 22 i8
Test Data
19, List of tests 1.5 42 15 q t {
20, Test data in tabular form 2.0 27 17 13 5 t
21, Test data in narrative form 23 21 17 15 5 5
22, Ust of tests explained 3.5 b] g 8 29 12,
23, Meaning of high and low scores is explained 39 1l 12 26 1
24. 1Q messure LS 43 it 6 2 1
{Continued on next page) o
25. Achievement as grade equivalents L7 32 19 9 2 1
2G. Achicvement as percentiles or statdard  scores 26 13 19 21 bl 4
27, Achievement  Tevels  from  criterion-referenced 8 10 19 i4 ¥ 7
testing - - ‘
28, Visual perception testing 23 12 21 20 9 X
29, Auditoty perception testing 2.8 & 24 16 13 4
30. Language development testing 2.7 12} 18 14 14 5
31, Personality nssessment N 3.2 16 13 18 t0
Integeative Section P
32, Test results are easily undefstandable 1o teachers 23 16 27 ti 3 6
33, Test results are feported in technical terins 3.2 3 10 28 13 9
14, General deseription of child’s abilities and be-
favior and their relations to problems 2.6 12 17 22 10 2
35. Genesal conclugions nbout canses of child’s be- 2.7 10 17 19 14 3
huvior useful in understanding the child )
36. Answers to specific questions EN 3 1§ 22 19 4
- Recommendations ) R
37, Recommendations relate to referta{ question 2.5 w0 23 19 3
38, Recommendations are general 2.4 13 26 9 9 4
:'%9. Recommcm;a(inns ate splcci'ﬁc b 3.5 4 7 17 26 9
A0, Recrinmendations  include  suggestions  about :
child's behavioe ! 3.1 3 17 21 16 6
Related Issues ’
41, Explanation of progress to be expected 40 1 A 11 27 20
42, Statement af test results validity . 3.5 3 i3 13, 20 14
43, Recommendations aboue cligibility for special ’
A D'mium('iu" d %g %g 2'21 lg l: ;
-, Dingnosis made 28 a 2 1 8 i

43. Date for reevaluation

U

T
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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
SUMMARY OF RATINGS OF UsBruLNESS o

Ttem Mian “ Frequency e
Rating Tsseatial Very  Somewhat Not Very . No

Important _ Important Impactagt . Value
46. Describing child compated to teacher's_expericnce 2.7 3 18 27 . 6 2
47 Helping to understand the child 7 G 16 28 6 4
“a8 Knowing wwhat to cxpect feemtheshidd . . - 2.8 - 4 17 25 P2 2
49, Helping to develop brodd approachies in working T T e tma e, T ey s e el
with the child 2.9 1 17 28 "9 3
© 50. Helping to develop specific instructional 31 2 14 25 13 4
35 .2 G 19 21 8

31 Helping to deal with classroom behavior

e

# 1:‘\ !
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