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The psychological report represents one ofthe most important aspects of the work of the 

school psychologist. The psychologicd report is usually the end resuit of an assessrnent process 

folIowing the referral of a child or adolescent The psychological report is an enduring document 

that will have immediate and possibly future nunifications for the child or adolescent One of 

the most important consumers of the psychological report is the classroom teackr. Presenting 

problems are often manifesteci in the classroorn an4 as a result, the classroom teacher is likely to 

have a vested interest in the results and recommendations presented in the psychological report- 

Therefore its very important that the school psychologist present the information in the 

psychological report in a marner tbat will man'mize the c h c e s  that his or her message is 

received as intended Based on communication theory (Wood, 1977, as cited by Jacobs, 1995), 

the sender, that is, the schml psychologist, ne& to take the recipients, namely the teacher's 

knowtedge and experiences into consideration when writïng the psychological report School 

psychologists are riot a homogenous group and Vary, among other things, in their level of 

expenence and expertise. The question becomes, how wouid a school psychologist's experience 

level affect the relevance of his/her psychological reports fiom the perspectives of teachea' 

expectations and preferences? An extensive liter<mire fails to provide any m e r s  to the above 

question The pment midy is, therefore, exploratory in nature. in the present study, two 

classroom teachers were each asked to read 14 psychological reports written by novice school 

psychologists and 1 5 psychological reports writîen by experienced school psychologisis and 

evaluate and caîegorize them in tenns of their overall quality and relevance to teachers. For 

prrrposes of the present study, novice schwl psychologists were defined with up to 2 years of 
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professional experience, M e  experiend school psychologists were defined as those with 

more than 5 years of professional experience. The results f ~ l e d  to indicate any effects of job 

experience level on the overall quaiity of psychological reports. Novice school psychologists' 

reports were evaluated as king of equal quality as those reports Wfitten by more experienced 

school psychologists. - The hck of significant effkts is pwsibly due to sampie size and poor 

inter-rater reliability. Results, however, rnay reflect the effects of high quality practicurn 

supervision The present shidy is limited with srnall sample sizes, poor inter-niter reliability, as 

well as additional confomding factors affeaing the interpreiation ofresults. Implications for 

M e r  research are discussed 
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Psychologiml Reports of Novice and Expert School Psychologists: 

An Analysis of Teachers' Perceptions 

Introduction 

Shce their introduction hto the school system approximately 40 years ago, school 

psychologists have bewme familiar faces in rnany of our local ahools. Accurding to Baker 

( 1 %S), the Lucas County i3oard of Education in Ohio employed its first school psychologist in 

1957. This position was established in recognition of the need for the schools to broaden their 

responsibilities to the student body to Uiclude issues related to personal and emotional 

development 

The role of the school psychologist, in those days, was also quite unidimensional and 

straightforward He or she was perceived as wnducting individual diagnostic evaluations, 

studying the d t s  obtained, aud assisting school personnel and parents in developing 

educational and environmental plans to aid the child Today, although the school psychologist's 

role bas broadened considerab1 y in many jurïsdictions, individuai diagnostic evaluations sti 1 l 

remain the school psychologist's major respomibilities. 

An important part of the individual diagnostic evaiuation is to communicate results 

obtained from an assessrnent to school persorne1 and parents. This may be done in a variety of 

ways. Assessrnent results may be cornmunicated to parents and teachers interpersonally during a 

scheduled meeting However, in almost all cases. assesment results are wmmunicated to 

parents and teachers in a written fom through the psychological report 

According to Reynolds, Guîkin, Elliott, Br Witt (1984). as cited by Wiese, Bush, 

Newman, Benes, and Witt (1986). reports "serve to communicate to multidisciplinary personnel 
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the needs of an individual chilci, as well as suggesting the techniques and procedures with wùich 

to meet those needs" (p. 291). 

Zins and Bamett (1983) also present the reader with a similar definition: 

We view assessment as part ofthe broader consultation procesS. It is a problem- 
soiving activity with the immediate pirrpose of providing multifkxted 
information which can be used in problem clarification and which ulfimately will 
lead to the generaîion of effective interventions. The d t s  are incorpomted into 
a written report (in addition to verbal expLanations) which documents the 
assessment and intervention procedures and conveys information that will help in 
educationai pro- and contribute to overall decision malring. (p.220) 

The psychologicai report is used to communiaite to teachers and parents the assessment 

and recornmendations for intervention, as indicated Mer a M e n t  r e f e d  has b e n  made, the 

school psychologist will discuss the presenting problem with the classroom teacher and 

parent(s), observe the child in the classroom, imeMew the child, and adrninister relevant tests in 

order to develop hypotheses regarding the child's presentuig problem(s). The content of a 

psychological report typically includes the initiai reason(s) for referral, obsewations made, tests 

administered, as well as the resdts and interpretatons of the latter, the school psychologid's 

hypotheses about the presenting problem and recomendations for fiuther work. Aside from 

king a written form of communicaîio~ the psychological report also represents the end result of 

a iengthy process from which the school psychologist has fomied hisher hypotheses conceming 

a particular child's presenting problem(s) and suggestions for remediation. In considering the 

psychological report as the focus of the present study, we must always keep in mind that it is a 

major part of the role of the school psychologist and the assesment process. 

Nevertheless, aie psychological report is a very important and enduring document Once 

written, the psychological report wïil m a i n  in the child's file untü he/she leaves the educational 



a system The psychological report represents a document that wiU Yollow" the child from year to 

year. 'Individuais having contact with the child's file will ulfimately be entitled to read this 

document It û evident that the report will not oniy have immediate implications for the chila 

but aay a h  have frmire ones as weil. For these reasom, it is very important that the report be 

well umitten in a clear and straightforward manwr talang into consideration the perspectives of 

its recipients. 

In reality school psyfhologists and other personnel withui a particular domain are not 

homogenous groups. School psychologists may differ in their educational backgrounds as well 

as familial and emotional experiences. It is likely that these experiences are to affect their 

performance on the job. However, school psychologists will also differ ftom one another in their 

job expenence level. It is important to take this factor into consideration when evaluating the 

0 
communication process between schw 1 psychologists and teachers as well as parents. The 

question becomes, how would a school psychologist's level of experience affect the quality of 

m e r  psychologicai reports as viewed by teachers or parents? 

Theoretical Context 

Communication Theory 

Since the psychological report represents a form of communication used by the school 

psychologist, a discussion of communication theory is relevant and necessary in answenng the 

above question Accordhg to communication theory (Jacobs, 1995), communication is "a 

complex interaction among participants to which each person brings a set of understandings; 

expectations; hguage skills; and attitudes toward the situation, the speaker, the topic, and him- 

or herself" @. 150). Jacobs (1995) also states that the goal of communication is that al1 

participants gain a simikr understanding or meaning from the message even though they might 



a not agree on the conclusion In most Uistances, the communication process represents the 

interacfion between the sender and the receiver through the use of a pdcular  medium The 

sender is ultimakly the individual who chooses to communicate with someone else, while the 

receiver is ultimateiy the individual who receives the message. Communication rnay be 

accomplished through the use of a medium such as a telephone, if the message is oral or a letter, 

if the message is written 

Accordhg to Jacobs ( 1995), communication serves to inform othen, to p e d e  or 

wntrol others' behaviors, beliefs, or aîtïtudes; to express feeling; to imagine or hypothesize 

about someîhing and to perform some rihialistic behavior such as greetîng or biding fareweil to 

others. In most cases, the psychological report is used to provide teachen and parents with 

assesment results and recommendations. In some cases, however, the purpose of the report may 

also be to idluence the teachers' and parents' beliefs and attitudes. 

The report is particularly important in that it provides written documentation of the 

assessment process and its results. Therefore, it is important for the school psychologist to 

effectively commrmicate hi dher ideas and objectives in a clear and straighdorward manner. 

Important differences exkt between written and oral forms of communication. The face-to-face 

interpersonal exchange is the ideal form of verbal communication, since the parties involved can 

hear and see each other. Each individuai may respond more accuately to the other's restions or 

facial expressions and get a b a r  sense of the intention and the m d n g  of the message. The 

interpersonal exchange alone does not provide the parties involved with a written tnuiscript of 

the conversation Therefore, idormation or important details may be forgotten The r e m  on 

the other han& may be read and re-read, if necessary, providing the receiver with a "hard wpym 

of the information reœived Written communication, on the other hand, limits the infonnation 



exchange. Mviduals are not in close contact with each other and reacbons cannot be observeci 

Written communication also Iimits the opportrmiry for clarification That is, in a conversation, 

misunderstood information can simply be repeated and clarified Communication through a 

letîer or report la& this opporhdy. It is neceSSary for the school psychologist to be a 

competent comunicator and maximize the chances that hidher message is to be received as 

intended As indicated earlier, rnany individuals may read the psychological report written 

several years earlier by an unlaiovin school dinician Ciariîy and understandibility of the 

message intended is a necessity. 

According to Wood ( 1977), as cited by Jacobs ( 1995), the cornpetence of a 

commimicator is determined by several factors. Wood (1977) states that a competent 

communicator must be first flexible in his or her ability to select a range of communication 

strategies to meet the needs of the situation and/or audience. The flexible commlmicator must be 

able to perfom a range of cornmimication acts th& are required by the conversation, the people, 

the setting, and the task-at-hand. Second, the competent wmmunicator must reflect before 

communicating and consider the audience, the situation, the specific goal to be reached, the 

function of the communication, and the rehtionship between him- or herself and the audience. 

Third, a competent commmicator must have the skills, such as vocabulary, articulation., delivery, 

timing, and verbal or wnverbal messages to implement the communication strategy selected 

Fourth. the cornmunicator must be able to present the message in a way that ensures that the 

receiver will decode the message as ùitended 

Communication Theorv and the School Pmchologist 

In writing a psychologicai repor&, therefore, it is important for the school psychologist to 

first present the message intended in the report in a way that will ensure that teachers will decode 
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the information as intended, The report must be wkten in a clear and straightfo~lard manner so 

that teachers will understand what the school psychologist is trying to communicate. The school 

psychologist must also take hidher audience, in this case the teacher, into consideraton when 

wrïting the report. This may mean taking their knowledge of the presenting problern into 

consideration as well as their knowledge of psychological temiinology. Furthermore, it also 

meam taking their expectations regarding the content of psychological reports into wusideration 

Throughout the assessrnent process, the school psychologist is perceived as the outsider, 

the advice giver. He/she etrters the situation and must evaluate a child he/she has, in most cases, 

never met before. Observations are made, conversations take place with parents and the 

classroom teachex, and work is done individually with the child In general, the school 

psychologist's contact with the child, teacher, and parents is time Limiteci. Furthermore, due to 

their different experiences and training, the school psychologist's perception of the child may be 

different to the teacher's. The classrwrn teacher's perception of the child is based her own 

experiences with him or her in the context of the classroom. On the other han4 the school 

psychologist's perception of the child is more clinically based. Miscommunication between the 

psychologist and the classroom teacher or parent is quite possible and consideration of these 

differences in perspectives when writing the report is very important 

Although the focus of the following discussion will be on teachers' perspectives and 

preferences for psychologicai reports, they are not the ody consumers of these documents. 

Parents are also likely to read the psychologicd report written about their child They, compared 

to the teacher, are likely to bring another perspective to the psychological report. Other school 

chicians are also likely to bring yet another perspective to the psychological repos In mon 

cases, teachers are likely to be the most fiquent recipients of a psychological report 



Psychologicaf reports are usually written followiog the assessrnent of a child experiencing 

jwticuiar presenting problem(s). In many cases7 these problems are manifesteci in the ciassroom- 

Assessrnent results and subsequent mmmendations are likely to be important to the classrwrn 

teacher. Furthemore, if the school psychologist expxts the classroom teacher to implement 

these recomrnendations, hdshe must present the infonnation in the psychoiogical report in a 

manner that will be clear and straightforward for the teacher. 

Dgerences in the b e l  of Experzence of Report Writers 

As indicated earlier, school psychologists are not homogeneous groups. They will differ, 

for exarnple, in the number of years they have been working in the field How would this 

variable affect the quality of their psychological reports as viewed by classroom teachers? 

Following Wood (1977), the classroom tacher's lmowledge and experiences as well as the 

context of the classroom itself must be taken into consideration in writing the report. Based on 

this theoretical h e w o r k ,  it rnight be expected that the more experienced school psychologist 

would be in a betîer position to take other people's perspectives and views into consideration. 

They would know that classroom teachers reading psychological reports are considering the 

child in question, the ciassrwm environment, and their own interest Through several years of 

experience, the school psychologist will increasingiy leam about the school environment and the 

howledge and experiences of different classroom teachen. As a result their ability to write 

psychologicd reports considerate of teachers' knowledge and experiences and the classroom 

environment wodd improve. The laner is only speculation and a look at the expertise literature 

rnight shed some more light on the latter hypothesis. 
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Research in the area of e w s e  has addressed issues such as dflerences between novice 

and experts in particular fields. According to Patel and Groen ( 1  99 1 ), over the years, this 

research bas identifieci two ultunate differences betweem novices and experts- The first is that of 

enhanced recall. According to the authors, research has show that experts in a certain field have 

superior memory &Ils in recogniPng pattems in tbeir domains of expertise. The second 

difference between novices and experts is that of forward reasoning. According to Patel, Groen, 

and Arocha (1990), f o m d  reasoning is the generation of a hypothesis on the bans of data given 

in the problem. We shall fmt review the research supporthg the f h t  of these ciifferences, that 

of enhanced r d l .  

Enhan& Memorv Skills. Accordhg to Ericsson and Smith (199 1 ), the enhanced 

memory skïlls of experts was fht studied in the game of chess. DeGroot (1978), as cited by 

Ericsson and Smith ( 199 1 ), discovered that experienced chess players were able to perceive and 

recognize the characten'stics of a chess position and evaluate the best possible move by relying 

on their extensive experience a s  ptayen. Furthemore, chess masten were able to r d 1  virtually 

every position while novice playen failed to do so. 

Followiag the research by DeGrwt (1978), other researchea have found support for the 

enhanced memory skills of experts in various domains inctuding music notation (Sloboda, 1976); 

eleceic circuit diagram (Egan & Schwarh, 1979); cornputer programming (McKeithen, 

Reitman, Rueter, & Hirile, 198 l), and dance, basketball, and field hockey (Allard & Starkes, 

1991). The fàct is, however, that recall of information does not increase linearly with years of 

experience, but rather that experts are simply better able to organize the information they have 

received in schernata or conceptual fiames of mind that have bem repeatediy rehearsed due to 



a their exîemive expertise. Chess players, for example, do not mxsmrily recall every single piece 

position. Rather, he or she has achieved the ability to effecfively "chunk" the information in 

order to enhance its recall. Furthennore, experts are able to filter out what is relevant and what is 

not relevant to theu plirposes giving the impression that they have recalled more data in contran 

to those with less experience. ALthough on the surfacc it may appear that experts have better 

memory skills than novices, they sirnply becorne more efficient in the a x a  of information 

processing. 

Forward Reasoning. According to Patel and Groen ( 1 99 1 ), the second major di fference 

between novices and experts in parûcular domains is that of f o m d  reasoning. According to 

Patel, Groen, and Arocha (IWO), forwafd reasoning is the generation of a hypothesis on the basis 

of data given in the problem. Docton, for example, will examine and run a patient through tests 

0 
in order to wllect data, which he will use to formulate a hypothesis concerning the individual's 

medical problem Forward reasoning is contrasted to backward reau>ning where the individual 

begins with a hypothesis and collects data based on the latter. According to Hunt (1989). experts 

in particular fields will be more likely to use fonvard reasoning, since exiensive prior knowledge 

is necessary for the latter to be used, since &ta must be interpreted without knowledge of a 

pîicuiar hypothesis. 

Hunt (1 989) states that this diffmnce has been show in nmerous domains including 

physics (Larkin et al. 1980; M n ,  1983)- economics (Vos et al., 1983), and the law (OyNei1, 

1987). In every case, experts recognize a situation and apply the appropriate d e s  to extract 

information from that situation. Patel and her colleagues have also established the use of 

forward reasoning in the medicd field Patel, Groen, and Arocha ( 1 990) found that cardiologists 

a were more Mcely to use forward reasoning processes in the diagnostic explanation of a clinical 
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0 
problem in cardiology compared to a group of psychiaeists. The laner group used a mixed 

approach inciuding both forward and backward reasonhg. In this study, the use of forward 

reasoning was a h  associated with greater diagnostic accuracy, a finding that was also reporteci 

earlier by Patel and Groen (1986). 

Summw. Ail in d l ,  according to Patel and her colleagues, experiential levels are likely 

to create at least two major differences in an individual's job perforniance. These differences 

between novices and experts, however, are ultimately not very closely related to the 

psychologicai report wnting process. The stated differences rnay affect the content and 

organization of the psychological report Enhanceci recali, for example, may cause more 

experied school psychoiogists to include the most relevant information in their reports. The 

use of forward reasoning, on the other han4 may cause the more experienced school 

psychologist to more effectively organize the report by first presenting the most relevant &ta 

followed by hypotheses supporteci by the latter data 

Review of the Literature 

The previous section pertaining to the theoretical context of the present study has 

highlighted two major issues that mut now be discussed F a  following Wood (1977), the 

schwl psychologist must take the classrmm teacher's howledge and expectations into 

considedon ifhiiher message is to be decoded as intended. But, what are teacher's 

expectations and preferences for psychological reports? The first literature review will attempt 

to a m e r  this question. 

Second, a brief review of the expertise litemhue was not fiuitfbi in providing insight on 

the effews), if any, a school psychologia's level of exphence would have on the quality of 
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hidher reports. This second literatrae review was conducted in order to examine the effects of 

experience in particular professionai fields inciuding teaching, psychotherapy, counseling 

supervision, and school psychology. 

Teachers ' Preferences in PsychoIogical Re* Content 

The literature indicates that classroorn teachers have partidar expectations and 

preferences when it cornes to psychological report content Over the years, researchers have 

used a variety of methods to evduate teachers' preferences of psychological report content. 

Some researchers have foc& on global perceptions of the report, while othen have focused on 

specific aspects of the report- The following literature review will present the reader with 

teachers' expectations and preferences of school psychologists ' repris .  

General Perceotions 

The first group of midies to be discussed are those that have taken a general approach to 

the topic of teachers' perceptions of psychological reports. Rucker (1967a). for example, asked 

five elementary school teachers to rate a set of psychological reports that had been writîen by 19 

school psychologists. Psychologists were asked to write a psychological report based on a 

protocol which contained background in5onnation on the child, reasons for referral, description 

of the child's classroom and testing behavior, and raw data fiom intelligence, achievement, and 

personality tests. 

The results i n c l i d  that the school teachers felt that the better reports were those that 

presented teachers with a variety of specific suggestions, answered the referral question in a clear 

and concise way, interpreted test results clearly and medgfully, and in which the writer 

displayed an awareness of the classroorn procedures in the type of recommendations that were 



suggested Poorer reports lacked form and orgaoization, Wed to explain or report test nsults, 

and contained vague and short recommendations that did not relate to the refenal question 

SimiIariy7 Hagborg and AieHo-Couitier (1994) asked 190  school teachers, of which 54 

participate4 to cornpiete a questionnaire 8ssessing the qualiîy of psychological reports that had 

been writien by school psychologirts in their school division. The psychological reports were of 

the traditionai type, consisting of four to six typed pages with sections concerning the reason for 

referrai, social history, classroom observation, test behavior, test resuits and interpretations, 

summary, and recommendations. The resuits indicated that teachers considered the reports to be 

easy to understand, helpful. relevanS and fiee of technical language. The teachers did report thai 

the recommendations were few and iacked ConcretenesS. 

Summary. In summary, both studies provide the reader with valuable information 

pertaining to teachers' preferences of psychological report content, These results. however, must 

be treated with cauiion Both studies are plagued with such problems as small sarnple six,  non- 

random sampling, and poor r e t m  rates. Furthemore, in Rucker's (1967a) study. the lack of 

m t e x t  was another limitation Thai is, psychologists were asked to write a report on a child 

they had never met Psychologists were simply presented with a description of the child, 

limiting their ability to write a rneaningfid report. 

Variable Rewrt Format 

A second group of researchers have evaluated teachers' perceptions of psychologicai 

reports by presenting them with different types of reports. Wiener (1985), for example, 

randomly distniuted three types of psychological reports to 8 1 elementary schwl teachers. The 

first was referrad to as the Short Form and consisteci of a one-page singlespaced report with a 

brief reason for refeffal, assessnent results, description of chil&s behavior, and brief 
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recummendatiom. The second was mferred to as the Psychoeducational Report and grouped 

information by domain, such as reading, mathemaîics, writâen language, and emotiond and 

social dewlopment, rather than by test Finally, the third report type was referred to as the 

Question-and-Answer. In this report, the Reason for Referral section consisted of a list of 

refend questions that emerged from discussions with parents and teachers which the remainder 

conskted of responses to the iatter questions. Teachers were asked to assess their 

comprehension of the psychological reports with the use of 14 multiple-choice questions. 

The resuits indicated that teachers comprehended better reports reports that specifidly 

answered the referrai question, that organized information into functional domains, that 

desmibed strengths and weaknesses in ciear behavioral tenns, that k r i b e d  the child's ieaming 

style fully, and that stated specific and eiaborate program recommendations. Furthemore, the 

teachers preferred to read longer reports they comprehended as opposed to shorter reports that 

were less clear. 

In 1987, Wiener continueci her research of psychological reports conducting three stuilies 

al1 related to the previous ones. in the first study, a total of 42 school administraton (34 males 

and 8 fernales) were randomly assignecl either of the th= types of reports used in the previous 

study as well as complete the same 14 multiple choice questions. 

The purpose of the second shidy was to examine, more specificaily, the fzictors that 

would determine elementary teachers' comprehension and preference for psychological reports. 

The sample consisted of49 elementary school teachers of whom 44 were female and 5 were 

male. The teachers were distriiuted either of four different formats of psychologicai reports. 

The first two were identical to those used in Wiener (1985) and wnsisted of the Short Form and 

0 
the Psychoedudoaal Report A third fo- referred to as the Elaborated Child Description, 
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conta id  the rewmmendatious section h m  the Short Form and the child deScnpon section 

h m  the Psychoedudoual Report. A fourth format, referred to as the Elaborated 

Recommendations, containeci the child description section of the Short Form and the 

reco~lll~~enâations section of the Psychoeducational Report. Teachers were asked to rate their 

comprehension of their assigned report with the use ofthe same 14 rnuitiple choice questions. 

The purpose of the third study in this article was to replicate the previous study with a 

sample of secondary school teachen. A total o f 7 ï  intermediate and secondary school teachers 

(37 males and 40 females) were distriiuted either offive formats of psychological reports. The 

five formats included those used in the second study of the present article as well as the Short 

F o m  as mentioned in Weiner (1985). Teachers were asked to rate their comprehension of their 

assignai report with the use of 15 multiple-choiœ questions. 

The results of the t h e  studies indicated that principals, like teachers and parents, 

comprehended the Psychoeducational and Question-and-Answer reports better than the Short 

Form. Furthemore, they preferred the fonner to the latter despite the difference in length The 

results a h  indicated that elementary and secondary school teachers' comprehension was 

enhanced when the recommendaûons and child description sections were elaborated When 

exarnining other factors involved in the comprehension of reports, the resuits indicated that 

gender. age, and experience of subject and type of employment were not related to 

comprehension or preference of psychological reports for elementary teachen and principals. In 

the case of secondary teachers those who were 30 years of age or more or had 5 yean or more of 

experienw wmp~hended reports better than their younger or les  experienced counterparts. 

The previous results are very Uiteresting, but quite difficult to explain Although 

a experience appeared to affect secondary school teachefs abilities to comprehend psychological 



reports, the same was not tme for etementary school teachers. As a matter of- age and 

expecience had no affect on cornprehension of reports for elementary teachers. The question we 

must mw ask ourselves is why? Why do younger, less experiend elementary school teachea 

understand psychologicai reports just as well as more experienced ones. It is possible that schwl 

psychologists spend more time with elementary school teachers in discussing assessment results 

as compared to secondary schw1 teachefs. Assesment results of elementary midents might be 

viewed as more important since recommendations may have a greater impact on the future of 

these -dents as compared to those made for high school students. This muid explain the 

greater amount of time spent with elementary teachers in discussing assesment results, which in 

turn wuld reduce the ciifference in comprehension between experienced and novice elementary 

teachem. This is only speculation and M e r  research would be necessary to support such a 

claim. 

Wiener (1987) specdated that the Psychoeducational and Questionand-Answer reports 

are better understood for several reasons. in the laîîer two formats, technical ternis were more 

likely to be explaind Furthemore, the latîer formats are well stnictured and better organized. 

Comprehension may be enhanceci by the articulateci structure and coherence, which may 

facilitate links berneen the report and the readers' existing knowledge. According to Wiener 

(1987). psychologists should make an effort to write reports that have a salient structure, clear 

explanaiions of technical terms, and elaborated descriptions of the child and of 

recommendations. 

Salvagno and Teglasi (1987) used different types of reports in their midy as well, but, 

focused on uivestigating teachersr preferences for different types of information in psychological 

reports. Two types of reports were randomly distriiuted to 160 elanentary schwl teachers 



(randomly chosen fiom seven different schools) who were asked to rate them based on a 5-point 

scale mnging fiom "excellent" to "poorn. The two types of reports included a test-based 

(traditional in fonnat) and an observation-based which containeci a reason for referrai, school 

information, description of the method of observation, t h e  classrwm observations, an examiner 

assessment, a su- of the observations, and rmmnendatious. Both types of reports 

wntained information on a real child as well as idenîical reasons for refenal and 

recommendations. 

The results showed a consistent preference of teachers for interpretive information over 

factual idonnation as well as information that went beyond what was directly observable. in 

terms of type of reporf teachers reported both observation-based and test-based reports as 

equally helpful. The resuits aiso indicated that teachers preferred recommendations that were 

wncrete, specific, and redistic to carry out. 

Summq. Ail in al1 researchers using different psychological report formats have 

provideci us with valuable information pertaining to teachers' perceptions and preferences of 

these sarne reports. According to the previous literature search, teachen prefer reports that 

contain concrete, specific, and realistic recornmendaiions, elabrateci descriptions of the child 

and of rw~>mrnendations, that organize informaiion functionally, and that address specific skills 

and obsewable behaviors. 

Aside from the prevïous researchers who have investigated teachers' general attitudes 

toward psychological reports, some authors have researched specific aspects of the same reports. 

One of these aspects consists of the recommendations section of a psychological report Certain 



authors specif idy studied teachers' perceptions of fecommendations, including their usefulness 

as well as ease of implementation 

Noble and Dickinson (1988), for exampie, developed 20 remmendations four on each 

of five common refmal problems, which included reading, spelling, arithmetic, classroom 

behavior, and selfancept. For each of the refaral problems, four recommendations were 

developed which simply ranged in degree of specificity. An initial list of recommendation 

characteristics was developed. Each type of recommendaîion varied in the number of 

characteristics it containeci Comp1etely Funciional (CF) fec~mmendations contained 8-9 

characteristics, Parlialiy Functional (PF) contained 5-7, Inwmpletely Functional (IF) contained 

24 ,  and Nodbnctional (NF) contained 1-2. They asked a total of 91 teachers, of whom only 28 

rehmied responses, to each rate one set of four recornmendations, on a 5-point scde, on the 

degree of usefulness in solving the problem and ease of implementation. 

The results indicated that NF recommendations were perceiveci as less useful and more 

difficult to implement than al1 other types of recommendations. NF recommendations contained 

few specifics and also referred to individual characteristics and environmental background as a 

cause of the problan. The d t s  also indicated, except for NF recornmendations, that rank 

ordering of ease of implementation was just the opposite as it was for usefulness. CF 

recommendations, which contained the most chacacteristics, were perceived as k i n g  the most 

useful, however, more difficult to implemeat CF recommendations left kachers with little 

flexibility. The authors concluded that although specifics are important in recommendations, this 

is only tme up to a certain point They suggested that, if a school psychologist is to use CF 

recommendations, such as contrac&, that consultation with the teacher take place. 
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TaLing a different approach to the shvty of mrnmendations, Kutsick, Gutkin, and Witt 

(199 1) sent a total of604 elernentary school teachers (40% retum rate) a one page case 

description and asked them to amplete the htewention-Rocess Rating Scale. The laer scale 1s 

said to measure consrnets' perception of treatmeut acceptability. Each case containeci a 

description ofthe problem experienced by a teacher, a description of a aeatrnent plan chosen by 

the teacher in response to the problem, as well a s  a description of the process used to develop the 

plan- 

The results indicated that teachers p r e f d  positive rather than reducting interventions 

as well as those that had been developed through the collaborative effort of a teacher and a 

school psychologist rather than by a school psychologist alone or teaicher alone. Kutsick et al. 

(199 1) concluded by s t d g  that it is not only important for school psychoiogists to consider 

a what they recommend but also how they develop and present the latter recommendaîions to 

teachers. 

Borghese and Cole ( 1994) discussed the factors affecfing teachersr perceptions of 

recommendations and their implementation. The authon stated that although the 

recommendations section of a psrchological report is perceiveci as important by teachers, the 

probability that they be implemented is only 16% (D'Amato and Dean, 1987). The authors 

offered several factors related to the implementation of recomrnendations. 

The first factor discussed was the specificity of the recommendations. They cited Tnone 

(1 958) who had fomd that specific and direct recommenàations led to significant behavior 

changes in chiidren who partïcipaîed in the study. Specificity seems to be important only up to a 

certain point as indicated by Noble and Dickinson ( 1988)- A second factor involved in the 

implementation of recommendations is whether or not the school psychologist has taken the 



practical workings and limitations of the classroom into consideration Borghese and Coie 

( 1994) cited Handier, Gerson, and Handler ( 1965) who had stated that school psychologists' lack 

of experience and laiowledge of the classoom 1 s t ~  the quality of recommen~ons they can 

make and Witt (1986) who had stated that certain fecornmen&tions are often met with resistance 

by teachers since îhey disupt the ecological balance of the class~oorn. 

The characteristics of the chiid are aiso important to consider when determining whether 

recommendations will be implemented or not The authon cited Duseck and Joseph ( 1986) who 

fond that iaformaîion in student folders, such as level of intelligence and classfoom behavior, 

will not only affect teachent expectations of them, but will also affect whether recommendations 

will be implemented That is, based on student characteristics, teachers may fonn expectations 

of whether recommendations will be successfiil or not 

According to Borghese and Cole (1994), the amount of consultation between the school 

psychologist and the teacher will dso affect whether recornrnendations will be implemented 

The authors also cited Fairchild ( 1 976) who fond that teachers were more likely to rate 

recommendations as  effective if they had consulted the school psychologist Finally, the 

congmency in the theoretical orientation of the teacher and the recomendation is also important 

to consider. Borghese and Cole (1994) cited Wwlfoik, Woolfok., and Wilson (1 977) and Witt, 

Moe, Gutkui, and Andrews (1984) who both had found that recommendations need to be 

consistent with the teacher's own view of the student and bis or her own theoretical orientation if 

the laîter is to be implwented 

In the present study, Borghese and Cole (1994) examined teachar and school 

psychologists' perceptions of these same factors and other issues related to recommendations. A 

total of 25 elementuy school teachers and 15 school psychologists participated in the study. 
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Data was collected in the form of 30-minute Kmi-stnrctured interviews conceming background 

information and issues relatai to fec~mmendations- 

Based on the semi-stnictured interviews, the following information was collected 

Schooi psychologists' typicaily grortped recommendations that follow an assessmerrt into four 

types: 1) Inctass: those aimed at the classrmm and implementwi by the teacher, 2) In-school: 

those implemented by those within the school 0 t h  than the classroom teacher. 3) In-board: 

those involving services provided by the School Board such as social work, speech and 

language; 4) Community: those impiementeci by outside agencies not involved in the school 

system such as family counseling and medical examinations. 

Based on the above types of recommendations, nearly 75% of the psychologists' reported 

that in-board recommendations were typically implemented while only about 20% reported that 

in-school recommendations were implemented Nearly half of the psychologists reported that 

community recommendations were less likely to be implemented as well as those requiring some 

change on the part of the teacher. Teachers reported that in-class and specific recommendations 

were the most heipful to them. They a h  reported that the same recommendations were also 

easier to implement 

When asked which W o r s  affect the implementation of recommendations, teachen and 

psychologkts' both mentioned practical considerations, consultation practices* teacher 

pemndity, knowledge and attitudes, format for presenting recommendations, and type of 

referral problem. Psychologists stated that psychologist variables, quaiity of relahonships and 

rapport, and teacher theoretical orientation were also important to consider. Teachers, on the 

other han4 reported child variables, specificity of recommendations, and support fiom 

colleagues, parents, and the psychologist as influencing the implementation of recomrnendations. 
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In wncIusion, Borghese and Cole (1994) stated that psychologists must make teachers 

more duectly involved in the development of cec~~~l~~lendations.  Furthemore, school 

psychologists must becorne more knowledgeable in the a r a  of programming and curriculum in 

order to be able to provide teachen with more specific recommendations for academic problems. 

Brandt and Giebink ( 1968) investigated the importance of recommendation concreteness 

as well as wngruency with teachen' philosophical views to implementation. A sample of 96 

elementary and high school teachers were provided with a description of a child's classroom 

behavior problem, four psychological reports, a personal data sheet, and the Mimesota Teacher 

Attitude Inventory (MTAQ. Participant were asked to wmplete the MTAI, which assessed their 

philosophical views and rank order their preference of the four reports. Each report provided the 

teacher with a different interpretation of the presenting problem dong with four difierent types 

a of recommendations. Two of the reports provided interpretation and recommendations 

according to an affection-attention-acceptance orientation while the remaining hkro were 

according to a control-disciplineeuthority orientation. Furthexmore, one report on each 

interpretation provided teachers with concrete recommendations while the others provided 

teachers with abstr;rct recormnendations. 

The resuits of the study first indicated that teachers did prefer more specific 

recommendations than abstract ones. The authorsr second hypothesis, however, dealing with 

congrueuce with philosophical orientation was not supported Aithough the accepting group of 

teachers p r e f d  the reports congruent with their views, the group of teachers with authontarian 

views did not prefer reports congruent with their views. Rather, ail teachen, regardless of their 

orientation, prefemd reports which interpreted and provided rewmendations to teachers 

according to an acceptance orientation. 
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Summarv. Based on the previous brief Merature review, the recommendations made by 

school psychologists following an assessrnent seem to be perceived as very important by 

classroom teachers. The literature search also revealed that psychologïsts must take several 

fiictors into consideration when making these recommendatiom including specificity, child 

characteristics, consultation practices, and teachefs theoretid background This last factor, 

although presented by Borghese and Cole (1994), was not supporteci by Bcandt and Giebink 

(1968) when they examined authoritarian and accepting orientations. It is possible that Borghese 

and Cole's (1994) theory does not apply to such views as studied by Brandt and Giebink (1968), 

but apply to others types such as behaviorisrn and hurnanism Further research would be 

necessary to confm such claims. It aiso seems important that psychologists take the classroom 

and its limitations into consideration when making recommendations. The previous section has 

also placed some ernphasis on the teacherfpsychologist relationship. Research shows that 

teachea prefer recommendations developed in collaboration with psychologists and teachen 

than those developed by the psychologist only. 

Results, however, must be interpreted with caution In a few of the studies, mail-in 

surveys were used to collect the data which consists of non-random çampling and may create a 

bias. Furthemore, sample sizes were srnall in some of the above d i e s .  Finally, in Kutsick et 

al. ( 199 1), amtuciinal rather than behavioral data were w llected Although teachea reported 

their greater acceptability of collabodvely developed interventions, the sîudy does not inform 

us regarding teachers' willingness to work with school psychologists in the development of 

recommendations. 



A second group of studies has concentrateci on a diffkrent aspect of psychological reports. 

This aspect deals with the uaderstandability and clarity of repoxts. For yuin now, psychologists 

have been criticized on their use of technical language, or as some people refer to i& jargon. 

Several researchers stated thaf aithough psychological reports are intendeci to represent the 

commrmication line between psychologists and teachers, the use of technical language alters it. 

School psychologists have seldom taken into acwunt teachers' lack of knowledge of 

psycbological terms and have rendered their reports as difficult to understand One of these fint 

studies was conducted by Rucker ( 1967b) d o s e  goal was to evaluate technieal terms used in 

psychological reports and determine their effixtiveness in the communication between teachers 

and psychologists. 

Ruckefs ( 1967) sent a list of 3 1 commoniy used technical terms in psychological repom 

to a sample of 103 school psychologisîs and 103 elementary school teachers (72% r e m  rate). 

Four possible definitions for each of the ternis were presented and parûcipants were asked to 

choose the appropriate one. The resuits indicated that, of the 3 1 technicd texms, only 14 were 

agreed upon by both teachers and school psychologists, that is, both teachers and psychologists 

reached the criterion level of over 50% agreement on the same response for 14 of the words. 

The remainder of the t m s  were not agreed upon by teachers and psychologists and, according 

to the author, would be rnisinterpseted if used in a written psychological report. 

In 1969, Shively and Smith conducted a study identical to that of Rucker (1 967) although 

participants consisteci of 35 junior and senior high school counselors, 75 elementary and junior 

high school teachas, and 49 undergraduate education studmts. The resuits indicated that 

differences among the threz groups were signifikint on ten of the thirty items. Counselors scored 



Experience and Report Wnmig 32 

significantly higher than students and teachers on nine of the items. Nearly 5û% of the teachers 

missed 11 of the items while the same percentage ofcounseiors ody missed 2 of the items. 

Shiveiy and Smith (l%9) wncluded that counselon seemed to have a better understanding of 

the technical tmns and phnises used in psychologid reports than teachers. 

Rafoth and Richmond (1983) also examineci the level of understandix of psychoiogical 

terms by educators. Their sample of 147 undergraduate education students, 20 graduate intems 

fiom a school psychoiogy program, and L 8 classroom teachers was asked to wmplete a 

questionnaire, which asked thern to rate 25 commonly wd psychological terms on their 

usefulness, cl-, understandability, and idonnativeness. 

The resuits indicated that teachers preferred ternis that were concemeci with visual and 

percepfuaî functioning as opposed to education shidents who rateci terms such as Verbal IQ and 

Performance IQ as more useful. The resuits also indicated that special education teachers or 

students who had taken special educaîion courses rated more technical tenns as more useful 

compared to regular ciassroorn teachers. Ternis rated significantly higher by special education 

teachen included rnodalq, vvinrl-motor, part fo whole arsembly. sequencing abdity, and 

deveIopme~u1 deluy. Rafoth and Richmond ( 1 983) concluded b y stating that ps ychologists 

should be aware that special education teachers rnay be betier equipped in understanding 

technical ternis used in reports as compareci to regular kachers- 

The last study that shall be discussed in the present section is that of Wiese et al. (1986). 

Unlike the previous studies, these authon chose to presea participants with technical terms in 

mntext rather than in isolation A total of 180 ernployed and preservice teachen were randomly 

assigned one of three versions of the same psychologic-ai report and asked to rate it using the 

a Psychologid Report Evaluafion Profile (PREP) which assesses satisfaction witb various aspects 
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O of a psychological report Each of the venions of the same report différed by the amount of 

tahnical jargon it coniauied 

The results indicated that teachersr understanding and cornphension of the reports was 

affected by the level of jargon present in each Teachers' ratine of usefulness, eciucational 

rel evance of the reports, and representation of mident behaviorai characteristics were not 

affecfed by the level of jargon Wiese et al. (1986) attempted to explain the resuhs by stating 

that teachea may be well-vened in psychological jargon and might be able to comprehend the 

information in the reports regardIess of the language barrien. This may explain why the level of 

jargon might havs affkcted their cornpreheosion of the report have not affected their perception 

of the usefùlness of the Latter. 

Surnmarv. Although the issue of the use of jargon in psychological reports has produced 

several research studies, the majority of these fail to kcrease our knowledge of the effects of 

using technical t m s .  F i a  most of the studies discussed above were plagued by small sarnple 

sizes as well as  non-random sarnpling Furthemore, ail but one of these studies presented 

participants with technical terms in isolation. According to this author, by presenting words in 

wntext, teachen might better understand the tems presented to dKm as compared to when they 

are presented in isolation. The single study that did present participants with reports, which 

varied in the Ievel of jargon used, did produce some very interesting resdts. The authors 

wncluded t h e  although the level of jargon failed to affect the usefuIness of the report, it did 

affect teachers' comprehension of reports. Seeing as the psychological report is the 

communication tool used between psychologists and teachers, it is important that they be 

underrtood by those readhg them. It does seem evident that firrther research is necessary in the 

area of technical language in psycholo@cal reports. 
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Overall Summ;uv 

Al1 in d, al1 ttiree sections of the present literahire search have proven fhïtfiil in 

providing data concerning teachers' preferences for psychological report content The £ïrst 

sections revealed ttiaf in many cases, teachers were not saîisnied with the reports they received 

This section also highiigbted how psychologists may change their psychological reports in order 

to improve teachen' satisîàction with them. The second section of the present literatirre review 

placed some emphasis on psychologists' recommendations. According to the literature, this 

section of the psychological report is considered @te important by teachers. Furthemore in this 

section, factors affécting recommendaîions and their implementaîion were highlighted It is 

important that psychologists take these factors into consideration when composing psycho l ogical 

reports. Finaily, the third section attempted to evaluate the effects of jargon in psychological 

reports on teachers' comprehemion of these reports. This review, however, was inconcl usive 

due to methodological limitations. 

According to the above literature rwiew, teaches form certain expectations as to what 

represents a psychoiogical report of higher quaiity and what represents a psychologicaJ report of 

lower qudiîy. In writing a psychological report, therefore, it is important that the xhool 

psychologist take these e ~ p e c t ~ o n s  and preferences into consideration if he or she is to be a 

comptent communicator of information. 

Effects of Experience in Viriot(s Professiod Domnim 

Ex~ertise and the Teaching Profession 

Researchers have examined the effects of experience on a variety of aqects related to 

teachers' duties. Although only a few of these midies will be presented, this shall give us a 

a glimpse regarding the possible ciifferences between novice and expenenced ciassroom teachers. 



Expeaienœ and Report Wnhng 35 

Brooks (1985) examined the eff- of experience lwei  on the first &y of school. Two 

experienced teachers and two inexpenenced teachers were videotaped on their 1 *, 2&, 1 oh, and 

28& day of school. Videotapes were then evaluateû by two independent raters based on activity 

selection, activity sequence, and wrnrnunicabon des  and procedures. 

The resuits indicated that the experienced teachers were better organized. sequenced 

activities in a logical fashion, produced much more eye contact with shidents, and established 

d e s  and procedures that were ecologically relevant to the classroom îhan those of novice 

teachers. 

Brekelmans, Holvast, and VamTartWijk (1 992) conducted a mixed cross-sectional and 

longitudinal study examining changes in communication styles as resdt of expenence. The 

cross sectional part of the study was based on &ta from 25,000 students, while the longitudinal 

part was baseci on data from 5 1 teachers during their fint 4 years in the teaching profession. The 

results indicated that teachen' communication styles changed mainly with dominant behavior. 

This behavior intensifid diauig the first 10 years of a teacher's career toward his or her 

perception of an ideal communication style. Coopemtive behavior, on the other han& remained 

relaiively constant throughout the teachers' careers. 

Sanchez, Rosaies, Canedo, and Conde (1994) also examined experiential differences in 

teachers' ciassrwm communication styles. Participants consisteci of 9 teachen with 3 to 10 

yean of professional experience and 9 beginning teachers. Variables that were examined 

included teachers' resourcs to provide a cornmon starting ground among students and their 

ability to wnvey ideas in a coherent mamer. The results indicated that expert teachers used 

more resources to mate a common context and were more metoncal as cornparecl to novice 



a teachen Novice teachers were aimost never rhetorïd preseuîed a greater volume of 

information, and fhiled to distinguish the importance of different types of materials. 

S ~ .  Accordhg to the three studies reviewed above, more experienced teachers 

seemed to seqwnce activities in a logical nishion, established d e s  and procedures that were 

more ecologically relevant to the c ~ r o o m ,  made more eye contact with students, used more 

rhetorical language when spealang, and used more resources to enbance students' leaming. 

Results must aiways be treated with caution due to methodological limitations. In the case of the 

last two studies cited, only absaaas were obineci and details were lacking. In the case of 

Brooks (1985), sample size was quite low at four participants limiting generalizibility of the 

resuits. 

Experience and the Counseiinn Profession 

Although only a handflli of studies have been done in the domain of teaching, much of 

the experienîiai literature has examined the effects of job experience level on various aspects of 

the wunseling profession. Cicchetti and Ornston ( 1 W6), for example, asked 1 9 staff 

psychologists and psychiatristç from a VA hospital and 24 first-year psychiatrie residents from 

the same insatution to i n t e ~ e w  a film patient in order to assess experiential differences in the 

content of verbal responsa. Therapists were instructed to fiick a switch that would stop the film 

whenever they wished to speak to the patient Verbal behaviors were recordeci and later 

andyzed for content 

The resuits indicated that novice therapists seemed to concentrate more on the client's 

words and actions rather than trying to undestand what the patient was trying to wnvey during 

the interview. Experienced therapists, on the other hana had mastered this ski11 and wexe able to 



hear the clients' words and see their actions, however, at the same tirne, gasp the meaning that 

was king conveyed 

Polenz and Verdi (1 977) examinecl the effécts of expience in paraprofessionai 

therapiists Participants included twelve individuais who had just wmpleted a 3-week training 

program, twelve who had been working for less than 1 !4 years, and twelve who had k e n  

w o r h g  for more than 1 X years. Al1 participants watched videotapes of îhree different patients 

who had been interviewed The videotapes were each stopped at three different places upon 

which participants were asked to respond to the patient's statement 

The results indicated that although experience level had no effèct on participants' 

communication scores, the latter were dependent on initial competency ratings. That is, 

participants who were initially rated as more cornpetent were more likely to improve their 

communication with experience as opposed to those who were l e s  cornpetent whose scores 

d e c d  

D7Augelli, Handis, Bnimbaugh, Iilig, Searer, Turner, and D7Augelli (1 978) examined 

experientiai ciifferences in volunteer telephone counselors. A total of 1 5 hel pees were asked to 

each call one of 15 experienced telephone wunselors and one of 15 inexpenenced counselon. 

Helpees had been insmicted to consider what they would discuss prior to making the calls. Each 

cal1 was recorded Following the cal4 helpees were asked to complete a self-report questionnaire 

assessing their perceptions of the telephone counselor. 

The results indicated that novice counselon used significantly les  advice than did more 

expxienced counselors and tended to talk longer with their clients. Both experienced and less 

experienced wunselors tended to use leading responses, closed questions and very Iittle affective 

a respouses when speaking with clients and were rated as equally effecfive. 



Howell and Highlem (1981) asked 20 introductory psychology saidents (untrained), 20 

graduate psychology d e n t s  (trained), and 20 professional counselon to respond to 12 pre- 

record& afkctive seU~sclosures. Each self-disclosure was preceeded by a description of the 

client's concem. Responses were recordeci and raîed by four independent judges for the 

personalness of the information revealed and the strength of the emotioo expressed. 

The d t s  indicated that responses provided by professional counseIors were 

qualitatively betîer and quantitatively different than those provideci by untrained and trained 

counselors. Furîhemore, profdonais used more reflection, openended questions, and 

restatements. Rofessionals were aiso more likely to be attracted to the client no doubt due to the 

emphasis placed on the development of a warm, caring, and accepthg aîtitude toward the client 

Brody and Farber ( 1996) have examjIled the effects of experience on the phenornenon of 

comtcrtransference, which are the feelings or conflicts aroused in therapists as they work with 

patients. A total of 495 questionnaires were mailed to graduate students in clinical psychology 

prograrns, while 9 15 were mailed to members of the Clinicai Division of the New York State 

Psychological Association A total of 336 usable questionnaires were retumed and analyzed 

The questionnaire assessed the psychotherapists' background, cowseling experiences, and 

attitudes towatd their emotionat reactions within treatment 

The results indicated that students were more likely to report regretting saying things to 

patients, feeling that k i r  motions were too strong, too muent, and needed to be defended 

against, and feeling that with more expaience that they would not be feeling strong emotions 

toward their patients. The results a h  confinneci that therapists becorne more cornfortable with 

their emotional &ons to patients. More experienced therapists were more likely to use their 

emotional reactions to understand what was going on in treatment and less likely to feel that 



a these reactions were in any way inapprojxiate. In general, the results supported the researchers' 

hypothesis that countertransference reactions would Vary as a fimction of therapist experience. 

S-. Al1 in dl, research examining the effects of expenence level on the 

cuunseling profession has provided quite consistent daja Generally, the more experienced 

counselors are perceived as more helpfbl as compared to novice wunselors. This seemed to be 

tme in most areas except in the paraproféssioaal domain where differences were not as apparent. 

In generai, professional counselors used more open-ended questions and restatements, were more 

reflective, were more accepting of the client, and were M e r  able to atiend to both words and 

actions and the clients' intended message than novice couoselors. Some of the studies were 

plagued by problems such as non-random sarnpling. Furthemore, the research also s a e r s  from 

the lack of realism which is likely to affect the generalizability of the results to real life 

0 
counselling sessions. The fm is, we have no idea of knowing whether these results would hold 

up in a red counseling session And, it is in this writer's point of view that more redistic 

wunseling situations could have been designeci by these authors. 

Experience and CounseIinn Su~ervision 

Related to the topic of counseling is that of wunseling supervision. Counseling students, 

in fui fiIlment of their Master's or Doctoral Degrees, must usually fulfill a specificied amount of 

h o u  of practical experience in the wunseling field under direct supervision. However, wodd 

differences in their supervisors' expience b e l  aéct the quality of training and instruction 

received? Marikis, Russell, and Del1 (1985) attempted to answer this question by examining the 

effécts of a counseiing supervisor's experience level on plannning and in-session verbal 

behavior. Participants for the study consisted of 10 graduate cornsehg students who had never 

a provided any supervision to other midents (no-experience), 10 advanced graduate counseling 
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a students who had provided 16 to 100 hours of supewision (low experience), and 10 experienced 

counselors who had perfonned at least 500 hours of supervision (high experience). Participants 

were asked to Lisien to a 30 minute audiotape of a counselor-client interaction, verbalize, on an 

audiotape, what their thoughts and plans wodd be if they were to superVix the wunselor, and 

conduet a 30 minute interview with the counselor they had heard on the cassette. 

The results indicated that experience level had no &eci on supervisor planning behavior. 

Low and high experienced supervisors made significanfly more statements than did the no- 

experience group in the subject-matter, supervisor, and productivity categories. More 

experienced superwOrs not only had more to say but said more about themselves and the skills 

of wunseling. More e x p e r i e d  supe~sors  were also rated more positively by the counseling 

m e n t  

Kruger, Cherniss, Maher, and Leichtman (1988) studied 2 novice supe~sors and 2 

experienced supervison, who had at least over 1 year of experience in supervision who were 

responsible for the supe~sion of 5 counseling students. Verbal behavior was collected by 

audiotaping group supervision meetings of al1 four teams over a 45day period. Randomly 

selected segments of these sessions were then analyzed by 2 independent raten based on the 

presence of problem sulving and counselor problems. Counselon were also asked to complete a 

questionnaire ngarding interpersonal climate and satisfaction of their supervisor. 

The resuhs indicated thaf in general, counselors with experienced supervisors were more 

satisfied of their supervision than munselors with novice supervisors. Counselors in experienced 

supervisors' teams were more iikely to actively participate in meetings and met for more total 

time than those in novice supervisors' 
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Summarv. Ahhough briec the previous literature review does signal ciifferences that may 

exkt between experienced and novice counseling supervisors. Experienced counseling 

supeMsors were more likely to spend more time with shidents, were more willing to train and 

reveal themselves as  counselors, and were rated more positively than novice supervisors were by 

students. Although both studies presented did lack in ternis of sample size, designs were much 

more redistic in contrast to those presented in the counseling researcb It is important to 

mention that only two d i e s  were presented which limits our conclusions as to whether tme 

differences exists between e x p e r i e d  and nonexperienced counseling supervisors. 

Exwrience and School Psvchology 

More pertinent to the present thesis, îhough, is the issue of expertise in the a m  of school 

psychology. Although, studies have not examined the e f f m  of expertise on the production of 

psychological reports, research has examined experthovice differences in other jobrelated areas 

of school psychology. Gerken and Landau (1979), for example, examined the effects of level of 

training and experience on the school psychologist's effectiveness as perceived by classroorn 

teachea, supe~son  of psychological services, and administrators. 

Participants consisteci of 162 school psychologists who a11 had at least one year of 

professional experience. Supe~sors  of psychological seMces (N=l l), classroom teachea 

(N=2 13), and school principals (N=44) were asked to complete a questionnaire assessing the 

effectiveness of ps ychological services. 

Their results indicated that school psychologists with moderate years of experience in the 

field (4-9 years) were rated as more effective in terms of preschooYkindagarten screening, 

remedial prescriptions, research, and overall efféctiveness. School psychologists with 10 to 29 

years of professional experience were as king more effective in oniy one area, that of 



a counseling. Gerken and Landau (1979) Nded that more experienced school psychologists may 

need retooling through inservice and continuhg education prognuns. 

Martin and Curtis ( 1980) examined whether a school psychologist's level of experience 

would have an effiect on his or her success as a consultant The participants consisied of three 

groups of school psychologists including 78 psychologists with a mean of 6.0 years of 

professional experience, 65 school psychologists with a mean of 9.5 years of professional 

experience, and 2 1 school psychologists with a mean of 13.6 years of professional experience. 

Ail participants were provided with The Fianagan Critical Incident Technique in order to elicit 

responses wncerning the psychologists' most and least successful consultation expcriences. 

Surprisingly, the resuits indicated that the age and experience level of the teacher had 

more to do with the success ofthe consultation as comparai to the age and experience level of 

the school psychologist. Consultation experiences that were successful were reported to involve 

a psychologist and teacher of similar age or an older and more experienced school psychologist 

with a younger, less experienced teacher. Consultation experiences that were less successful, on 

the other band, involved an older and more experienced teacher with a younger, less experienced 

school psychologist. Martin and C h s  (1980) stated that older teachea rnay be more dificult to 

work with since they may be more set in their professionai behaviors, attitudes, and perceptions. 

Short, Moore, and Williams ( 199 1) asked 1 15 fernale and 38 male classroom teachers 

witb a mean age of 38.4 yean and 12.4 years of teaching experience to watch a videotape 

depicting a consultation betwem a fernale teacher and a male school psychologist. Prior to 

viewing the tape, teachen received a verbal description of the consultant they were about to 

observe which varied in degree (doctoral vs. master's), experience (hi& vs. low), and teaching 

experience (present vs. absent). AAer having viewed the videotape, teachers were asked to 
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a complete a questionnaire which asessed their perceptions of expertness, social attrsictiveness, 

and tnistworthiness of the consuitarrt, 

The results indcated tbat teachers rated the psychologist wïth a doctoral degree higher in 

terms of expertness, whïle the one with more experience as king higher in t m s  of 

tnistworthiness and expertness. Teachen, however, did not perceive the school psychologist 

presented as an experienced teacher as  having greater refaent power or social attractiveness. 

Short et al. (199 1 ) therefore stated that the consultant's social influence may be just as important 

to effeaive change as his or her skiU and knowledge as they may have more persuasive powers 

in the consultation process. 

Sattler, Andres, Squire, Wisely, and Maloy (1978) examineci whether the degree of 

profissional experience would be related to scoring agreement on the Similarities, 

Comprehension, and Vocabuiary subtests of the WISC-R. A total of 1,886 high school midents 

were asked to m e r  5 or 6 questions fiom the above subtests. A total of 726 of these 

responses, which permitteci the authors to have 1 1 responses for each of the 66 items comprising 

the three subtests, were randomly selected A total of 1 10 xhool psychologists, witb varying 

degrees of experience, were asked to rate 1/11 responses fiom each of the 66 items. 

The results indic& that unanimous agreement occuned on ody 13% of the 726 

respouses . When the criterion level was lowered to 80%, agreement occurred on 44% of the 

responses. Furthexmore, the resuits suggested that school psychologists with more professional 

experience did not have significantly higher rates of scoring agreement than those with less 

experience. For example, ~ o u s  agreement occuned on 25% of the items in the 

experienced group and on 34% of the items in the inexperienced group. 
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McDermott (1977) examined whether the time used to examine parhcuiar pieces of 

diagnostic data and the confidence expressed subsequent to such examination wouid differentiate 

between groups of school psychologists varyhg by experiential level. McDennott (1977) asked 

24 prepracticum train-, 24 postpractïcum tiainees (who had received no more than 10 full-time 

weeks of practice, and 24 experienced (2-5 years) school psychologists to read 3 case studies, 

provide a diagnosis for each case, and a statement of confidence of their diagnosis. Case studies 

included such information as the reason for referral, family information, achievement test 

idonnation., observations, and intelligence test informâtion 

The results indicated that more experienced school psychologists spent less time reading 

each of the case studies in order to formulate a diagnosis. Experienced psychologisîs, though, 

failed to report more confidence in their diagnostic decisions. Although able to make more 

efficient and quicker decisions as to the particular diagnosis, experienced psychologists felt just 

as  confident about the latter diagnosis compared to school psychology students. 

Ward, Ward, and Clark (199 1) also exarnined the diagnostic agreement among school 

psychologists of different expimtial levels. A total of 175 schwl psychologists (with a mean 

of 9.89 years of experïence) to read five cases of children which included two non-exceptional 

(NE), one Ieaming disabled (LD), one emotionaliy disturbed (ED), and one mentally retarded 

(MR). Each case study included WQ, PIQ, and FSIQ of the WSC-R, Reading and Arithmetic 

scores of the WRAT and Underreaction and Overreaction scores of the Bristol Social 

Adjustment Guides. In addition, two r e f d  questions were constnicted for each case, one 

behaviord and the other academic. Mer reading the cases, participants were asked to determine 

their eligibility for a classification of W, ED, or NE. 
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The mults uidicated that school psychologists were correct twethirds (66.9??) of the 

time in their classifications and were accurate in identifjing exceptional cases regardless of 

referral question. Their accunicy decreased in the determination of appropriate category of 

exceptionality. Nonexceptional cases, for exarnple, were more likely to be determineci as 

eligible for special education. Furthemore, the type of referral question impacted on the laiter 

results in thaî school psychologists presented with a behavioral refeml question were more 

likely to classify the NE child as LD. Surprisingly, this effect was more pronounced in 

psychologists with more years of experience. 

According to Ward et al. (199 I),  these resub supportai the idea that school 

psychologists becorne more influencecl by the workplace as their professional experiences 

increase. The authon stated that school psychologists are ofien viewed by teachers, parents, and 

administrators as the individual who will step in to "nx" the child The power structure of the 

work environment may place pressure on the psychologist to comply with this expectation. A 

teacher presenting a student with a behavioral derrai problem may wish the student to receive 

special education The school psychologist may be forced to comply or suffer the consequences 

of possible decreased cooperation fiom the teacher, decreased social acceptance, and increased 

pressure fiom administrators supporting the teacher. This would explain the previous resuits. 

Mesquita (1992) also comparexi the effects of experience on diagnostic problem solving 

processes by asking 25 doctoral school psychologists, 25 nondoctoral school psychologists, 25 

educational diagnosticians, 25 doctoral school psychology students and 25 mastem school 

psychology shidents to determine a diagnosis afier having read a case study. The case study 

included typical information the psychologist would require to make a dmgnosis. Participants 

were also asked to complete a demographic questionnaire which assessed their age, degree, years 



a ofeqxrience, etc. Finaily, after a diagnosis had been chosen, participants were asked to think 

aloud as to what was going through their head as they were solving the diagnostic problem. 

These responsa were recordeci for furiher analyses. 

The resulîs showed litîle variation among groups diagnostic performance and accuracy. 

Tho- significant differences were apparent in the a m o n t  of time taken to solve the diagnostic 

problem. More experienced school psychologi~ were more efficient in their processing of 

diagnostic ùifonnation The author stated that practitioners may have routinized their cognitive 

processes and are more efficient than those less experienced Mesquila (1992) stated that 

training program could aim to facilitate the development of diagnostic problem çolving 

expertise by providing d e n t s  with a better-organized, domain-specific knowledge base and the 

cognitive skilis to access the latter efficientiy and accurately. 

Chevalier and Lyon (1993) examined school psychologists' ethical decision-making 

skills by asking 1 11 school psychologists of whom 47.7% had more than 12 years of expenence 

to make a decision regarding each of seven vignetîes describing an ethical dilemma Participants 

were also reqwed to choose between six possible reasons for making a particular decision. In 

the second part of the questionnaire. participants were asked to rate the perceiveci senousness of 

the pmblem and the fiequency with which they had encountered similar problems. 

Demographics were also assessed by the questionnaire. 

The redts indicated a general lack of agreement among respondents about preferred 

course of action and mxx~ns to support such actions. Chevalier and Lyon (1993) stated that 

practitioners may be stniggling with a lack of clear guidelines in the face of serious ethical 

dilemmas. The results also indiC8ted that the reportecl lack of agreement in decision making and 

reasons supporting them was present regardless of level of training or professional experience. 
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Summm- According to the literature rwiewed above, school psychologists with more 

professonal experience may be more iikely to be perceived as trustworthy and &%le by 

t e a c h .  Though, in some cases of consultation, the age and experience of the teacher may be a 

very important consideration in evaiuating the persuasive powen of the school psychologist 

Studies providing these conclusions were limited in their methodology more research is 

necessary in this area. In temis of diagnostic decisions, the litenmire impiied that although more 

experienced school psychologists may be more efficient in k i r  decision making, they do not 

neccssarily feel more confident about the latter- Furthemore, more experienced school 

psychologists will not necessarïly make more accurate diagnostic or ethical decisions. Finally, 

one study provideci readers with evidence that more experienced schwl psychologists are not 

necessarily better equipped in scoring ambiguous test responses. 

Research r d b  must be interpreted with caution. Research studies were plagued by 

such problems as non-random sampling, selection biases, and lack of generalizability. 

Furthemore, in those studies assessing possible experientid Merences in diagnostic decision 

rnaking skills, psychologists rarely had contact with a real child Questions for clarification or 

M e r  information wuld not be asked. As school psychologists are used to seeing a particular 

child before making a diagnosis, the lack of contact characteristic of these studies might have 

affected the resdts. 

Purpose of the Study 

A review of the existing literahire did w t  yield information on the effect of e-se on 

the quality of school psychologists' reports. Similarly, there is no available research on the 

effects of expertise on report qudity of other school clinicians, such as speecManguage 

pathologists, social workers, and reading clinicians, who undertake a similar assessrnent process 



as tbat taken by a school psychologist Based on the ùifonnation that we have been able to 

gather, it would make sense to predict that more exprienced school psychoiogists would be in a 

b m r  position to write reports of higher quaiity as compared to novice school psychologists. 

According to Wood (l977), as cited by Jacob (1995), a cornpeteut wmunicator must take his or 

her audience into consideration if hislher message is to be exmded as intended. Ifthis is the 

case, then one wodd expect more experienced school psychologist to be better able to take 

classroom teachers' perspectives into considerabon. Due to their extensive training in the area of 

psychology, they may be in a better position to take another person's perspective when 

completing the psychological report ûver the years, the school psychologist wouid wme to 

h o w  the classroorn teachers in hiJher school division including their attitudes, policies, and 

perspectives. Furthemore, the school psychologia would becorne knowleagable of the school 

divisions philosophies and position pertaining to various issues. Over the years, the school 

psychologist may even corne to support these philosophies and positions himself7herself 

Nonetheles, in writing psychologicd reports, the school psychologist would corne to take these 

factors into consideration in order for messages to be supporteci by those reading the reports. 

These hypotheses however, are ody speculation and have not been examined by any research. It 

is also possible that expertise would create differences in the way the schwl psychologist, or any 

other dinician, chwses to conduct hifier assessment Though, these differences wouid likely 

translate to ciifferences in the quaiity of the psychological report Considering the Iack of 

research in the area of effect. of expertise on psychological report qudity, the present shidy will 

be exploratory. 

The goal of the present study shall be twofold FirR it will be atternpted to examine 

possible différences in the overall quality of psychological reports written by novice school 
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psychologists as opposed to those wriaen by experienced school psychologisîs. Second, the 

study will examine any possible characteristics or patterns in the reports that may have 

w ntnbuted to their quality as detennined by classrmm teachers' perceptions (evaluations). 

In order to achieve both goals of the study, two classroom teachers will be asked to 

individually read a set of 30 psychological reports and rate them accordhg to their overall 

quality. From the total of 30 psychological reports, 15 will have been writîen by novice school 

psychologists and 15 by experienced school psychologists. After having read each of the reports, 

both teachers will be asked to individually rate each of the reports on a scale of I to 3 (excellent, 

go04 poor). Teachers will then discuss their evaluations of the reports and sort them into three 

separate piles varying by quality. The proportion of reports writîen by novice and experienced 

school psychologists in each of the three qualitatively different piles will then be anaiyzed to 

study any possible effects of experience on report quality. 

Method 

Procedure 

Data Collection 

The colledon of data occurred in a two-stage proas, which included seledon of the 

psychologid reports writîa by novice and experienced school psychologists and identification of 

teachers to evaluate these same reports. 

Stape 1 - Coliecîion of Remm. The collection of psychological reports written by novice 

and -en& school psychologists was conducted by the Child Guidance Clinic of Greater 

WHmipeg (CGC). The CGC governs school psychologid services in the majority of Winnipeg 

school divisions. hning a Qepaimiental meeting, which ail CGC school psychologists attendexi, Ai 
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Kircher (exterd advisor and CGC area service director) mide an announcement informing school 

psychologists of the study and its purpose. School p s y c h o l o ~  wne informed that psychological 

reports would be read by two cI;issroom teachen and were asked to let Mr. Kircher know if they 

had any rnisgivings if their own reports were read. Since no school psychologists contacteci Mr. 

Kircher, it was assumed that ail school psychologïsts were willhg to participate. 

Mr. Kircher then went to each CGC divisional office asking secretaries to hand in al1 

reoently wnffen psychologid reports. These reports included those that had been handed in by 

psychologists and typed by CGC divisional m e s  within a 3-week period Mr. Kircher then 

proceeded to sort reports by schooi psychologists' eXpmence Ievel. 

For purposes of the present study, novice school psychologists were defined as those witb 

up to 2 years of professonai experknce. Ln the Province of Manitoba, beginning school 

psychologists are certified provisionally for their first two years in the field Since these school 

psychologists must still develop professionally, work conducteci during these first two yean is 

done under supervision Experienced school psychologists, on the other had, were defined as 

those with more than five years of experience in the field In cordrast to the novice group, these 

schooi psychdogists are fully d f i e d  and have had nmerous oppommities to fully develop as 

school psychologists, including in the writing of psychological reports 

In sorthg psychological reports by expaieme level, Mr. Kircher identified the school 

psychologists Who had writter~ each of the reports. Mr. Kircher then looked at each of the 

psychoIogists' CGC files in order to detennine their experience level. Reports were then sorted into 

three piles: 1) reports wriaen by psychologists with up to 2 yean of -ence; 2) reports written 

by psychologists with between 2 and 5 years of experience; and 3) reports writtai by psychologists 

0 
with more than 5 years of experiaice. Only reports sorted in the fmt and third groups would be 
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kcp for the sîudy. Since the researcher wanted to collect approromately 15  ports written by 

novice school psychologists and 15 reports written by experienced school psychologists, Mr. 

Kircher retumed to CGC divisional offices d l  Stlfficient numbers of reports in each of the groups 

had been collected- 

A total of 29 psychological reports- of which 14 had been written by novice school 

psychologists and 15 had been vwitten by expezienced school psychologists, were collected The 

novice group consisted of reports written by schooi psychologists with up to 2 years of 

professional eXpenence- The experienced group consisted of reports written by school 

psychologist who had been working in the field for an average of 12 years (SD = 6.10). 

Once reports had been collected and sorted by expience level, Mr. Kircher proceeded to 

code each of the reports by randomiy assigning them letters of the alphabet. Different letters of 

the aiphabet represented the various authon of the reports. For example, A represented a 

partidar novice school psychologist, B represented a particular experienced psychologist, C 

represented a particular experienced psychologist, and so on and so forth. Mr. Kircher kept these 

d e s  secret Therefore, the researcher was blind as to the groupings of each of the reports. 

Once d e d ,  novice and experienced reports were then shuffled into two piles each containing 

mixed novice and experienced reports. Reports were then handed in to the researcher in these 

piles. 

Staee 2 - Identification of Teachers. While psychological reports were king collectai, the 

researcher began mtacting schools in order to identify teachers that would be willing to participate 

in the study. Resource teachers in five schools (in the River East School Division) were contacted 

by telephone by the mearcher. Resoufce teachers were inf~~lled of the study, its purpose, and its 

procedrrre. Each resource teacher was asked to mfbm classroom kachers, during stdfrneetings, of 
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w-rittm for them about one of tbe children in ttgir classrooms. In evaluating the reports, teachers 

were asked to indïvidually rate the reports on a scale of 1 to 3 where 1 represented an fiexcellent" 

report, 2 represented a "good" report, and 3 represemed a "poor" report, Teache= were also asked 

to keep notes on k i r  comments and perceptions of each of the reports. 

Eduation Form. In order to faeilitaae the teachent evduation of each of the reports in 

temis of their quality, a form consisting of guidelines and critcria was developed based on the 

literature review of teachers' preferences and e><pe*ations regadmg psycholopicai reports (Table 1 

in Appendix B). Effects of such things as  gender and yean of experience of the wrïter of the 

report on teachers' preferences and expectations were not taken into consideration when 

constructing this fom. Rather, expectaîions and preferences as a whote were considered The 

form was organized to reflect the organuation of a psychological report 

Insert Table 1 About Here 

While refemng to Table 1 in Appendix B, the reader will notice subheadings of the form 

inclrsding Reason for Referral, Background Information and Behavioral Observations, Test 

Results and Interpretation., and Surnmary and Recommendations. Below each of these 

subheadings are guidelines, presented in the form of a question, that can be used as a reference to 

evaluate the quality of that particuiar section of the report. Both raters were provided with a 

guide to the form in order to ensure clarity of each of the criteria present in it. It is important to 

note that teachers were specifically instructed not to rate the reports according to the individual 

criteria Rather, these critena were oniy used as guidelines and teachers were asked to evaluate 

the quality of the reports in their entirety. 



Training of the Teacher-Evaluaton. In training the teachen for rating the quaiity of the 

reports they were about to read, the researcher explained the guidelins in order to clady any 

misconceptions or azlswer any questions they might have had The researcher read tbrough each of 

the sections ofthe evaiuation fom and answed any questions the teachers mi& have had 

Individual Report Reading and Evalliation Once both teachers felt cornfortable with the 

evaiuation foxm and with the task a hanci, they were each given a pile of psychological reports as 

they had been given to the researcher by Mr. Kircher. Thus, not oniy was the researcher blind as to 

the groupings ofthe psychologicai reports, but so were the teachers. They then went into two 

separate clsssrooms and began reading each of the reports and rating them based on their quality 

while refemng to the guidelines they were provideci When both teachen were done reading and 

evaiuating their pile of reports, they exchanged with each other and continuai the process. Both 

teachers spent 3 sessions, each las@ approlemately 2 to 2% hours individually reading and 

evaluating the reports. 

Grour> Discussi-on. After both teachers had finished individually reading and evaiuating al1 

of the 29 reports, they, dong with the re~eafcher, met for a fourth session During this fourth 

session, both teachers disassexi their duations of each of the 29 reports. At this point, teachers 

were asked to sort the reports into 3 separate categones varying by report quality: 1 ) "excellent"; 

2) "gOOCr", and 3 )  'poor". Teachers were asked to share their thoughts and evaiuations on each of 

the reports and together come up with 3 sepamte piles of q ~ ~ e l y  diffèrent reports. As the 

teachers discussed, the re~eafcher took mtes of their verbal discussion. These data would later be 

considemi in the analyses. 
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Data Andvses 

Data aoalyses occimed in a -stage processprocess The examiner first anaiyzed the proportion 

of reports Wntten by novice school psychologists and those Wntîen by experienced school 

psychologists in each of the quaîitatively different piles. The existence of such differences 

would ultimately translate to some sort of e f f m  of expertise on the quality of the psychological 

reports. Second, the examiner evaluated the reports in each of the three piles according to their 

characteristics. Teachers' wrnments and perceptions of each of the reports that were discussed 

during the fourth session were taken into account in this second stage. The examiner analyzed 

the extent of specific patt-ng in the reports written by novice school psychologists and those 

written by expexienced schwl psychologia If specific patterns existed, how are these reports 

qualitaîively difFerent? What was it about the reports that made both raters place them in the 

quaiitaîivel y di fferent piles? 

Values ( 1  to 3) that had been assigned by each of the teachers to each of the reports were 

used to calculate an inter-rater reliability coefficient. An inter-rater reliability coefficient 

represents the amount of agreement between two independent taters. The following equation 

was used to calculate tbe inter-rater reliabiiity: 
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Using these values, calculations resulted in an inter-rater reikbdity of 0.52. It is obvious 

that an inter-ratex reiiability of this value is not impressive although some discussion is 

wananted. 

First, the number of reports (N = 29) rated by the teachers was not very high. As the 

reader can see fiom the formula presented above, N plays a part in the equation in that the larger 

the num ber of cases are useci, the stronger will be your inter-rater reliability coefficient. 

Second, values assïgned to each of the reports by both classroom teachen were quite 

subjective. That is, it was sometimes quite difficult to distinguish between a " g d  report and a 

"poor" report. On many occasions, values assigned to the reports by both teachers only dif5ered 

by a mal1 margin. For example, one teacher rnay have assigned a vaiue of 3, while the other 

assigned a marginal 2 on the same report. On only one occasion did ratings differ dramatically 

on the same report when one teacher assigned a value of I while the other assigned a value of 3. 

Specific critena defining the ciifference between "excellent", "good", and "poor" reports would 

perhaps have been needed to increase inter-rater reliability. 

Although teachen' ratings of each of the reports did not Vary significantly, it is important 

to q d o n  whether their perceptions were the same wmpared to each other for each of the 

reports. That is, for example, even though both teachea assigned a value of 2 to the same report 

does not necessarily mean they shared the same perceptions ofthe latter. in order to answer this 

questiou, a table was wnstructed whereby both teachers' comments of each of the reports were 

compared to one another (see Table 2 in Appendix C). 

Insert Table 2 About Here 
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An examination of this table revealed that on some reports, both teachea shared the same 

opinions or had the same comments to make whiie on othea they failed to. However, although 

this may be difficuit to quantify? both teachers complhented each other when discussing the 

final evduations of each of the reports. Tbat is, major disagreements on the same report rarely 

occurred- Raîher, both teachers helped each other out in understanding each of the reports. 

What one teacher may bave not realized about a report, the other had made comment to it in 

this manner, both teachers cornpiirneuted each other while discussing their perceptions of each of 

the reports. This, however, is difficdt to quanti@ and ascertain and therefore the table has been 

included in order to let the reader evaluate for himherself inter-rater reliability. 

Ex~erienced vs. Novice Psycholo~cal Rewrts 

Table 3 in AppendLv D presents the totals for each of the report groups (novice vs. 

experietlced reports) in each of the quaiitatively different piles. This table represents the results 

of teachers' consolidated sortings. After teachers had individually read and evaluated the 

reports, this is how they sorted them as a team. 

Insert Table 3 About Here 

A total of 6 psychologid reports were considered of 'excellent" quality of which 3 

(50%) had been written by novice school psychologists and 3 (50%) had been written by 

experienced school psychologists. A total of 13 psychological reports were considered of 

"good" quality of which 6 (46%) had been written by novice school psychologists and 7 (54%) 

that had been written by experienced school psychologists- A total of 10 psychological reports 

were cousiderd of "poor" quality by the classrmm teachers of which 5 (50%) had been written 
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by novice school psychologists and 5 (50%) had been written by experienced school 

psychologists. Further analyses revealed that psychological reports written by novice school 

psychologists received a mean rating of 2.14 (SD = 0.74) and that those written by experienced 

school psychologists received a mean rating of 2.13 (SD = O. 72). 

When both teachers together discussed and sorted the reports into three qualitatively 

different piles, the results indicated no effects of experience level on psychological report 

quality. These results, though, ignore both teachers' individual ratings of the psychological 

reports. Given the low inter-rater reliability, it is possible that teac hers ' individual ratings could 

have changed when they discussed the reports as a team. How would the results in Table 3 

compare to teachers' individual ratings? Tables 4 and 5 (Appendix E and F respectively) present 

a these resul ts. 

hsert Table 4 About Here 

Table 4 in Appendix E (Rater 1 ) indicate that a total of 8 psychological reports were 

considered of "excellent" quality by of which 4 (50%) had been written by novice school 

psychologists and 4 (50%) had been written by experienced school psychologists. A total of 12 

psychological reports were considered of "good" quality of which 6 (50%) had been written by 

novice schwl psychologists and 6 (50%) that had been written by experienced school 

psychologists. A total of 9 psychological reports were considered of "poor" quaiity by the 

classrmm teachers of which 4 (44%) had been written by novice school psychologists and 5 

(66%) had been written by experienced school psychologists. Furthemore, rater 1 assigned a 
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0 psychological reports wrinen by novice school psychologists a mean ratïng of 2.00 (SD = O S  1) 

and a mean rating of 2.07 (SD = 0.43) to reports writien by experimced school psychologists. 

insert Table 5 About Here 

Table 5 in Appendiv F (Rater 2) indicate that a total of 6 psychological reports were 

considered of "excellent" quality by of which 3 (50%) had been e n  by novice school 

psychologists and 3 (50%) had been written by experienced school psychologists. A total of 14 

psychological reports were considered of " g d  quality of which 7 (50%) had been written by 

novice school psychologists and 7 (50%) that had been -en by experienced school 

psychologists. A total of 9 psychological reports were considered of "poor" quality by the 

a classoom teachen of which 4 (44%) had been written by novice school psychologists and 5 

(66%) had been d e n  by experienced school psychoIo@sts Furthemore, rater 2 assignecl 

psychologka1 reports written by novice school psrchologists a mean rating of 2-07 (SD = 0.67) 

and a mean rating of 2.13 (SD = 0.82) to reports wrÏtten by experienced school psychologists. 

Therefore, men when teachers' ratings of the reports are individuallzed, no effects of 

experience level on overail report quah ty appear si gni ficant Furthemore, teachen ' individual 

ratings are almost identicai to ratings given as a team meaning that their initial evaluations were 

chmged vexy little by the team discussion. 

Although job experience ld did not influence teachers' ratings of the overail quality of 

the psychology repoe the question that could then be asked was whether "go4 experienced" 

reports were similar to "good novice" reports, or whether ' p r  experienced" reports were 

O 
similar to "poor novice" reports- That is, were teachers' perceptions or comments made for 
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reports, v@ng in job experience level, simiiar to each other. In order to answer this question, a 

table was CO- (see Table 6 in Appendix G )  whereby reports were grouped by quaiity and 

by their authoa' job experienee leveL 

Uisert Table 6 About Here 

Although ody qualitative, an examination of this particular table did not reveal any 

significant ciifferences between reports sharing the same evaluation rating, while king written 

by authon varying in job experience level. mat is, "good experiedn reports shared the same 

comments and teachers' perceptions as did "good novice" reports. On the same note, "par 

experienced" reports shared the same comments and teachers' perceptions as did "poor novice" 

reports. n ie  same held true for ""excellent experiencedn reports and "excellent novice" reports. 

Job experience level seemed to have little effect on teachers' p e r m o n s  of the overall quality of 

psycho10gists7 reports. 

General Content. In ternis of their general content, the teachen who rated the 

psychological reports prefenrd those that were well organized. clear, understandable, easy to 

read. generaily usefbi, ami in which the writer provided support for decisions made throughout 

the assessmenf such as providing muons why results were inaccurate. They a h  preferred 

reports in which the writer took fkctors into consideration which likely affected the assessrnent 

such as culture and hearing loss and that presenteâ sufficient information in each of the sections. 

In one particular report, one of the teachers curnmented on the fad that information was lacking 

which Iefi it necesary for the reader to fiIl mecessacy gaps. 



On the other band, the teachen disliked reports which containeci unexplained jargon and 

technical language, in which assumptions were made by the writer without any support by the 

interviews or test reçults, and in which general statements rather tban behavioral statements were 

presented. For example, the statement ̂ the child was out of control and exhibited dangerous 

behavioa" was questioned due to its lack of clanty. How was the child out of control? What 

cortstitilted dangerous behaviors? 

Reason for Referral. Both classroom teachen preferred when the reason for referral was 

cleaq understandable, to the point, and clearly answered in the Summary section. In some 

instances, many words were used to descrii the reason for referral the teachers still lacked a 

sense of why the assessrnent was talong place. 

Backaround Information and Behaviorai Observations. As with the previous section, 

teachers preferred Background Information sections and Behavioral Observations sections which 

were clear, thorough, relevant to the reason for refenal, and offered a clear picture of the child 

king assessed In several reports, idonnation was lacking from sources the teachers thought 

would have been important such as parents, schools, and doctors, or from envkonments in which 

to observe the child such as in the classroom rather than simply in the music rwm or 

gymnasium. 

Test Results and Intemtations. As with the previous sections, the teachers preferred 

Test Resuiîs sections which were easy to read, ciear, thorough as well as free of any technical 

langua%e. Furthexmore, the teachers preferred the Test Results sections in which results were 

either presented by test or fimctionally such as intellectual, behavioral, and etnotional, in which 

the child's strengîhs and weaknesses were clearly delineated, and in whch tests were described 

to some detail. n ie  teachers found it very important to know exactly what the child could and 
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could not do on the basis of the tests admirustered 
. . and how tbe results would have an impact on 

the child' ability to fiinction in the classroom. 

S m  and Recommendaîioos. In terms of a s- and a set of recomrnendations, 

the teachers also prefemd those that were clear, appropriate, and easy to read In temis of 

recommendations, the teachers preferred those that were usefid, that is which presented new 

information to the classroom teacher, those that were implementable, took the limitations of the 

classrmm into consideration and those which deait with issues discussed in the report. In a few 

cases, issues of Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder, Fetal Alcohol Effeçts, or a LRarning 

Disability were mentioned in the repo6 no recommendations wuld be found which addressed 

these issues. 

CornDarison with Review. in discussing the teachers' perceptions of the reports 

presented to the- it would be important to wnsider how these compared to those discussed in 

the review which appeared earlier in the present article. When cornparing both groups of 

teachers' perceptions, it was apparent that several similarities existed. 

As mentioned earlier in the literaîme review, participants in the present sîudy did seem to 

place considerable emphasis on the importance of recommendations in the psychological report. 

When discussing their evaluation of one parhcular report, the teachers mentioned that the 

moderate quality of its recommendations was the main reason why they considered the report to 

be of overail average quality. 

As the reader might recall nom the prevjously discussed review, results aiso indicated 

that teachers preferred reports in which the refend question was answered appropriarely. This 

was also the case in the present study. Teachers in the present study also preferred reports in 

which the reason for referral was clear, easy to fin4 and to the point 
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Teachen in the pfesent study disliked reports that lacked fonn and organizatiou This 

was also discussed in the earlier literature review. In one case, teachers disliked a particular 

report which was characterized by scattered thinking. Also sirnilar to teachers in the eariier 

literaîwe review? teachers in the prsent study preferred test results which were organized 

fùnctiodly and in which sîrengths and wealrnesses were clearly differemiated 

Finally, the issue of jargon had been discussed in the earlier review and aiso became an 

issue in the present study. As you might recall from the literature review, results were 

inconclusive as to whether jargon had an effect on teachers' comprehension of psychological 

reports. In the present both teachers disliked the use of technical ianguage especially in 

the presemtation of test results. The teachers also disliked the use of jargon, especially when 

definitions were never provided Some examples of terms which were UIlfâmiliar to the 

classroom teachers inciuded sensorinewd hecuing loîs, lit~le intersubtest scatter, Gestalt, and 

skziled speech movemenfs. The teachers also disliked when abbreviations were presented 

without clanfication Tkse inciuded such things as SLP (speech lmguage pathologist) and DAP 

(draw-a-person). 

Discussion 

The purpose of the present study was to examine whether a school psychologist's level 

expertise, defined by the length of professional experience, had an effect on the quality of his or 

her psychological reports. Two classrwm teachers were asked to read psychological reports 

written by novice and experienced school psychologists and rate than according to a set of 

evaluation guidelines. The resuits indicated that job experience level had linle, if any, effect on 

teachers' perceptions of the psychological reports. The results also indicated that teachers' 



m e w ; e  and Report Writing 64 

perceptions of psychological reports writien by novice p s y c h o l o ~  versus those written by 

experienced psychologists were similar to each other. How are we to explain these results? 

We rnay be able to explain these non-signifiant resdts, in part, by looking at the 

methodology and characteristics of the present shsdy. It is possible, for example, that if a larger 

sample of psychological reports and ciassroom teachen, smring as raten, would have been use4 

that signifiant results might have been found Future research may take this into consideration- 

As was mentioned in the previous section, more specific guidelines or criteria differentiating 

between "excellent", "good", and 'poor" reports might have aiso k e n  beneficial. As mentioned, 

differentiations between a " ' g M  and uexcellent" report or a "good" and "poor" report were 

sometimes difficult to rnake. Values assigned to each of the reports by the teachers were quite 

subjective. More specific and stringeut criteria rnight have helped create greater differenœs 

among groups. 

It may also be the case that these non-significant results accurately depict the effecfs of 

job experience level on psychological report quality. That is, ciifferences may tnily not exist 

between psychological reports writîen by novice school psychologhs and those written by 

experienced schwl psychologists. Novice xhool psychologists may be able to write 

psychological reports as well, i f  not better, than experienced school psychologists. The results 

ais0 indicated that not al1 exper ied  schwl psychologists are able to write "excellentn reports. 

A school psychologist's writing skills do not necessarily improve with experience. They may 

acnially decrease, although further research would be necessary to investigate this hypoîhesis, 

and as a result requiring re-tmining These reniits, though, do not state that novice school 

psychologists are equal to experienced school psychologists in ail f=ts. These individuals may 
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0 differ in the assessment procedures & their orgauktiouai slrills, or their ability to manage 

their time and resouns effectively. 

The lack of ciifferences may also be attn'butable to the qudity of practjcum supervision. 

School psychologists in training must complete a specified amount of hours of practical work 

under supervision. At the University of Manitoba, for example, Masters students must complete 

appro,uimately 250 houn of practical e~pe~ence- Students in Doctorate progams wodd 

cornplete ewn more houn of practical experience. It is quite possible then that the skills 

necessary to write psychological reports of " g d  or 'cexcellent" quality are acquired during 

practicum. A major advantage of practicum work is the oppommity given to the student to work 

with an experienced school p~ychologia Tlring fiom rny own experience, students are likely to 

adopt their practicum advisor's style and quality of report writing, therefore resulting in "good 

a or "excellent" report writing skills when entering the profession 

Although results of the present shdy were non-significant, one particular aspect of the 

latter does warrant some discussion. As the r d =  might have noticeci, the major@ (79%) of the 

psychological reports read by both classroom teachers were rated as either king of "goocf' or 

'mr" quality, while a small rninority (2 1%) were considered "excellent". It is therefore 

apparent, based on the psychological reports included in the present sRidy, that some 

improvement is necessaq in the quality of psychological reports written by school psychologists. 

Buî, some precautions m u t  be taken in interpreting this staternent. 

First, it is evident that the sarnple size of both raters and psychologicd reports was srnall 

and these results must be treated with caution. Second, these ratine, both individual and group, 

are based on those oftwo ciassroom teachers. As discussed in the first part ofthe present study, 

a teechers' perceptions and pferences for psychological reports are likely to be different than 
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0 those of parents. school administratom, school psychologists, and other school clinicians. This 

fact should always be kept in rnind when ùderprehng the results of the present midy. Results are 

likely to have been diffemit if raters would have been parents or other school psychologists. 

The present study was interesteci in teachers' perceptions and preferences. Readers interested in 

parents' or school psychologistsT could undertake further ce~earch. 

Hypothesizing that these resuits are aumate, that is tbat the major@ of these reports are 

of "go& or " p r "  qualityT we are -ng that this is the psychologists' faults. Men writing 

psychological reports, they are not considering the expectations and preferences of the classroom 

teachers. Therefore, it is up to the school psychologists to change and improve their reports. 

This, however, should not be assumed If these results are accurate, ît is from this writer's point 

of view tbat teachers should also share in the responsibility. Teachen should perhaps l e m  more 

of the psychologist and what hefshe is trying to say in the psychological report. It is possible that 

school psychologists7 messages and goals of their reports are misinterpreted and, as a remit, 

negatively viewed and rated by teachers. Thus, whether these results are accurate or not, change 

should corne from both sides. 

Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research 

in ternis of limitations. the pnsent study is characterized by several. The fint of these 

would have to do with sample size. A farger sample of psychological reports from each of the 

groups would have perIiaps resulted in larger ciifferences baween psychological reports written 

by experienced school psychologists and those written by novice school psychologists since 

there would have been a greater variability in the reports. More reports would have meant a 
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a greater range in "excellent", " g d ,  and "poor" reports perbps resulting in greater differences 

behrveen groups. 

A larger sample of raters wodd a h  have been necessary to increase variability. More 

raters involves bringing more individuals into the study which involves more ideas, different 

experiences, different percepb'ons, and different opinions. AU these -ors would have affected 

both individual and group ratingr of reports. Therefore, with more raters, it is possible that 

greater differences would have been found between groups of reports. 

A second limitation of the present study was the poor inter-rater reliability coefficient. It 

is quite evident that a larger sarnple size of reports as weU as raters would have been beneficiai in 

increasing this value. Upon closer inspection, teachers' evaluations of the reports never varied 

by much. The teachen usually agreed with each other and complimented each other's comments 

0 
and evaluations of the reports. As mentioned earlier, more specific criteria differentiating 

between "excellent", "good", and "poor" reports would have perhaps been necessary to increase 

inter-rater reliability . Teachers couid also have been questioned, before reading and eval uat ing 

reports, regarding their thoughts of criteria necesuy for 4'excelient", "good", and " p r "  report.. 

More extensive teacher training wuld also have improved inter-rater reliability. In the 

present study, the researcher simply went over the guidelines with the teachers before they were 

asked to individually read and evaluate the overall quality of the reports. Teachers could have 

been given 3 sample reports to individwf ly read and evaluate. An inter-rater reliability 

coefficient wuld then have been caiculated, based on these three initial ratine, to anaiyze the 

strength ofthis value. A low value could have resulted in extra teacher training by the 

researcher. FFuture research should take this suggestion into consideration before replicating the 

piesent study. 
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Related to the issue of inaeased criteria is the issue of the quality groups Some readers 

might suggest that more quaiitatively diffierent groups could have been used in the presem study. 

Therefore, rather than simply sorting reports into three groups, they could have been sorted into 

five groups with fewer differences or distinctions between each of these. This might have solved 

some ofthe problems exper ied  by the raters where, for example, they could not categorize a 

pamcuiar report as either " g d  or "poor". In order to impiement this suggestion, thougk 

researchen would need more reports since subgroup sizes would be too small. 

The present study is aiso characterized by several confounding factors which make it so 

that resuits must be interpreted with cauîion. A few problems do exist with the raten that were 

chosen for the present study . The fim probiem is the fact that the raters knew each other prior to 

meeting for the study. This was a confounding factor in the group discussion, following 

a individual ratings of reports. Since the raters knew each other, they were probably aware of each 

othen' personalities which might have affécted the group discussion Rater 1 (or vice versa) 

might not have b e n  as vocal in the group discussion knowing rater 2's personality. A 

cornparison between individual and teamed ratings of each of the reports, though, did show very 

little ciifferences. That is, individual ratings did not change very much when teachers 

consolidateci their choices, This factor should d l  be taken into consideration. 

Another compounding factor is the fâct that the purposes of each of the reports were not 

taken into consideration when collecting the data It is possible that school psychologists' report 

quality could have varied as a function of the purpose of the report A report assessing a child's 

avdability for Special Education designation, for example, muld have received greater attention 

by the school psychologist in terms of quality as compared to a report assessing a child's 
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0 academic strengths and weahesses. This is only speculation and firrther research wodd be 

necessary to support such hypotheses. 

Another confounding factor is the fdct that both teachers were provided with guidelines, 

that they could referace, when evaluaîing the psychologicd reports- The problem that exists is 

that we are unable to separate, in comments made, those genuinely coming fiom the teachen and 

those coming fiom the guidelines. That is, we have no idea what teachers' own preferences or 

perceptions of the reports would have been had we not show them these guidelines. It is likely 

that the guidelines contamhted teachers' reports of preferences and perceptions. Future 

research rnight like to keep participants naïve about what is expected of a report and rather, 

obtain their tme perceptions and preferences. 

Conclusion 

in conclusion, the r d t s  of the present study indicated little differences in the quality of 

the psychologicai reports written by novice school psychologists and those written by 

experienced school psychologists. According to the results, novice school psychologists are able 

to write reports that are as good qualitatively as those written by experienced school 

psychologists. It is possible that a school psychologist's ability to write psychological reports of 

c'excellent", "'goad*, or " p r "  q d t y  depend on the quaiity of the praticum training received at 

the Masters or Doctorate level. Further rsearch would be necessary to support this hypothesis. 

The results may also mean that an individuai's writing skills do not improve with experience. 

However, it may aiso mean that the more experienced school psychologists may need some re- 

training or re-tooling when it cornes to psychological report writing. F h e r  research would be 

neceSSafy to examine these hypotheses. 



Aiso briefly discussed was the fact fhat the majority of the reports were rated as either 

"gooa" or p̂i'. At f i r c  this may reflect negativeiy on CGC school psychoiogists. However, 

two things miist be kept in mind before making such conclusions. Fkt ,  participants in the 

present study consisied of teachers whose perceptions of psychological reports are likely to 

different than those of sc ho01 psychologists or other school clinicians. Second, hypothesizing 

these results are accinate, we should put al1 the blame on school psychologists writing skiils. 

Teachers too must leam more about the school psychologist and what helshe is trying to 

communicate in the psychological report 

The present study was characterized by several limitations and confounding factors 

- which increased the difficulty in interpreting resuits. Limitations included small sarnple sizes 

(teachers and reports) and p r  inter-rater reliability. Confounding factors included the fact that 

a both teachers knew each other, teachen were provided with an evaluation form, and that 

purposes ofthe reports were not taken into consideration As suggested by the present study, 

frdure researchen might consider correcting these limitations and addressing the confounding 

factors if w d n g  to M y  the effects of experience level on school psychologists' report writing 

skiIb. 
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1 will be asking you to read 29 psychologid reports. This will be done in two of the 

ciassrmm in the school- Therefore, you will be reading them individually. In reading the 

reports, you will be asked to take the perspective of your classroorn. Therefore, imagine thai the 

child that you are readhg about is one of your own students. This child is in your classroom and 

the reports has been written for you as a consumer. 

AAer you will have read each of the reports, you will rate thmi based on their ovedl 

quality on a scale of 1 to 3 where 1 would be an "excellent" report, 2 wouid be a "good" repoK 

and 3 would be a "poor" report 1 will also ask you to write your comments, thoughts, or 

perceptions of each of the reports on paper. Please make sure to identîfy the report As you will 

notice on the front cover of each of the reports is a code. For example. this one is report 9&H( 1 ) 

and this one is report 9&B(2). So please make sure your notes correspond to the correct report 

code. Again, 1 stress to take the perspective of your own classroom. If this report would have 

been given to you about a child in your cla~~~oorn. what would be your overall perceptions of it? 

What do you think of the recommendations? At first, one of you will be given a pile of 15 

reports while the other will be @ven 14 reports. After you will each have finished reading the 

reports in your pile. 1 will ask you to exchange with each other and continue the process. 

In order to help you rate the reports, 1 will give you this evaluation fom which you may 

use as a refmnce when evaluating each of the reports. The form is organized just like a 

psychological report with a Reason for Referral section, a Behavioral Observations and 

Background Idormation sections, and so on and so forth. in each of the sections of the form are 

questions you might ask yourself about that particular section of the psychological report. You 
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a are not to evaluate the reports you will r d  based on these individual guidelina. Rather, you 

mut rate hem as a whole. Thus, these guidelines should only be used as a reference in order to 

corne up with a global evaluation of each of the reports. 

Once you will have each read. individually, al1 of the 29 reports, we will meet together 

for a final session During this last session, we will discuss each of  the reports. You will discuss 

your perceptions, opinions, and evaluations of each of the reports. Then together, as a team, you 

will sort al1 of the 29 reports into three seprate piles: 1) including the "excellent" reports; 2) 

including the " g d  reports; and 3) including the "poor" reports. Therefore, eventhough you 

will have already rated them on an individual basis, you will get together, discuss, and agree 

upon a final evaiuation of each of the reports. If you don't have any questions, I will go through 

the evaluation fonn with you 



Appendix B 
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Table 1 

Gened Guidelines to Evaluatine; the Oualitv of a Pmcholo~cd Rewrt 

General Content 

1. Is report content generaly clear? 
2. 1s content relevant and signifiant? 
3. Is the report logidly and ef fdve ly  organized? 
4. 1s the report written to be as rnemingful and usefbi? 
5. Is the child's learning style clearly described? 
6. 1s information organized into fùnctional domains? 
7. Are techical tenns clear and understandabte? 
8. is word usage appropriate (absence of jargon, overly technical language)? 

Reason for Refenal 

1. Is the reason for refêml clearly explained? 
2. Does the explanation ioclude dEcient information so that the rationale for the assessment is 
clear? 

Background Monnation and Behaviorai Obsewations 

1, Are these sections eIaborated? 
2. 1s the background information relevant to the piirpose of the assessment? 
3. Are obsewations sufficiedy expiained so that the clients' behavior can be readily visualized 
or understood? 
4. Are observations clearly related to the purpose of the assessment? 
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0 
Test Results and I n m o n s  

1. Are sources of assessrnent information Listed and clearly identifieci? 
2. Are test results reported? 
3. Are test results explained? 
4. Are test results interpreted clearly and meafllflgfùlly? 
5. Are strengths and weaknesses describeci in clear behavioral tenns? 

Srrmmary and Recommendations 

1. Does the surnmary provide a restatement of al1 results relevant to the reason for referral and 
recommendations that follow? 
2. Do recomrnendatiom wnsist of a welCrounded program characterizai by a variety of 
specific suggestions? 
3. Are recornmendations clear? 
4. Are recommendations elaborated? 
5. Are recommendations clear to carry out? 
6. Are recommendations concrete, specific and redistic to cany out? 
Are recommendations specific enough to provide teachers with some direction? 
7. Are recommendations too specific, which might thus make them difficult to implement? 
8. Do recornrnendatioris take the practical workings and limitations of the ciassrmm into 
consideration? 
9. Are recommendations c l d y  relateci to the problems addressed in the report? 
10. Are conclusions support4 by data? 
1 1. 1s the reason for referral clearly and concisely answered or addressed? 
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Appendix C 



a Table 2 

Commison of Raters Comments on each of the Rewrts, 

Excelent Reports 

Report Rater 1 Rater 2 
--  - 

9&F(2) 4 Good rearon for referral 
4 G d  background 
J G d  testresults 
4 Summary and recornmendations 

appropriate. 

4 Reason for referral a littie limited in 
detari. 

4 G d  background information, offen 
clear picture of child 

4 G d  description of test behavior. 
4 Great the way each test is delineated 

fiom the others. 
4 Excellent recommendations 

9&E( 1) J Reason for refercai clear. 
4 Background thorough 
4 Test results appropriate. 

Recornmendations appropriate 

J Refenal rationale given but no extra 
information to explain what has 
prompted this request 

J Some jargon not explained. 
J Good observations 
4 innacurate redts explained as 

innacurate and why. 
4 Good summary and 

recommendations. 
-- - - -  

98-J(3) 4 Reason for referrai clear, provides 
sufficient information. 

4 Background - good and appropriate, 
both acadernic and emotional 
discussed. 

4 Test resuits well explained 
4 Summary and conclusions clear, meet 

referral requirements. 

4 Reason for referral fine - enough 
information given. 

4 Students motives seem to be 
wncluded about without testing for 
those items. 

4 Test resuits excellent. 
4 Surnmary and recommendations 

gooci, clear, and possible to reach. 



98-L( 1 ) J Wouid prefer background and reason 4 Excellent rrport, very well organized. 
for refed separate. 
Liked how resulîs were divided up as 
inîellectual, behaviorai, and emotioal. 

J Liked the way strengths aod 
wealaiesses are listed sepamtely. 

J Balances test d t s  with teacherand 
parent reports. 

( Recommendations appropriate, clear, 
specific, and redistic. 

98-A(2) 4 Wide variety of information sources. 4 Good assesment, well written. 
4 Reason for refend clear. J Test discussion clinical. 
4 Background relevaof includes home, J Recommendations general 

schwi, and health. 4 Could focus more on strengths. 
J Observations relevant 
J Discussion of test results good 
J 

a 98-A(4) 4 Reason for referrai rather vague. 4 Excellent report, well Wntten and 
4 Background not specific enough - "out described. 

of cuntrol and dangerous behavior" not 
describexi 

4 Good details in observations. 
Good explanation of WIPPSI-R. 

4 Very good explanation of student's 
strengtbs and weaknesses. 
Summary and recommendations 
appropriate, practical, and detailed. 
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a 
Good Reports 

98€(3) 4 G d  reason for referral 
J G d  assessrnent mettiods 
4 Good background 
J Good observations 
4 G d  explanation of test results 
*' No mention of ciyslexîa concem despite 

"some difficulty processing abstract 
visual material" and "difficulty 
attendhg to details in visual materiain. 

J Ody 2 bnef paragraphs of 
recomrnen&bons. 

J Reason for referral clear. 
Good background 
Good observations although some 
observation of paper/pencil tasks 
would have been good to add another 
dimeasion. 
Some tests not explained 

4 Some jargon not explallied 
4 Recommendations - suggestions for 

school sketchy. 
No suggestions as to how to adâress 
some of her reading problems. 

98-C(1) J Good reason for refenal 
4 Good background 
J Good observations 
J Recommendations not helpful for 

teachers. 
4 May have considered a single language 

program because of auditory and verbal 
difficulties. 

Reason for referral sketchy - need 
more information. 

4 Background not organized well. 
Behavioral observations g d  

4 Test resuits very good - tells what is 
going on and gave lots of details 
without using jargon. 

4 Sumrnary gives answers to reason for 
referral. 

4 Recommendations do not specify 
teac hing modifications but rather 
general structurai modifications. 
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9&A(5) Reason for =ferra1 clear J G d  teason for referral 
J Sources of information included J Some tests not explained enough 

classoom observations yet this was not Summary and recommendaîions 
describeci in relevant sectioa absolutely useless. Little emphasis 

J Sources also included cumfile, yet no on what couid be done. 
description of how she did in other 
grades or schools. 

4 Background information mentions one 
person's concerns that child may have 
FAS however no comments are made 
regarding the latter. 

4 WSC well explained 
4 Summary does not address junior high 

placement question and reason for 
refenal. 
More suggestions on how to help the 
student catch up the 2 grade delay 
would have been helpful. 

98-B(2) J Reason for referml and background 4 a okay J 
4 Jargon not explained J 
4 Summary addresses d e r n i c  and 

Certain recommendations lack clarity, 
more specific information needed 

J 

Reason for referral g d .  
Information lacking in background. 
Good observation, provides good 
picture of child. 
Good the way each test is delineated 
specifically so you h o w  what you 
are looking at. 
Summaiy good 
Recommendations - more ideas as to 
how to address her specific learning 
difficulties wouid be helpN. 

98-A(1) 4 Sources of inforniaton included cum J No examples of problem areas in 
file and CGC file however no academic developrnent which would 
information was supplieci in this report suggest why assessrnent is king done 
to explain why the school decided to in first place. 
have this student repeat grade 1 .  4 Good background 
Obsewations and discussion good 4 Good observations - gives reasoning 

4 Recommendations not helpful for the behing the exclusion of some results 
classmom tacher and concrete examples of behavior in 

4 Ody 2 sentences of recommendations testing situation. 
to the family. a 4 Good discussion of data. 
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9&K(2) 4 Reason for r e f d  clear 
4 G d  background 
J Jargon not explained 
4 Report does not seem to tell us 

anythuig new regarding the child 
J Recornrnendations include information 

already biown, obvious, or something 
that is already king done. 

4 Reason for referral seems solid, gives 
enough informatio~~ 

4 Jargon not explaind 
4 Some information lacking in 

background 
Test results given with content are 
excellent - tells exactly what you 
need to hear to make connections. 

4 Recommendations fine - fairly 
general. 

98-F(1) J Some information lacking that would J Reason for referral to the point 
like to be known 4 Tests not explained 

J Recommendations are good - address 4 Resdts very clinid, jargon used. 
self-esteem and social-motional needs 4 Big difference between performance 

and verbal however this is not 
discussed anywhere. 

98-j(2) 4 Background well done and helpful. .' Well done although recommendations 
4 Test results - is one test sufficient? were weak as weII as the test results. 
4 Are the ciifferences between verbal and 

performance significant? 
J 1s it reasonable that this child be 

considered special ed? 

98-C(2) 4 No explmations given for "presents as 4 Fine write up, well done, infornative. 
immature and maniputative". 4 Good background. 

4 Jargon not explained 4 Does not seem to take french 
4 Summary does not seem to match immersion placement into 

reason for referral. consideration when examining 
J Diagree with certain recommendations. reasons for difficdties. 

9&1(2) 4 Background weak and lacks important 4 Limted number o f  tests - only 1.  
information, 4 Otherwise, good report 
Little explained other dian ''currentiy 
struggling academidly". 

4 No information provideci regarding 
parental input 
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98-K(1) 4 Some questions regarding the goal of J Reason for referrd good. 
the assessrnent J Background good 

./ Reason for referral aot clear. 4 Some f e c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l e n d a t i o n s  may be 
J Jargon not explained difficult to implement in repuiar 
J Recommendaîions and test classroom. 

interpretatiom g d  
4 

9&H(1) 4 WISC well expLauied, scores inciuded Reason for refenal generai. 
J Summarygood 4 Test description good. 
4 Recommendations not @cularly *' Really helpful report, good write up. 

helpfûl for classoom teacher- 

98-B(5) 4 Jargon not explained. 4 Big diff~ence between performance 
J Few specifics about WISC, no scores. and verbal however no 
J Awkward wording in simimary, lack of recornmendations taking this into 

claay. consideration. 
J Recommendations not well explained. 4 Some recommendations not possible 

in the classroom. 

Poor Reports 

Report de& to large extent with sexual 
concems rather than RR 
Unusually lengthy background and 
obsemtion with more than necessary 
information. 
Thorough discussion of assesment 
data. 
Is this psychoiogist in the position to 
state that it is not possible to provide 
the necessary supe~sion in a regular 
classroom for this child? 
It is good that mention was made that 
placement in a center for behavioral 
difficulties couid put this child at risk 
Minute by minute daily management 
plan unrealistic. 
Recommendation for treatment to 
repair the damage, can it be repaired? 

4 Idormation lacking in background- 
4 Jargon not explained 
4 Information lacking in observations. 
4 Reason for referral indudes to assess 

cognitive functionïng but report 
focuses on sexuai behaviors. 

4 Recommendations not great for 
regular classrw m. 
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9&I(l) J Background lacks information, 
part~culariy regarding academics. 

4 Techniques of assssment need to 
include school records, teacher 
interview, class~oom obsemations, and 
parent i n t e ~ e w .  

4 Number of assessment tools used seem 
limited 

4 G d  reason for referrai 
lf Number of assessment took seems 

limited 
4 Good observations 
4 Resuits section - drawing conclusions 

where resuits only need to be 
recorded and shared. 

lf Information lacking in background 
Special ed tenn used loosely. 

9&G(2) 4 No background school information 4 Reason for referral very vague - no 
given. information given as to what is 
Confusion dl the way through report. wanted 

4 Recommendations not great for *' Family background and behavior 
ciassroom. description fine. 

J Wording and explmations awkward lf Test results a little hard to grasp, not a 
real idea of what t h 9  are talking 
about, 

4 Recommendations do not take 
limitations of classroom into 
consideration. 

-) 4 Good reason for re fed  J 
4 School placement not addressed 4 
4 Monnation lacking J 
lf Recommendations require some 

lf Do not understand reasoning of school 

Inconsistencies throughout the report. 
Rorshach WcBlot hard to figure out. 
Drawings need to be explained to 
support conclusions. 
Tests not explaina what do they 
rneasure? 
Report not organized very well. 
Sumnary does not review WSC 
results. 

98-B( 1 ) 4 Don't like organization of report - lf G d  report 
WlSC su- on first page, tests lf Recommendations focused and 
amministered on page 3. attainable. 

J Jargon not explained 
4 Are these instruments suffiCient to 

assess ADHD? 
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9&1( 1 ) 4 School background good 4 
J Did not wusider language disorder 

rather than -al ed. 4 
J Recommendatious brief and not 

helpN. 
J 
4 

Reason for referrd weak. No focus 
indicated and too general. 
School history seems to be lacking 
information Some organizational 
di&culties bere. 
Good description of test behavior. 
Test results - a lot of information is 
lefi out making it necessary to fil1 in 
the gaps. Difficult to make classroom 
C O M ~ O T ~ S .  

Recommendaiions not very helpfd - 
place the child in special ed class but 
no indications given as to what he 
should do there. 

Prefer background and referrals to be 
separate. 
Wording p r  
Differences between Conners' scores 
from grade 2 to 3 not addressexi 
Behavioral observations limited. 
Lack of consistency between summary 
and test redts. 
Some recomendations not heipful- 
probably already known by classroom 
teacher. 

4 Well Wntten in general. 
4 Very long, hard to find reason for 

referral. 
J Intellecutal results were okay but did 

not explain the tests themselves to the 
teachers so that shehe could make 
necessary connections between the 
test results and observed classroom 
behaviors. 

4 Test not weii explained. Without 
having the Conners with you, it is 
difficult to know what to make of the 
information. 
Jargon not explaineci 

J Recommendations not great for 
classroom, don' t take limitations of 
the class~oorn into consideration. 
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a 
98-G( 1 ) 4 Information left out 4 Does not seem to take hearing loss 

4 Abbreviated terms not explained into consideration when interpreting 
4 What acc~modations were made drrring test scores. 

testing for profound hearing los? 4 AIrnost seems to want her to fit the 
4 Seems that hearing loss not taken into mold of special ed designation rather 

consideration when examining than actually assessing where she is 
classroom behaviors. at  

4 Recommendations lack such as special 
&cation designation or hearing 
enhancement in regular classroorn. 

9843(3) 4 Testing seems limited 4 Reason for referral not specific 
4 Does not address parental input enough 
4 No recornmendations to teach child to 4 Testing results not infonnaîive. No 

self praise. discussion of drawings. 
Other recommendations lack specifics, 4 Generaliy needs more information to 
information. give a more enlightened picture. 

a 98-D( 1 ) 4 Eating habits and hygiene not 4 Reason for referral weak 
addressed in tecornmendations or 4 Very unfôcused write up - 
nmimary although presented in reason inconsistent with reason for refed. 
for referral, Whole report seerns wless, no help 
Jargon not explained whatsoever. 

4 ADHD mentioned but 
recommendations do not address. 
Not a particularly helpful report except 
that there are plans to meet and share 
information and strâtegies. 
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Table 3 

Psycholonicai Report -tv bv ExDerience Level - O v d l  

Psychological Report Quality 

Job Expenence Level Excellent Good Poor 

Novice 3 6 5 

Note. The novice group is made up of a total o f  14 reports, while the experienced group is made - 
up of a total of 15 psychologicai reports. 
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Table 4 

Psvchological Remrt Ouality by Expenence Level - Rater 1 

Psychological Re- Quaiity 

Job Expenence Level ExceHent Good Poor 

Novice 4 6 4 

Note. The novice group is made up of a totai of 14 reports, while the experienced group is made - 
up of a total of 15 psychological reports. 
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Table 5 

Psycholo~cal Remrt Oualiîy by ExDeneme Level - Rater 2 

Job Experience Level Poor 

Novice 3 7 4 

Note. The novice group is made up of a total of 14 reports, while the experienced group is made 

up of a total of 15 psychological reports. 
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Table 6 

Raters' Comments as a Function of Psvchological Rewrt Ouaiitv 

Excellent Experienced Reports 

G d  organization 
RR a little lirnited in detail 
Thorough 
Background information offered a clear picture of child 
G d  test behavior description It was complete and offered requed information 
Loved the way tests were delineated fiom one another. You know what this kid can do and 
what his weaknesses are. 
Excellent recommendations. 
Overall excellent assessment 

J RRwasciear 
4 Background was thorough 
4 observations were good 
4 Tests were appropnate 

Innacurate results explained as innacurate and why 
4 Recommendati~ns were appropnate. They explained why they cannot make an assessment 

based on what she cm do because she cannot hear. 
4 Some jargon not explained (sensonneural hearing loss) 

RR was fine. Enough information was given 
4 History was good, appropriate. Both academic and exnotional discussed. 

Test behavior and interview - Students motives seern to be concluded about without testing 
for those items. 

J Test resuits were quite good, well explained 
Summary and conclusions aoswered the questions as posed in the RR. Recommendations are 
good and possible to reacb 

4 Nothing negative to say about report. 



Excellent Novice Reports 

J Excellent report Very well O# and set up. 
4 Wouid have preferred background and RR separate. 
J Liked the way results were presented as intellechial, behavioral, and emotional. 
J Lists student's strengths and wealaiesses. 
J Recommendab'ons were clear, appropiste, speci fic, and real istic. 

RR c1ea.r 
Wide variety of information sources 
Background was relevant included home, school, health 
Observations were relevant 
Test discussion was tw dinical 
Could focus more on strengths 
Recommendations were general 
Generally well wrinen 

J Background not specific enough. 
4 General rather than behavioral descripton used (out of control and dangerous behavior). 

Observations were in good detail. 
G d  explanation of WIPPSI-R 

J Very good explanation of shident's strengths and weaknesses. 
J Recommendations were appropriate, practical, and detailed. 
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G d  Experieneed Report 

4 RR - clear rationale stated 
4 Gocd background, was related to the RR. 
4 Obsewations gave good mental pi- although some obsewations of papdpencii task 

wouid have added another dimension to the observations. 
Test results - VMI and DAP not explaineci as to what they tested and why she was average. 
This does not allow for cornparisons between what is seen in the school and what the test 
resdts wouid indiate. CT'RS not explained What is a T score? Why is 70 a significant 
resuit? 

4 Summary and recommendations repeated the findings. Suggestions for school sketchy, no 
suggestions as to how to adcires reading problems. 

4 Recommendations brief and weak. (main reeson why average) 
4 Dyslexia is a concern in the background but is not considered later on. 

4 EU3 was sketchy, need more information 
4 Behavioral observations were good 
4 Test results were very good Tells what was going on and gave lots of detail without going 

into lots of lingo. 
4 Summary gave the answen to the question stated. 

Recornrnendations weak, do not specify teaching modifications but rather general structural 
modifications. 

RR is to the point 
4 Tests not explained 
4 Results very clinical 
4 Addresseci self-esteem (good) 
4 Suciai exnotional mentioned (good) 
4 Mentions family problems (good) 
4 Language disorder not even a recommendation (big ciifference between PIQ and WQ) 
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Background well done, helpful 
Test results weak 
1s the difference between verbal and performance significant? 
Is 1 test sufficient? 
Recommendations weak 

never says get kid out of immersion 
Well written 
G d  background inchdes family 
General rather than behavioral descripton used (presents as immature). 
Results good - explained what kid could do, explained tests and scores 
Summary was confusing and did not seem consistent with the RR 
Recommendations good and possible in classroom setup 
Fact that he is in Immersion is not addressed as possible factor 
Jargon not explained 

4 Report brief 
4 Background weak 
J No other test scores or background information was presemed. 

Parents view not presented. 
4 Assumes not able to attend regular high school from results of only one test. 

J RR was general. 
4 WSC wel1 explained, scores included. 
4 Summary good - acknowiedged that delays may be due to ADHD or other factors which 

were listed 
4 Recommeadations not helpful for classroom teacher 

Says what teacher alreacly hows 
At a second glance, there don't seem to be any recommendations. 



Good Novice Reports 

4 RR was clear. 
4 Sources of information (Cum file) included in data sources but never mentioned in report. 
4 FAE mentioned but never adckssed. 
4 Observations l imita  5 sentences long. 
J WISC explaineci well, nifficient information. 
4 DAP could be explained more. 
4 Does not address junior hi& placement question (referral) in s u m m a i y .  

4 Recommendations useless. 
4 Little emphasis on what could be done to bridge the acadernic delay mentioned. 

Already in special education, so testing must have already been done but this is never 
rnentioned 

4 Background is go04 Lots of information given. 
Good description of behavion, gives a gwd picture of chilci. 

4 Jargon not explained (gestalt). 
4 G d  the way each test is delineated specifically so you know what you are looking at and 

what these tests meant for the girl and mean for her teachers in the future. 
4 Summaryisgood 
4 More ideas on how to address her specific leaming difficulties would be helpful. 

Need more information on background school. No examples of problem areas in acadernic 
development which would suggest why assessrnent is king  done. No information was 
supplied in this report to explain why the school decides to have this mident repeat grade 1 
Observations are gcxxi Gives reasoning behind exclusion of some results and wncrete 
examples of behavior in the testing situation. 

4 No recommendations appropriate for classrmm tacher. 
4 Only 2 sentences of recommendation to the family. Needs elabration and stronger 

emphasis. 
4 French immersion phcement not considered as problern. 
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4 RR seems solid, gives enough information to go into assessrnent 
J Background good 
4 Jargon not explained (adaptive hctioning). 
4 Test not explained- 
4 Test results given with content are excelleni 
4 Recommendations not helpful, fairly general, not anything new. 
4 Didn't learn anything from report 

J Background good 
Why focus on ADHD if intellectual abilities appear as RR. 

4 Already diagnosed with ADHD and on Ritalin but testing for ADHD, Iack of clarity due to 
the latter. 

4 Student is on Ritalin at the time so are test results reliable? 
4 Jargon not explaùied (very linle intertest scatter). 
4 Good recommendations and test interpretatioa 

4 Jargon not explained 
4 Few specifics about WISC, no scores. 
J No explmation for difference beîween VIQ and PIQ. 
4 Special Education designation used very loosely. 
4 Awkward woràing in summary. 
4 Recommendations questionable, some not possible in c Iassrw m. 

Poor Experienced Reports 

RR weak - why get psych refend for eating habits but never mention it later on. 
J Lack of focus in repon couidn't see point o f  report 
4 Jargon not explained (KSD). 
4 Not helpfd to teacher. 
4 Mentions the issue of ADHD once. Does not mention it again in summary or 

recommendaîions.ADHD but no recommendations to deai with it 
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Jargon not explained (SLP). 
What accomodations were made during testing for her profound hearing l o s ?  
1s it surprishg th& considering her profound hearing los, she says or does Little in class 
Her relatively high score in one of the subtests is « not tmly meaningfid and spuriously 
high », what does this mean 
Her visuai memory seems to an area of strength, is th is  a surprise? 
Recommendations do not include specid education or hearing enhancement in regular 
ciassroom. 

4 RR weak, no indication of what specifics need addressing, nor what areas will be considered, 
lot of words but what are you doing? 

4 History - nothing on what's happening now. 
4 Setup is poor. 
4 No input from parents. 
J A lot of information is left out in test results leaving reader to fil1 gaps. 
4 Not enough recommendations - include suggestions to go into a special education classroom, 

but no indication given as to whaî he should be doing there. 
J Difference between V and P but not addressed in summary or recommendations. 

J Laose background i n f o m t i o ~  no school history or student history. 
J No observations. 
J No parent interview. 
4 Number of assessrnent tools used seems limited - need to include school records, teacher 

interview, classroom observations, parent interview. 
J Not a lot of help given in understanding the difficulty that she is having. 



4 Confision al1 the way thn>ugh report, not sure who was saying what, very scaîîered thinking, 
o v d I  hard to grasp. 

J No real RR, not clear. 
4 No background on previous schools. 

Jargon not explained 
4 Test results - wording and explanations awkward 
4 Recommendaîions not great for classroom. 
4 Reports that sîudent is a special education candidate, but this is never supported by test 

results. 

Poor Novice Reports 

4 RRweak 
( Report did not deal with cognitive fiinctioning although in RR. 

Jargon not explained (skilled speech movernents). 
Unusually lengthy background and observation with more than necessary. 

4 Thamugh discussion of assessrnent data 
Recornrnendations were outside of regular school experience - minute by minute daily 
management plan unredistic. 
Generally, a lot of SM not needed 

4 RR what is the problern? 
4 Background - school placement not a d d r e d  

Inconsistencies between W C  scores and special edudon designation. 
4 Rorshack ink blot difficult to figure out 
4 Recommendations unreasonable, useiess, do not make any sense. 



J RRgood 
J BackgrQundgood 
4 Recofll~nendations easily atEainable in ciassn>om. 
J pwr v h u l a r y ,  dificulty with verbal instructions, ADHD, and academic delay not 

addressed in recommendations- 
4 Didn't like organization of report, layout 
4 Jargon not explained. 

RR and observations should be separate, hard to find RR 
More observations would have been needed apecially in regular classroom environment. 
Tests not explaineci enough, without havuig the Comen with y o ~  it is difficult to h o w  what 
to make of the information. 
DifZerence exists in Corners from grade 2-3, but this is not addressed 
Incoosistency betwecn r d t s  and nimmary. 
Not c ~ a y  about recommendations. 
Recommendations 4 and 5 are helpful but seems that teacher would already be doing both. 
Some recornmendations not nahwl, not good for other kids. 
Jargon not explained 

RR lacked clarity, not specific enough 
NO parental input in background. 
Minimized school c o ~ n i s .  
Testing seems limited. 
Test resdts very cl inid,  not informative. 
HFD not explained in results but listed. 
Tests not described. 
No recommendations to teach child to self-praise. 
Suggests books and games in recommendations but does not mention specifics. 
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