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In the past several years, I have been training graduat;
psychology students in consultation. The training is both Coe

didactic and experiential. All of the students do both

»

traditional academ1c assignments plus work in a ch11d melated

N l s

agency In Appendix A is a summary of the training competancies

’ and att1v1t1es , -

By the end of the first year of tralning I had noticed a "

strange (to me) difference between the men and. women trainees.

I pbalized that women (but not men)‘mere reporting difficulties
"dolng th1ngs" at their s1tes and that- most women (but not most -
men) got at least one negatlve‘open ended comment along with
sl1ght1y 1ower numer1ca1 ratings from their superv1sors One

male d1d get one "negative" ;;Ement, "Acts feminine."

. e ‘This“fact, substantiate onsistently over the next 3 years,

e

caused me to try to train the women and men in ways that would -

. fadilitate thelJ .appearing at ease, in charge, and strong in -

the1r sett1ng. ¢Essent1ally F’taught group leadership skills,’

told them about the,1mportance of eye contact and body- orientation,

¢

videotaped tough role- plays, d1d power simulations etc. (Conoley,

lQSOa), It also caused me to take a hard lodk at me and how I

°

must‘appear to the young female'psychologists. I was, early in

my career, the youngest and onLy female on a 35 member psychology

.

faculty I have reported on my own act1v1t1es elsewhere (Conoley,

Y 1980b), but essentially’ I became "connected" to powerful ~

people and act1vat1es at the Un1vers1ty ‘and 1@~the commun1ty Tt

rl

"] not1ced that female stddents stopped saying they could not

-

CWere not allowed to) do certain acf1v1t1es In'the,main, )
cENT L3y 0o,

~




.\)

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

-4 . ~

however? althougﬁ‘females' ratings got higher erery,year, they

remain dutstrlpped by their male counterparts.

-

I dec1ded to do a comprehen51Ve analysis of the trainees

s 0

on all the varlables I had access to 1nc1ud1ng 1nput process,

v

)

and outcome measures.




Subjects
« Twenty

between the
'enfolled in
Psychology,
psychology,

evaluations

Method

‘ R . / .
one male and: 35, female graduate students, all white,
ages of 23 and 36 make up the sample. All were

\
4

‘ e o & ¥ - 0
60 hours masters or doctoral training mainly in School

but also some in social,

-

clinical,

special education, and management .

C <
and educatlonal

" Some of their

o

came from fleld ‘based superv151ng psychologlsts

(at both doctora

and*masters level) who had at least 3 years

[y

of post degree exper1ence.

Instruments

supervisiors.

°

There were 12 female* and 12 male .

IS

’

I'4

£

-

Pl

1Y

. A var1ety of measur1ng devices were employed A-thirty eight

/\ -

.

~
M3

<

1tem evaluat1on instrument

each-traineeq(Appendix B)’

&~
was, Qnmpleted tw1ce each yéar for

Audlotapes were anaIyzed as were

structured 10gaccounts of each consultatldn sess1on (Append1x C).

2

The trainess" backgrounds were noted in “tetms of age, priar

-

.experience and degree

-

EIN
- ‘o

.

overall GPA's1 and academ1c performance-"

in the consultation<course.

5
Procedures

Input process and outcome variables were collected and -

P

[

analyz%g$w1th a var1ety of statistical procedures due to data .

The process data to be presented represents 541

heterpgenelty.
L)

~

-

(Females' N=243;

year period.

Males' N=298)

s
-

(consultat1on

. P

siésxons ‘over a 3
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*;E;ut'varrables ' - ' - : ~ .

"+ in age (Hale X 26 4; Female X= 26); prlor degree (modal degree

_— )

. the data source w1th whom d1d they consult which model"g

AN ) ‘. . .‘ ' ] . ‘4 .J

Results .

¢ [4

\]

No’ dﬁfferences were .apparent between males and females - .

=BA 'in psychology; years exper1ence ’Hale X=3.8- years; Female >
X=3.9 years) overall GPA (Male X 3 763 Females 3.80); and, o .
course performance (modal grade for both =A) The only person

to_fall the course was a male,,"B‘s" were earned eoually~by':

males and females, " C S

- !

[N . M : * /‘ -
Process Variables > - ) . T ’

—

. Tt
Male and female consultantslbere compared along the fOllOWIng

-

process d1mens1onsru51ng the self report structured log gas

o ~ .
s nd

they chose, the varlous verbal processes used components of . !

P 7

"the remed1a1 plan thex developed w1th the consultee; number of .!

interviews used to complete a consultatlon case; and'fihwlly;

-~

the problems they worked on.‘ The results of these analysis

are presented in, Tables 1, 2, .3, 4, S;‘6. These tables report

il
‘

the requenc1es of -the counsultants‘ act1v1t1es tramsformed

o

into per entages to aflow fol' ease of compar1son.

.
L

. These same“data\were analyzed using a multiple d1scr1m1nant

~ -2

-analysis to discover which of the many differences between the

-

males and females were s1gnﬁnf1cantly d1ffbrent from chance - = :

-~ 3

te
‘ihese results are 1nd1cated on Tables l 2,73, 4, Sy\by aster1cks ’

TN
Thﬁsanalysls revnaled d1ffereﬁces in consultee cho1ce with,, L
4 . 7 , . -
males more’ llkely to cansult'ﬁ1th adm1na§trators and coﬁnselors \-\"

and feméles more llkely to céﬂsults Wlth teachers (wh:wenamanﬂy

' 4 L | : P
I -




A o
. females), in cho1ce of consultat1on model with \females more ~= "
l1kely to engage in behav1oral and c11ent centered models and

’ ' \
Mmales more likely to use consultee centered adVFcac%'End pro- /

gram; in consultation problem with females more ikely ‘to work on °
‘ )

/44' behavioral (acting out) problems and males more Mikely to work

3 » 1

with consultces on probTems w1th parents: and in length of ‘case

with male consultants tending to have more interviews per case

perceived

. than female consultants. Consultants'also showed

’

d1ffe1ences in 11 of 17 verbal processes they used with comsultees *

\

w1th men appearing more active and "in charge"an women‘:as

somewhat on the non—dfrective, collabortife end jof the continium.

@ ?

.. There were apparently ‘no d1fferences in the type% of remed1al . -

. —_— . -

! p1ans developed by 'male and female consultants./ Those data

— t

are given as Table 6. ' ' B

-

' - Qutcome Variables _ B -

¥ AY [

. Systema91c d1fferentes are apparent on the 38 item sk1lIs

R

. assessment deV1ce,' In Table 7 is a sum“;ryoof those f;ndlngs
. .Although these statistically s1gn1ﬂ3cant d1fferences are sllght

» it is interesting .to note that males outscored females on 29
& ’?
of the 38 skills, 1In addition the open-ended comments.about‘i<'
females included: 'comeson too strongﬁ; ''seems too brusque

x .

- Q

S or assertive'; ''doesn't dress up enough'"; '"not professioanl

looking" (or * “very profe551onal and elegant look1ng") "seems

- -
. dependént." The pattern was for most women 94% to recelve
.t at least one negative comment while most mefi, 96% received only
- e . SO 'Y .o . . . -
e . .4t wiv < a v
. pPositive comments: o AP . ' ¢

..
$ . * Y

w,
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Discussion o . -

-

There are certa1n411m1tat1ons to the data presented that -

should be highlighted before discussing ‘the results\ First,
nitemw of the process data some of the logs.might be affected
.by memory because the consultant filled it out after the
session-was over Not all are vulnerable to this because many
" of. the sessjons were taped and. the consultant filled out the
.log whlle listening to the tape ) Secondly, as with all cod1ng

Y
vschemes ‘there were uncodable Statements that might have been

1mportant to 1nvest1gate And finally, there may have been §ome

N, - -

select1V1ty in hand1ng in logs. There was certainly a‘bias ’ .

i - RS -3

for men to hand in more. Treports even' though there wére fewer
male consultants . oL N .
Despite ‘these limitatlons I feel.these data are somewhat'
F informative about female,psychologlsts' training in externship
. 51te§. 1 see a pattern emerg1ng from the data tha't looks like
this: young women psychologlsts work ma1nly w1th-same sex «
consultees of relat1vely low status in the organ1zatlon They
“concentrate on classroom problems uslng the' more trad1tlonal'
models of consultat1on. Dyring 1nterV1ews with teachers they
~tend to be relatlvely passave, and make ma;nly non—d1rect1ve,
non*threatenlng, and coilaboratlve statements. The femalb

psychologlst tends to end her 1nvolvement ‘with 4 case in a

-

relatlvely short t1me and not make masy f0119w up V1s1ts

'flexlblllty as her male counterpart in developln

Blans for the. cllent -,

4




In contrast, young male psychologlsts.are more likely to be

involved with admiﬁistrative‘or quas%-admfnistrative staff. who

are OfUﬂlmakB. They tend to use more risk-taking OT systemic

-

g _models of conshltation (ad?ocacy, consyltee centered, program).

- In addition, they perceive themselves to be more active,

— . »

directive, expertsin theit sessions with teachers ». tending to emit
L} .
andnelicit many'statehents' The male consultants tend to work

with consultees multo check back with ,them for a relat1ve1y e
. N »
long t1me—-up to ll se551ons for a single case. They tend to

involve themselves with " extra- classroom act1v1t1es espec1ally

. NP
as a liaison with parents . Y .

Two things Jump out at me. First, thg male psycholog1sts

in the setting act more Mike the males -in- the sett1ng do.

They are active, systemlcally involved and they tend to asso-
’

ciate with ava1lablc other-males. . Conversely, the female . .

-

psycholog1sts, élthough obv1ously competent 1n terms of 1nter- R

ventéon ‘act more like the female teachers with whmnthey ma1nly

assoc1ate.

L3

, 2 Second, the male trainees stay -more act1vely 1nvolved

C with their case; One 1ntcrpretat1on might be that the females
do the jeb faster! Even if th1s were true however,\we know
from gther related research (Tyler § F1ne 1974; White § fine
1976) that intense 1nvolvement and follow-up contaet are per-&

4
ceived as very desrleable by consultees. On this second point,

g:f . N N
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-be assured that all students male and female, were told of thls

finding and-encouraged to act- accord1ngly Why are the‘malesr

! <

' 4

more l1kely to do so? . i . : : T

' L
3 ' .

It seems that part of the difference in outtome éVa%ug}ions

between the consultants m1ght be exp1a1ned by the 1) -perceived ‘

. act1v1ty levels of the consultants 2) &gg,greater v1s1b11;ty .

. of the males and 3) the tendency for the males. to assaciate
& N \
with' a maJor‘contr1butor to the evaluat1on. - The superV1s1ng

psycholog1st wou1d typically elicit feedback from pr1nc1pals

or other support staff before complet1ng the evaluat1on.

"There were no apparent effects of supervisor sex on’ superv1see

ratlngs Male and female supervisors* both preferred male oA

Ly
trainees,

The open-ended comments about the studentS‘ma& also be - .
instructive to trainers. Females rece1ved many°more comments

abaut appearance (this has been found in other studies). One

-

‘male received such a_comment. Female tradnees were often
Scomplimented on their looks. . One pr1nc1pa%\ however, reported
that the student was '"not pelished" and ”d1dp't look profess1onal"

‘Tt seemed that on a4 few occasions the consultant had deldveréd

—

a

\
resource mater1als "to teachers, on other than her Tegular ° .

placement day, wearfng jeans. The feedback is ihportant and

3

was immediately resﬁonded to. It is 1n¢erest1ng, however, -

that her dre¥s was noticed (the teachers in th%cil\({ol wore
‘*/ :
Jeans) and not her extra hours of service, Many male trainees.

i

- s

."‘l\ " ., . ’ . 10 . . .. \

received such praise for "above the call of duty” 1nv0£&<ment

~

a4
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g The women were am)arently g1ven a narrower band of appropr1ate v

A behanor than were men . No male was called aggre551ve or

-

‘ brusque. - Nomen were said to ''come on too strong " “The world
»‘ .\ ’

' 3

' > . \\ o . « = 3
not being. a fa1r place, however, women\were also cr1t1c1zed_

'for being overly dependent or hysterlcal
N 7

. s
NN -1 have alternat ly conceptual1zed the problem

s ing in the female (tra1n her'), 1n me (poor model1ng or 10
) @ *L
status); or 1n the:envraonment (women s work') I lean toward -

- >~ M ’

., the person- env1ronment 1nteract1on alternat1ve In an analogue
study of consultat1on (Conoley % Conoley, in. press) male and -

. - female: consultants performed slmllarly on- many of the var1ables

-~

o mentloned preV1ously as showlng s;gn1f1cant d1fferences Th1s

study was,showever an analogue The po1nt of that study was

not ‘even to test for ‘sex dlfferences but w1th the data reported

o

& h in thls paper in hand I and Rodda (Note 2) re- analyzed Nothing there.

. In other words (I th1nk),’the females have the behaV1ors shown
» ' - by men in their repert01re but don't show them because of the v -
: L] 8 . “ ~

male dom1nated externsh1p culture or women grossly underest1mate ‘¢

®- the1r act1V1ty levels in terms of process var1ables This last “
) ' poss1b111ty is clearl? testable and deserves'some atténtion,

) L The fdnd1ngs of.others on this panel leads me to hypothes1ze, |

s

.. ' however; that .there are d1fferences in psychologist behaviors !

v i

and that these are exacerbated by the curture, norms,” and :
climate of tra1n1ng s1tes R . ¢
" Now' what’ The problems of transfer of tra1n1ng are

approachable through roke’.play and simulation, although there

1s already a lot of that 'in the - training sequence - My visibility

- 11 - R

A ess —. R N P T N I 4 s




-and cdnnectedness withsschool admlnlstrators seems to have

somd p051t1ve splllover effects on students It may be t1me

It may be the gradual evolutlon of school psychology 1n§o a

v

primarily doctoral rather than. masters level occupatlon. *In N

the meantlme,,teachlng is= not enough + Social change, however
- ! ‘s . @
slow, is perhéps the only answer. L e

EY
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MPercenfége of ébnsqlta;ibh to Various Consultees
.- Consultees . R
LI 2 _s
Cgﬁsuitants' ‘Teachers Admin, Counselors Staff Parent
“Female . 55 % . 37. % 0o ¥ - 23" 23 %
Malc . 45 4 - 63 ¥ . 1000 ¥ . 77 77. %
*p <.001 - ' o s
.t . . ) . »
' e © . Table 2 ) N -
E ‘ . Choice of Efnsh}tation Model .
A Models T
. . . i s Consliltee-
Consul tants Behavioral Advocacy “Process Centered Program
Female 4 ¥ . - 10 g 44 # 24 +
Male .51 # 90 ¥ 77 56 #- 76 A~
=z LY e 3 ’ . . ‘e
.* p. <.001 ) . oo | )
- " ;’ ,D .
g , \ R @ )
& ) - . - >
. s .
ﬁ%&?"{;- 1 o '
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-Table 3 .-
. A
Verbal Processes-Used During Consultation

]

~

Processes - - Females . ‘Mal'es
* Prob., I.D, 1 49 # - - 51
 Prob. fnalysis 2 ' “ s
—‘"Plg.n Developed 3 = ) 35 XA . 65 , . . )
 Bval. Prin. Plan 4 - 48 4 T s ‘
\ 2 Offer to share ‘ a0 . 160
resp?nsibili'ty ©5 S . A B ’
. Share Information 6 - 40 60 )
. Prob. §/or Informat“ijon 7 35 4 o 65 ’, -
 Verbal SRt g T - ¢ gy . 63 .
oo Direct Confront 9 . %” - 5% ‘ .~ 95’
Indirecht Confront 1\0' ’ (2;1 ‘_ . ’ .76
: ' T
JLProvide Alternatives 11 . 44 #* s 56 =
Summarize 12 ‘_ 38 * K '.,‘62\ |
Encourage .13 . . .38 & ' 62
Validation 14 _ _. 42 i 58
L Clarify 15 o 44 % ‘ " . 56
Empathize 16 ~~ ; 44 - s 56 " Ny
Probe for Feelings 17 * _ 40 "‘“‘ . . 60
: : : ; .
£D. <.000L N = °
L \ . SRR
o ? .




‘3;2 . .0 . ) . \a; ‘ . ~ 14
S : ' " Table 4 - *
134‘ ‘ N A . i * , N ’ .
> ?qrcent of Consultation Interviews ‘ . I
T _In a Single Case . '
' . . LA
Consultant ' t. Interview ' . -
1 . .1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 10 11
.. Female | 49 43 42 54 35 20 19 13 0 0 0
‘ Male ' 50 57 58 65 65% 804 81%87%100¢100%¥100% . _
\° : N ’l' . X ‘ s .
*p <,0000 - . . ) o .
° ¢ . 4 { ! ~ -
Table § . T .
) [ N . - B
. Consultation Problems c “ vt
. ’ . t i . o~ .
3 " * Problems S N ' .
Consultant- " Withdrawn . “Academic “ Behavioral Parental
T A ., ‘ : - S {‘52( ) m’f
Female "~ 52 34 56 % 47 %8 "
Male 48 66 - 43 .53 &
~ | /
* p- <.0001 . " —




“

Table 6

Consultation Pléns Developed.

<

ERE, - - ———

e . ' ' <
. No significant differences between these .

Cbmponent; . lFemaleé - @ales )
Parent Conference 4 g ; £6. 64 .
Curricdiumicﬁénge ' - AA‘ 41 * 58
Staff Development 35, .65
inservice Training ‘ §§§ﬁ : 72
kgle Play - 29 71
Ahvécagy ) 28 72.
Positi@e Reinforcement . 41 . 59
Aversive, Conditioning . 35 65
pifferén;ial Reinforcement ) 48 52
Teaeher Meeting . 37 63

.Mod‘éling f . ‘ 29 71
Promptipg 32 - 68

' Chgxmgé S. | 32 68
Respohse Ghidénce . - l 20- -80
Non-Contingept-Reinforcement ' 33 . 68
Task Afterati b - 48 52

fExtinctiopv . ) 48 52
Cbunseiing*~ ' ) ! 26 74
:I‘esting : ' 41 ., 60
Classtoom Observation . 40 | 60
. . .




Table 7

-~

16

Summary’ of Evaluation Data’from Field Supervisoré

Concerning Trainees

.

{
d
’ Males ° Females
General Competencies \
1. Evaluation Assessment 4,46% 4,27
.2. Intervention -~ 4.52% & 4,009
3, Communication-Collaboration 4.43 4,36
[ ] N _
4. fConsulEation' 4,35% 4,13
- . *
5. Inservice Training 3.00 4,33
6. Researqh/Progfam aluation 4.0 4,56
7. Interpersonai Styles 4.72% 4.0
Overall 4.,68% 4,02
*p <.05 :
) X °
' - * -
- b- .
" .
Y - \\\
N 19 ~
@., . l\\'.‘ -




L4

Competencies of‘Yearllong Consultation Training

4 %

. APPENDIX A

-

/

3

<

. Competency .

4
-

Knowledge of~four - 1.
theoretical models
~ -of consultation:
Mental health, beha-
vioral, advocacy, and-«2.
process S ~
f ! 3.

Ability to ingage in

the four thgoretical 1,

models at gppropriate
'atiméé/according to thé

presenting situation 2,

.

\bility td synthesize

a _personal, model of
consultation inter-. .
vention - ’ 2.

Expértise in listening 1.
- and feedback skildls

2,
N

thility to both enter

tinto and‘'terminate 1.
{ smoothly from indi-
¢ vidual consultativye
relationships 2 2,

2

3.

-

3.
) 4,
Knowledge of the
theory and applicatdion 1.
-0f evaluation methods

- model at the end of the year

Ve

Learning experience ‘Assessment
, S —
.Readings by Caplan, Schein, Written assignments
Abidin, Biklen, Stein, gssessed, correc-
Altrocci, Alpert; S%rwson, tive feedback given,
and others. - and assignments
Written papers comparing ©  Tresubmitted if
-and contrasting models - . hecessary ‘until
Class lectures by instructor - attainment of at
on each of the models- Y least a B grade
Development of annotated . : ,
bibliography on the con- L.
sultation models 1. Supervisor feed-
Role plays during seminar, back on role plays
supervision, and laboratory and case presen-
training sessions . tations .
Case presentations with . . Field sSupervisor
appropriate models des< feedback on prac-
cribed S ticum experiences,
One day/wk field ‘place- i :
-ment doing cdensultation . Assessment -of
Supervisory meetings ’ videotapes of su-=
fotused on the development pervisory sessions .
of consistent models 2. Assesment of
Paper describing synthesized . written statertent_

Laboratory training and prac- .1. Assessment of

tice during supervisory video and audio' tapes
meeting . . 2, Feedbacl/ froh ~
Videotapes of supervision " field supérvi‘sors
analyzed along these diménsions 3. Feedback from
Audiotapes of consultative peers- )
sessions gnalyzed - l. Assessment of.an
Class lec%ure and discussion “Entry ‘paper" ..

of entry and termination 2. Assessment of, de-
i6sues scription of entry in
Actual entry to and tfrmi- supervisory meeting
nation from the pfacticum - 3. Feedback from field.
organization’ S O

. supervisors
Role plays- \\\gs . -
Development of sample
=]

contracts . . Assessment of ° |
Classes lecture and discussien - _ evaluation instru- 7r’
on evaluatipn stheory presented ments : 4
by evaluation expert: .- " 2. Results of studeth
Development of appropriate initiated evaluation
assessment instruments to ‘ procedure

investigate: (a) Consultant

effectiveness; and (b) Organi-

zational.needs : %: - 7

Undertaking of evaluation of

consultation services with

appropriate data gnalysiiﬁ’

. T

°




. -

Competency )

S

T

Learning experience

12

. Assessment

. v

Ability to design and .
deliver in-seTvice X
“training to consultees

D)

3

e
.e
.

.
’

Expertise. in design and
implementation .of ‘pre- -
ventive mental health
sfrategies:

~ %

Ability to diagnose orga-
nizational variables and
design, .implement, and
evaluate appropriate .in-
terventions

Expertise in the code of
e'thics governing .psycho-. .
-logists as described in
‘the APA code of ethics

- N
Awareness, of versonal . im-

th

pact in the cons¥ltative
.relationshin ’ ’
J.

’ s

' A
o R

- —% .

: ’ \

i
“ ~ | -

Y

1.\Devélopment of needs

assess-
ment instrument co

2. Development of an in-service

progranm with appropriate
didactice and experiential
elements T
3. Development of in-service
evalation instruments ~

K

'1. Class 1ectu¥qs and discus-

sions on community mental
health concepts" ‘
2. Written proposal for pre-
ventive interyention in ‘prac-
—~titum organization -
1. Diagnosis of supervisory
BTOUp as an organization

2. Development implementation
and evaluation of an appro-
priate ‘intervention o

1. Reading APA code of ethnics
2. Class discusion of code .
3., Supervisory sessidns.devoted
to development 6f understanding
of-ethnical issues ~ - )
1. Laboratory training aimed

at increasing self -awareness'™ .
2. Supervisory session devotéd

¢ .

back about Hersonal s
characteristics that interaét
with professional role

-
LY

.‘1‘

~

P

~ to giving and receiving of feed-

" anxiety, and self:

2

1. Needs.-assessment
and evaluation in-e¢ -
strunent

2. When in-service s
actually delivered, o
the spot supervision

3. Grading of plafned

in-service

l.. Assessment of
writtlen proposals

2. Field and univer-

sessment of actual
re§eqtive intervention
1.'Feedback from peers
2. Assessment by
‘supervisor >

3. Reassessment of
supervisory groyp
. ['Q .

. N
| §
-
. v

-
o

&

1. Field and univer-..
sity supervisors >
assessnent of such
characteristics as |
openness, levels of

.disclodure, and
amount of iimpro-
vément in cansul- .
tation skills over’
the year
.Atalysid ‘of video-
‘tapes of  supervi-
SQry sessions * .

[

"«
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. o Abpendix B

‘, . Scﬁoﬁi Ps&chﬁlogist Traiﬁee Evaluafion ngml “
- C o , , L. S

-
-

Date of kvaluation: . ‘ .
L - 1

Vadi

Trainee: hd

¢ . 3

‘Fiela.superviSOr:

) R . -
Unlvers;ty Supervisor; - .

.
) ™~ e -

Directions: The ra%ings'bf trainees should be;ﬁéséd,qpon actual
=2 .dbservadiohn agd/or reports received. from staff, parents,e
. tudents, etc?, regarj?né trainee performance. - €ircle
1

</ the number of the sca
\ ompetence as given %

P s providgd belew.' ¢ .

1

- -

that best describes ‘the intern's
the‘descﬂﬁ
’ ategory independently. A des¢ription ofisca;e points

ption,Relow.* Rate each

.
- o0

L 4 N

- \

*,

LW

&

1 - competence considered to be in .need of fqptheriirainiﬁg and/or
‘require additional growth, maturation, and change on the, part of #

the trainee in order for him/her to be effective in the various

skill areas; . . .

- -

. g 2
~ S @ e

a
g‘!’

A

e« 7" ‘*"”\‘.

‘e

2 -_competenciés currently“considgrég to be.Pelow average pﬁt which,
. with further supervision and experietide are expected to develop «

v satisfactorily; close supervision ' is’ required;

o

3 - competence at least at minimal level necés

with moderate supervision requirgd;

§éry“fpr’fudctiohing'},

’
° - -
h S -

’ S - if' . . . o *
4 - competencies assessed to be above’average,’suggestlng a manimal
- R Ay - .

need for supervision; . a0 .
5= compeféncies very developed and reflect
dent-functioning with little.or no supe

NQ Dafa'- inSufgicient data te make.ratiné at- this time.-

«

_—
rvi
s

.
-

. R Lo,
pability for indepén-

sion required; . e

~

()




t. -

~

(Gen

\

1,

.2

T owe

. . . . . . b
eral Competencies 4’ Ratipg
Yvaluation - Assessment ~ . B 2
sIntellectual . . L . v . ... ..1 2 3 4 5 No hata
SOCial-E\ﬂlo'tional [ L . ¢ . 1 2 3 * L" 5 . NO Data
Interviewing Skills . . . . . . o1 2 3 -4 5 No Data
Behavioral Assessment . . . o . . 1 2 3 4 5 No Data
Ability to Integrate Data . . . .1 2 3 &4 & No Daim
Other‘ ( ) K} . o * . 1 2 3 L" 5 | NO Data
. # » 'Q} ) . .
Intervention )
Practicality .,. . . . . . ., . . .1 2 3 & 5 No Data
. Appropriateness to Problems. I | 2 3 4 5 No Data
- -Specificity of .Recommendations . , 1 2 '3 4. 5 No Data
Provision for Followup . . « . . o1 2 3 4 5 . No Data
_Implementation . . , , ., .- . . . 1 2 3 4 5 No Data
¢ Actual',FOJ.lOWup ¢ e . L A ) . e 1 2 . 3 L" 5 \”0 Data
Communication and Cdllaboratgon ,
Teacher Conferencing . . . ... ., 5 1 2 3 4 5  No Data
Parent Conferencing, . . ., + . . . 1 2 3 4 5 No Data
Administrative Conferencing. . . . 1+ 2 3 4 5. No Data
Case Staffing . . , . . ~) . . .1 2 3. 4.0 5 No Data
* i Reporting (writtgn). “ e e e e il 23 4 5  No Data
Coﬁsuitation' - . ‘ .o
"Froblem/Need Iderttification. . . . 1 2.3 4 5 No Datgq
Plan Formulation . . . et o o 01 2.3 4 5 No Datal?
‘Plan Implementation. . . . , . . 2 3 4 5 No Data-
. Follopup and Evaluation. . . . . .1 2.3 4 5 No bata
Ih-service Training
Planning . . . . v v v v\ .. . . ¥ 2 3 4 5 No Dita
Implementation . . ., , ., . . . =1 2. 3 4 5 No Data
Followup and Evaluation , , i , . . 2 3 4 5  No Pata
N -
J ’ i
$ 23 N
A K4 T

.
[o—

-

o + School Psychologist Trainee Evaluation Form)




Appendix C

STRUCTURED CONSULTANT LOG

(1,23) Consultant's name (13,14,15) Referral daté_

(9,
(11

1‘ .

(25)
(26)

o

3.
E‘.:‘ﬁ?{r

<

Check as
0

(21) problem Ydentification
(22) problem analysis?

(23) plan developed

(24) revaluation of prior plans ™~
offer to share res
e information
-probe for information
verbal geinforcement
ct ébnfrontation.

What are some components

(41)

- (46)
- (47)

(48)
(49)

(51)m

Consultee's name

1
Client

rder the

sh

dire

(&4

ég
(7

t

rS

parent conference

7) sex
(8)
10) Case #°
y12) Interview # -

) role
) sex
) age ‘ ‘
iscussed:

age

@9ny processes as you employed dur

op 3 (in terms of frequency).

—
\

b

ponsibility -
€

o

curriculum change,
staff development -

. inservice.
role playing
advocacy
additon of.a positive®,

reinforcer. ~
removal of-an aversive
differential reinfor

of ‘other behavior
(50) " involved teache

meeting

A
.

odeling

L]

.
)

s

*
~

‘cement

b

rs

»

/.

1 - -~

o
»

Rate the receptivity of your consultee

(62)- very cioséd

¥

[

Q

4

’\’\’\’\’\’\’\’,\’\
L W) Lo LI W WW

» 1 -
of the plan yed[;;;;;oped?\

(59) teating
(60)

(16,17,18) Interview date
(19) Organization

(20) lodel of .consultation
Client-centered

A

Consultee-centered
Behavioral

Process:

Advocacy

Program

ing Epis interview and rank

-
»

indirgect confrontatiqn
providing al'ternatives
summarizing -
encauraging.
validating
clarifying -
empathizing

probe for feelings
other (specify) _

OO FT W~ O
Nt e N A e e e e N N

R [ M
> ° PS

(52),

prompting , .
(53) establishing, removing
aktering an SD .«

(54) physical response

S guidance ’ '

(55 Toncontin
- of, reinforcers

?56) task alteration

57) extinction

(58)~counseling

classroom’” observatip

(61) other (specify)

)
~

1 2 . 3

g

A}

i
quite receptive

b: 5 -

, K o | ) :
LA (63) Weite & one sentence description of the problem:

~

gent appliqgtiohﬁ .



’

~ ..

~

~

Rate the severity of the problem as you see 1t. .

v

. 5.
(64) severe - ’ mild
1 4 J ¢ KL
As oonsultee sees it: .
(65) severe : - (milg
- 1 2 3 4 5 —

§0\ are you evaluatlng your consultatlve effort°

(66) feedbatk from consultee
(67) observation of client

. (68) feedback from superyvisors
(69) none :

(70) other (spe01fy)

| l

7.. What are the results of youm evaluafion?

(71) . fromconsultee °

‘.

v seat MY
B .

25

. very poor__ ~_very good
. ) . 1 2 . 3~ 4 v 5 . -
(72) from client observation e f .
very poor ; - very good -~
| i 2 . 3. & 5
{73) from supervisors , F
very poor . ~__very good \
g . 1 2 . 3..7 4 5 % - -
(74) rother, ‘ ’ A
.very poor O very- good
, -1 2 7 3 by SRR
& ‘ b 3 )
2 . . .. .
¢ a‘& \
v ! i > 4 \
’ \j~ L] ° -
\. - h ,F:;* qr.
v




