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ABSTRACT ’.

. .
0
N

‘Literature reviewed in the area of school psychology .
‘indicated a growing interest in defining :oies,péych&logists
in the school should assume amﬁAFEWﬁifaining programs can

best develop these roles. The majority of this reseérch

focused on the functionéd aspect of the role, rather'than‘

»

the .characteristics underlying its development. The pur-

pose of the present study was to examiné some characteris-

tics of the role of psychologist. in the Schoéls‘by applying

the theory and metbodology of George Kelly'é personal con-
’ 7 ) : ' . i
struct psychology.

R 1]

The Schéol Psychologist's Role grid wa's coﬁstructed
“to examine subject's perceptipns of how charactefiétic
selecteé representative constructs were to some aspéctsr
.of the role of ésychologiét in the schools. Two groups
_were used, oné containing subjécts whp}were ekperqgnced
school psychologists, and the otﬁer containing studeht
in tfainingh in.én effort to determine commonaiitieg and
differences in the structure and conteng_of fﬁé rp}e.'
Kelly's clinicél mgthod.of analysis wasbapplied to des;
cribe constructs characteristic of tﬁe roie descriptions
employed in the study. Geﬁefal‘trends were then examined
ﬁd determiﬁe differenceé in.the role subsystems for both‘i
groups;

Investigaﬁion Qf the results indicated tentative sub-
porf fo: tﬁe existénce éf a specifié_éﬁbsysgéﬁrfor‘the réle

Y

iv



of psyéholoqist in the\schools.‘ Subjects who had previous .
work experience were able to make more extremé énd consis-
tént:characterizations than'fheir inexperiéncea cbunterparﬁs.
More agreement was evident for both»groupé'when role des-
criptioné’contained a positive asp;ct; Resulfs were
_ : . .

related to personal construéf psychology. The limitations

N ‘ 3 . ‘ ,
and ijpli;ations of tg&%e fﬂhdings were then discussed and

5uggestions made for further research.

i
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. '  CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Throughout recorded history, scholars have addressed
the problem of defining the nature of man. Until thé late
nineteenth century the majority of this discussion remainegd

‘ \ / X i

within the domain of philosophy. Beaginning with the work

-
‘

of Freud, whose theory arose to some extent as a reaction
to the early structuralist§}~a new field emerged within r
‘psychology. A survey of personality texts (e.g. Hall and
Lindzey, 1970; Pervin, 1975) illu§$rates the extent to
thchAconceptions differ today as to the developmeat,

»
structure and nature of the concept 'personality' and how

A

" the various theorists relate their conceptions to the

understanding of man's nature. ‘ o C ¥

Gedrge Kelly's Psychology.of Personal Constr‘_ﬁi

>(1955;(1963)‘is the theory focused>on in'th% gnSuing dis-
rguggfon; ‘Ove# the. past fifteen years‘KeilY's (1955) frame-.
;work has gradually 5egun to attract a folléwing who héve
‘generated reséaréﬁ in a Wi§¢ range of areasl(Bénnister and

~

Fransella, 1971; Adams-Webber, 1979). Personal Construct

Psychology 1is unusual in that the nature of the‘theory;‘
its underlying philésophical aésumptions, its formal
attributes andAmethodology were presented in coﬁplete form
in the original two volume\Qork (Kelly, 1955). The inclu-
sive nature of the presentation is in keeping.with Kelly's

philosophical position of constructive alternativism which

1.



assumes "that all of our present interpretations of the
universe are subject to revision or replacement” (Kelly,
1963, p. 15). For Kelly, the formulation of a theory of
personality is the theorist's construction or interpreta-
tion of the constructions of other person's behavior in
the world. 'He proposes that each man is attempting to make
sense out of his woriziband that the task of a theoretical
framework is doubly reflexive in that it reﬁresents a-
'metaconstruction' of other men's interpretations, and
further is itself a Qirectgreflgction of the particular
theorist's construction of his perceptions.
The essential concept of Personal Construct Psychology
is the 'construct' which Kelly (1955) has described as:
Man looking at his world through trans-
parent patterns or templates which he
creates and then attempts to fit over
the realities of“which the world is
composed... Let us give .the name con-
structs to these patterns that are
tried on for size. They are ways of
construing the world. (pp. 8-9).
The formal structure of the theory represents an_attembt
to ‘define and systematically explore the structure which
‘arises from these constructs and is presented in the form
of a fundamental postuléte and eleven corollaries. Kelly
. . x
. . i . .
(1955) has suggested that the formal attributes of the

theory can be operationalized through the use of his Role

Construct Repertory Test, which may be used to generate

formal (mathematical) information concerning the structure
of the construct system, or in a clinical (descriptive)

fashion which focuses on the content of the systenm.



L
- .

Two reviews .of personal construct psychologlkﬁesearch

(Bannistef and Fransella, 1971; Adams-Webber, 1979) indi-

cate that the majority of the research arising from the

theory bé;e to date has ceniered on fbrmal analysis and
the generation of new variétions_of reperto}y grid metho-
;dology (cf. Bannister and Mair/ 1968) .  Fifteen years ago
" Bonarius (1965) observed that while'g‘gféat deal of work
»wés being done to define ahd.qpantify formgl properties of
the repertory grid, verv little research attempfed to
"relate these findings back to the original fundamental.
postulate and eleyen,corolléries éxéebt in an expost factor
_manner. .The'present review fihds'gha; this is generally
still the case, with some notable exceptions.

There has recently beeﬁ some }eséarch infthe area of
clafifying and defining the roles and training éfihelpinj:

0

profeﬁsionals (Liftshitz, 1974; Ryle and Breen, 1974; Adams-

.

.Webber and Mirc, 1976 ... cited in Adams-Webber, 1979).

The major theme.ruhning'thfough these studies is:thaf-if‘
oJ% co;sﬁruct systems define our roles, and detérmine to a
large extent how we wilL,perceiQe ourseives and ;hterrelate
with others, it will be a valuable ex;rcise to make expiicit
these construct systems. It isqsuggested:thaF’the‘cléiifi_
qation of the constfuct subsyétem‘relating'tolthe'role of
'Welping proféssional"may facilitate the process df train-
ing new professionals, and allow those“indi?iduéls who

supervise this training to make explicit what role aspects

they feel are necéssary for effective performance of:thg role.



Literature in the area of school psychology indicates
a growing need to more‘ciearly define the role and neces-
safy prerequisites for trainihg scgool @ﬁy?hologists.
Articles by HohenshiIL(l974), Telzrow (1955) and Reger
(1975) to mention- a fﬁw, offer suggéstioms as to Qhat role:
the school psycholbgi$£ should assume. Ih‘denéral, this
litegature focﬁses on defining r;le in terms of fuhétion
(i.ei_the Schoo;‘psychologist agz "assessmept expé;t",‘
"éongdltanf", etc.). This iiteratﬁgé {eviewdaid not find 

s

.any research to date which expliqitly addresses the ques-
- tions Qf wha; chafactéristics_gqaining schools feel \;
necessary for egiectiQe training of school psycholpgists
and whether the trainer's peréeptions'of the nécessary

A .

characteristics are in agreement with th@se of the trainee.

The Purpose of the Study

If, as personal construct theory maintains, the
individual's construct system serves as an accurate re-

flection of his perceptions and behavior in .the world, an

examination of the construct systems of individuals involyéd
. . : /

/

in the teaching and'trainﬁng of school psychologists may

help clarify those aspects which are characteristic df

‘

the role of the schodl psychdlogist. The—present stuay
attempts to apply personal construct psychology's theory

and methodology through the construction and utilization of

B ) _
an instrument called the School Psychologist's Role Grid

o . 4

5
to the problem of determinin? what constfucts trainers

feel are necessary in various aspects of the role of school



psychologist and whether any agreemént exists between
their perceptions and those of the trainees in the school

.

psychology program in the Depa?tﬁeﬁt of Educational
fsychology. = | .

Kelly's personal construcf psyéhology, which repre-
sehts thé'framework of the’presgnt study, willlbe reviewed

in detail, as' will the instrumept which has been constructed

using its guidelinés. Results from the'SchoolAPSYCholo—

gist's Role Grid will fhén be presented in a clinical

(descriptive) faghion and‘Qiscussed in;terms of their
imélications for training schoqlvpéychologiéfs at the
UniQersity of Albertajéndehere possible what globaltimpli;
cdtioné'%hese results might have for more cléarly defining

the role.of the school psychologist in general.



~  CHAPTER IT

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE -
» ”

An initial examination of various survey texts in
personality theory (Hall and Lindzey, 1970; LeVy; 1970;
Pervin, 1975) reveals an array of différiné conceptipﬁs
concerning the’devélopment;;;trupture‘and nature of the
cpncept 'persqqaiiﬁyf aéé it;rfelatipnship to @he humaﬁg
Béing.T One ;Qch sﬁrvé& (Hal& and Liﬁdzey?;l97oitsuggéstS 
that "no substantiQé‘definition of personélity can be .
applied with any'genefality"; concluding that "personéiity
.is defined by the parﬁicularAempiEicai concépts which are
L a part of thé thgor“;of pe:sdnality emplofed by the ob-
:;server“u(p, ;){ 'This obseﬁ;ation is congistent with
Kuhnfs t1970) 'earry‘developmgntax stage', which‘hé charac-
terizés as a number "of disparate lines‘of invéstiéation,
';ctively striving téﬁpreserve their autonomdqs énd compe-
titive positions.‘ The onus thus seems to 5euon the L
individual to select“thé theory whichvbest answers thé
questions beiné pésed by him within his domaiﬁ of iﬁterést;

One such theory'gase, Personal Cﬁhétruct P;ychoiogy
(Kelly,. 1955; 1963), hés fec%ntly begun to genefate a body
of réseérch in a wide raﬁge'éf'éreaS'(Bannigtéf and Fran-
‘sella, lQ7i;-'Adam§—We£ber, 1979). Kelly (19619 &efinesi :
pe;sonélity as: o

= our abstraction of the acfivity of a person

and our subsequent generalization of this
[~~~ abstraction to all matters of his relationship

£ N
.
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1

to other persons, known and unknown, as
well as to anything else that may be
pPgrticularly valuable, Thus there are
three main points to be kept in mind
when dealing with personalley, (1) 1t
is a venture in abstract thinking under-
taken by psychologlsts who examine the
Processes of the individual person, and
not' an object sinmply to be discovered by
them; (2) itr cannot ignore the person' s
relatlonshlp to other persons; and (3)
it is bound to be valye laden. (cited in
Bannlst%r and Malr,'l968 P 44) :

If the. 1mpllcat10n of thls deflnltlon was that ip
could stand alone without elaboratlon, it[would justifiably

be open to criticism on many grounds The. opp051te seems

to be ‘the case in the. psychology of personal constructs

.

however, with Kelly stating expllcltly his perspectlve on .

the nature of theory, the phllosophlcal assumptlona under- "

-

lylng his theory, the formal constructs whlch constltute

1ts structure and: p0551ble methodologles to operatlonallze

and evaluate 1t

hE

s

The following sections will review each of these areas °
in some detail and present related research where it is
applicable. The theory and research w1ll then be crltlcally
evaluated. Finally, an appllcatlon of a p0551ble Atiliza--
tion of personal construct theory within the area of school_

v L ‘
psychology will be suggested.

Personal Construct Theory and Related Research.

Philosophical Position

.

Much like Martin Luther's proclamation thatueaoh

man is his own priest, Kelly construes each man as a



scientist. This 'man the scientist' model does not accept

the notion that there is an exclusive society of science

‘with clearly defined rules for membership. Rather, the.

challenge rests with the individual to actively explore o 'f

and expand his representation of an everchanging world,
which he perceives in a fashion that is unique to him.

Kelly. (1955; 1963; 1970) has labelled this position

v

constructive alternativism, stating that "we assume that
all of our present inteipretations of the universe are

~subject to revisionbor replacement" (Kelly, 1963, p. 15).

This statemént is nof-meant to imply a sblipsistic frame-

,work in which external reality exists only as man creates

it. Keily maintains the_existehce of a% extegnal realiﬁy
"but looks to man to prépose what the cﬁa:actef of its )
(sic) import may be" (kelly, 1973, p.'209). Kelly (1955)
has called thgsé propositiohs 'copstructs' which he des-
cribe;las "man>looking thréugh_transpareﬁt patterns or ) t

ﬁemplates whiﬁh he creates and then attempts to fit over

the realities of which the world is ‘composed" (pp. 8-9).

" The term 'construct’ will be‘elabo;ated in greater detail = !

in later séctidns of this chapter in which the formal
structure of peréonal cqﬁstructip;ycholégy will be dig—*
c‘u'ssed. Iht hasw;a r?umber of impo‘rt'antv,impli.c":ations. for
Kelly's philoso?hical‘position. ‘ -

Mést imporéant is the»implication that man is not a
ieactiv§ ofganism th§e béﬁavior is a'funqtion and prddﬁct

of the Contingencies,the.env'ronme t place upon him




'(Qf, Skinner, 1953;; Rather 'ﬁan the éciéntisp' is an
active organism who sfruétureg and‘makes sense of his
world by imposing 'constructs' on it, Which take ‘the form
of hypotheses, subject to.validatioﬁ Or ‘reconstruction as
hé behaaﬁs\ana'interacts in the world. Thefefore, the
study of ham:s<beﬁ§vior, which is often #e;med,psycholong
. must take into account the construct system(si.of the.
organism being‘examined."Fﬁrﬁher, Kelly (1955) méinfains
that‘since'an iﬁfinite array of constructions are possible.
thosessciEntists called-psyCh01bgists must aécept.that
" their construction éf human’behgvibr‘is like ahy other;
subject to revision, and perhaps éventually tO'invalidaéion.
Reviéwing {renas iﬁ&pfesent reseaich.in'p5ych010gy
Kelly, (1970)vsuggeéts that in many cases, notablybthe
behavioral schools, the underlying philosophical aésump—
tion‘seems to be what he calls the'"aébymﬁlative fragmen- .
talism"; which is truﬁh collég%ed‘piece by éiéce, AlthQUgH
notiarguing ggéimst ﬁhe collection of da£a, he proposes
that the possibility exists that i£ may become the;end
rather than the means of achieviné'the goal of’understand;
ing human behévior. .This‘observation is similar to Hall
and Lindzey's (1970) notién of "single domain theories" 
which restrict themselves fq studying clearly delimited
‘aspects of behavior , with integratiqn‘occurriné so@etime
in the future. While there are clear benéfits in terms
bf,operationaliZiﬁg and empirically quantifying hypothe -

tical constructs in a limited domain, Kelly (1955) main—'



10.
+tains that without a metastructure through which q}i of
the piecegvcan fit togéther, they will remain isolated

pieces. Kelly's (1955) éersonal constfﬁct psychology 1is

»

offered as a possible metastructure for examining human

behavior :

-

In summary, Kelly (1955; 1963) assumes that the

universe is ‘real and subject to an infinite array of con-

structions that man imposes on it. Rather than behavior
o ! (" S ' HE

.being determinéd py"the enqirénment, it ariSes as a.;unc_
Fion of each 'manltﬁefscientist'é' constructiontéystém,
whichphe utilizes to understand his world lh?bugh a series
ofﬁsukcesS{ve apﬁréximationsf‘ Further, these construct
syéteﬁs.are’subject‘to revisiop, implying th;t no inqividual
needrbé a "yicfim of His past" (Kélly,‘l963, p. 43),
.af£ﬁouéh tHe ;énge-qf applicabilitfsof the present system
wili in part dgtermine itsJexpansion and ﬁqdificétionw
- Life fof Kel}y is .characterized by the capagity of . the

living tﬁing to represent its environment, which is & real
world, through a hierarchically organized construct 'system,
. B Lo

which -is real to each individual. Thus both nature and

:.human nature are phénémenologically existen;;f
Inifegms of its relationship to othér philoséphical-

systems? Kelly's (1955) consFructive alterﬁativi;m falié

withi; the area .of épiétemoloqy éalled gﬁésiology which

" he defines as the “systematié analysis of the conceptions.

~

employed by ordinary.and scientific thought in interpreting
the Qorld, and including an‘investigation of the art of i -

\



11.
kpowiédée,.éf the néture of knowledge as such" (Kelly, |
1963, p. 16). ’Ih cont#ast with the reiatively pure neo-
;henoménologicél‘approaches.of such theorists as Rdge;s,
Kelly's philosophy ﬁtilizes‘pragmétic logic 'and empiiiciSm
(éf, his conception of 'man the scienﬁisf');to.elucidéte
thg_phenoménoldgical field {(i.e. the cbnstruct syﬁtem)
of the individual; |

’

The philosophical position of construct altérnatiVism

‘may be4iikened to a superordinate construct in Kelly's

(3

édhstru¢tion of the‘&orld, wHich in turn generates tﬁé;
formal structu;é of personal coﬁstruct ﬁheory. As was the
case witﬁ his s;atement of‘thé.philosophical assumptions
ﬁnde?iyinglthe theory( Kelly.(l955)4makes exgiicit his

conception of how this theory shoula be stated énd op@ra{

tionalized. - The fundamental postulate and eleven corol-

k4

laries, represent in toto the formal structure of the theoty
base and are meant to stand alone. The next sections will
examine this formal structuxe and review representative

research relevant to.each aspect of it.

The Theory: Concepts and Formal Constructs ‘8

In the first volume of The Psychology of Personal

Constructs (1955) Kelly expresses ih detail his position .

on the nature of theory in psydhology. At one pgint he

states: A

Theories are the -thinking of men who
seek freedom amid the swirling events.
The theories comprise prior assumptions
about certain realms of these events.



©.To the extent that the events may, from
‘these prior assumptions, be .construed,
predicted, and their relative courses “
‘charted, men may exercise control and
gain freedom in the process. (Vol. 1, p:.22).

Fof‘Keliy, ;hen, good‘§heéry.ﬁot 6nly allows men to make :
senserf the world, buﬁ;alsd alloWs limits to bé,exp;nded
sovpﬁag4grow£hbéan occur. I£ acts’as a tool for anficipa—.
tioﬂ ofnthe futﬁze! ﬁFér thig‘expansionléf the limits of“

knowledge to occur .a.true theory must he.stated at a high
R . l . - 4 ,' RS T
level of abstraction, in order for it to rise above the

'
.

chstraints of substantive content, so as not to be1limited

" by them. Banni'ster and Frdnsella (1971) introducing per-
sonal construct psychology state: "“"A true theory musﬁh
défine its own form - it. must in effect delineate psychology"

(p. .15). On the'qther'ﬁénd, theory cén‘be couched in a

way‘that.is.ameﬁable to empirical validation through hypo-

theéis=teétingy although the collection of,findingsAshould'

'not‘obscurq @hat they 6iiginally set out to validate (i.e.
. ] : 2 ‘
the theory base).

6\ )
‘Most important for Kelly'is that a good pgychological

\

theory should be reflexive ip_nattre.' That is, a psycho-
. i ’ 4

logical. theory is a construction of man's ¢onstruing, which
is itself.always subject 'to reconstruction. Personal con-

struct‘théory attempts to provide a framework within which.

people's behévigr can be explained and understood, while
. -r‘ ‘ N . .

at the same time'attempting anAexplorétiqn~and-expdsition

>

of the theory itself. ‘Kelly (1969) suggests "science

" itsélf is a form Of human behavior... why then, should we

.

=N
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feel compelled. to use one éep.of parameters when we des-

cribe man-the-scientist and another set when we describe

<

manFthe¥laboratofy-subject"‘(p. 97).

Finally, Kelly*(;963)'maintains'that a theory must
_ N : _ S e
have-a focus of,convenience, or a specific area wheﬁ% the
theorists' attention will be directed. Personallfbnstruct N
psychoidéy'é.focus'is "the psychological\reconstrmction

of life" (Kelly, 1963, p. 23) and origiﬁéigy arose from

Kelly's{experieﬁcé'as a psychotherapispﬁ The majb%ity

of Kelly's (1955) second v§lume addresses 'fixed role
therapy' and its copcommiﬁfent»diqghostic constructs.- whilg
these aspect§ wil} be discusséd‘brieflyvin terms of re-

search related to_the formal” constructs of the theory,

they are in general-outside the domain of the present
discussion. The rgadér wishing a detailed discussion is

_referred to Kelly (1955; 1969). It is hoped that the.

[N

following discussion and review will demonstrate the‘exteﬁt
. : T R , T, ’
to which the original theory haé‘been genef@lized to

\

other areas. .. I o N

+r AN

kN E \

The Fundamental Postulate states .that "a person's

- ! .

proéésses are psychologically chanqelized by the ways in
which he adticipates ev,ents".1 The term "person” in this

framework speggfies-that this theory will refer to the

human organism as an event constantly in process. ' There-

“fore, ént;y»infthe system . is é'point i# process- rather

1. The following discussion and definition of the fundamen-
tal postulate and its corollaries is drawn from Kelly's
The Psychology of Personal Constructs (1955). :




".than an inér£‘state,;@hich to Kellyfinfe;s that it is‘nét |
necessary tQiinQOKE anyﬂspecialvnotions’such és d}namics{
drives or motivaﬁion ta explaiﬁ why the éfganism does not
remaih inert. The term "channelized" explains £hebdiféé—
‘tion of ﬁhe processes, not -the transfé;mq£ion.of state§
into procesées asvthe theoretica; fééus, suggesting a nétr
work of pathwa?s; flexibie but,struegured, which both
faciliﬁates and ;estfiéts'a'persén;s ranée of action. |
"Anticipales" indicafes the.predictive and,motivationai
'feapures which‘point towatd.the future, that isy"antici~
1pation is both the push and pulllof pérsonal;cqnstructéW
‘(Keliy, 1955,'p.449f.‘ "EQenté" stipulates that the con--
structions relate to thé.real &orld bf evénts. |
‘The final phraﬁe:#ways éf'anticipatingaéveﬂtS" hqs‘
a number of implicationgjfthe f%fﬁt of these being thétﬁ
the psychological'initiatife always ;emains a.prépeq;y-af"
thé_pErson. The'basié determinants'of the course '‘of human
action are not imbedded in past or fﬁﬁure‘eVents) but |
‘rather in the wayﬁthe indiyidual organism qnticipatesjeventé.
The confirmation or disconfirmatibn of one'S‘predictions
are accordea thegxolé of/thé psychologiCalbesigni}iéént
“processes in thé personfé‘déVeloéhent’and fﬁhctiqning at

~

both the intraindi?idhélﬂénd'the interenvironmental levels:

o

Kelly (1973) states, that:. -

“thus we envision the nature of 1life in’
" its outreagh for the future and not its
* perpetuation of its prior conditions or
'in its incessant reverberation of past .
events (p. 212). ’ S



o

Gt

It is with ‘this fundamental postulate the Kelly illustrates.

and defines his conception of‘“man the 'scientist',

The Construction Corollary states that "a person

anticipates events by construing their replications".

Thus, basic to man making Sense of his world and life in
it? is.the continual detection;of repeated themes, and
categorizing of these themes, and the segwénting of his
world in térm; of them. Kelly mgiﬁtains that‘evénts ﬁever

repeat themselves, but we can anticipate them through

our constructions which allow us to infer similarity with

some.eyenfs while discfiminatiﬁg these from others.

The essential term within this corollary is ‘'con-
struing“, which impligs the appliqatioh of a cqnst;uct to
;ﬁ eveﬁt ih the world. "A construct is a way is which
some things 'are construed alike andlyef qifférent from

others" (Kelly, 1955, p. 105). It is composed of a

'likeness' and a 'contrast' pole which differentiates it

from the term 'concept' as it 1is used in conventional logic.

i

COnstructs abstract repeated prop‘ﬁfﬁﬁs of events and 1mply
that the repllcated propertles may all reappear in another
evépt. Prediction is therefore implicit in construing.

Furtherhore, constructs provide the means of bindiné
or grouping events so that ihey become predictable, man-
ageablé, EFH’controllable. A'person controls his own
destiny "té the éxtént thst he can d%velop a constructive
sysgem wifh whichche identifies himself and which is

) ] - g
sufficiently comprehensive to subsume the world around

4 ' * L



him" (Kelly, 1955, p. 127). :This definition will be
elaborated iﬁ the following corollaries. |

There has been no ;pecific reseérch addressing the
Constructioﬁ qudllary directly. At ; more general level
'Kelly'sv(l955) original work and subsgquent research by
Bannisﬁer (1962a; 1962b), summaries of personal construct
research by Bonérius (1965),‘Banniste§ and Fransellag {
(1971) and Adams-Webber (1979) and Bannister and Mair's
(1968) book on methodqlogy all indicate that it is possible

to examine individual construction systems.

The Individuality Coroliary states that "persons differ

from each other in their constructigns 6f'events". Thus
two individual's perceptiéns of the Same>situation will
never be adentical due to theif diffe?ing'cdnstructions.
The present review of the literature has not disclosed

any research which directly relates to this corcollary.

The Organization Corollary states that "each person
characteristically evo%ves, for his’convénieﬁce in antici-
pating‘évents, a constrgction system embracing ordinal
relationships between construéts."..A system-of cdnstru;ts
minimizes the incompatibilities, and invol?es a hierarchy
of constructs, which can be differentiated into superor-
dinaje and subordinate positions.

Several studies have adopted a hieraichical épproach
to assessing the structure of an individual's personal |

“

“construct system. Smith and Leach (1972) have'deVeIOped

a method of 'hierarchical analysis' based on a repertory

l6.



grid format for dete;miﬂingiiﬁdividual's cognitive com-
plexity. _The reéearch which related most closely'to tgeaju
organizat;on*corollary is the work of Hinkie (1965) which
has been elaborated by Fransella (1972) and Crockétt and
Meisal il974). In his original validation study (sum- |
marized in Bannister and Mair, 1968) Hinklé'asked‘twenﬁy—
eight uhiverSity students ﬁo nominat; ten pe?sons whom
they k;éw.well includiné themselves.' Kelly's (1955)
method of triads w;svemployed to elicit ten bi-polar
constructs from eéch indiviqgal. Then every subjtct .was
asked to‘indicate,whichipgle’of each of the constructs was

1

clearly descriptiGe of the kind of person he would like

to be.b'The subject was then asked to explain his preference,‘

i

whi¢h elicited a superordinate‘construct. Using this
ladderiﬁg techﬁique (see Bannister and Mair,‘l968) Hinkle
was'ableAtQ determine the relativeﬂpésition of constructs
within an individhal{s hiéraréhy,'thus lendihg support

to Kelly's (1955) conge?tion éf the ordinal relatioﬁship
betweenicanstructs. |

Fransella's' (1968; 1969; 1972) work with stutterers
also lends sﬁpport to the concebt of hierarchigal integra-
tion of constructs. Ffansella modified Hinkle's (l965)
Impiications Grid into 5 technique. usually referred to as
tﬁe Bi—Polar(Impgrid which allow50for the implicatibns'of
-both poles of ea;h construct to be eliciﬁéd. The focus of

this research was to determine whether any specific con-

struct subsystems were deveidped by stutterers to determine

17.



their vefbal‘behaviorvr Franseiia‘s (1972) basic hypothésis
was that stuttering would not\diminish until the pérson
construed himself to som@ extent at least as a fluent
speaker. Resﬁlts‘indigated that a superorainate constrﬁct
"fluent-not fluent" was evident in the stuﬁterer samplé'
and that there wére a greater number of implications‘
arising out df this type of superérdinate constfuét for the
stuttering (as oppoéed ;opthe,nonstuttering grouf). The
Bi—Polér Impgrid revealed elaborate subsystemstrelating
speech to social behavior, gélf cohcgét and in génefa} to.
~thelstut£erer's functioning ingthe,wOrld: fherépy was
condﬁcfed witﬁ thé'focus be;ng to modify the subjects'
construction system' so that they would move towards defin-
ing themselves at the "fluent" pole of the superordinate

~

construct. 'ResultsAindicated that fluent behavior increased
in proportion to the number of implications con;eétéd to the
nflueht" polé as illustrated in the Bi-Polar Impéfid. »
. ) : '
While this research is more directlyirelevanﬁ to‘thé Choice
Corollary, it does\indiqate thét~the rglatiénship amdng
constructs. in the hierérchy can be illustréted; measured,
énd modified, with.impoftant cofisequences forvbehavior.
ﬁonikman (l976,lcited in Adams-Webber, 1979) has
applied personal construct theory and repertory.gfid_metho—
dology to the problem of how aréhifecté ean undefstand and
resédnd‘to the ﬁeeds of their clients. He carried out a

study designedrto identify the superordinate constructs

used by people to evaluate specific areas,6f~their homes

18.
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such as the living room, as well as the subordinate’con—
structs used totélaborate thg implitatiqns of their'é&pér—
ordinate constructions in terms of the physical features
\of the area. While this research hasxbéen criticized in
terms‘of its‘applicability %o designfin architecture
(Stringer, 1976),‘itbdoes present sémé'confirmation.of the
enotipﬁ of a hierarchy of construéts“whiqh can be measured
for different individuals. |

Shotter (1970) suggests that "the system so,broduced
is bei} describéd as a system of compértméntsJ where the
boﬁpartménts‘are distinguished fromvone another in terms
of binary distinctiéns[ i.e. cénstructs, and wheré eachﬁ
d;mpartment may be identified by the relation that it bears

-to'othefs in the systehf (p. 243).  Each 6f these 'compért—
v ments' can be viewed.as a logical p?ssibility foi\ant{ci- N
pating a given event within the explicit frame&ork of a
person's cénstruct system. The‘individual arrangesAtheée
cdmpartmepfs s0 he c;n move-froﬁ one to énather in ‘some
orderly faéhion. For ex;mple Shotter (1970) notes that
a‘system which consists éf only eight constructs,veach
involving a‘singléVbinary_distincﬁion( can encdmpass the
eﬁtifg‘soﬁhd system of a language with aboutkforty distinct
phonemes with appfoximately fifty percent reduhdancy}

In summary, although the volume of réseaﬁch is not
great,.what has been done seems to indicate support for’

the Organization Corollary; In particular the work of

Hinkle (1965) and Ftransella (1972) lends at least paitial

- o
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support to KellY's suggestion that each person sets“up a
characteristically personal hierarchical system of con-
structs where some constructs are more important than

others.’

The Dichotomy Corolldry states "a.person's construc-
1 oL L
tion system is composed of a finite number of dichotomous

constructs".  This might be interpreted as saying that a

congéfuct system is made up‘df n&thiéﬁ-ﬁuﬁ consﬁEuctsM/;;;
o . P ) \» '
its organization 'is based on constructs about constructs,
which ma; be set up on concretistic pyramids or.abstractiy
cross—referenéea in a ﬁierarchiéal set of telationéhipsm
No man's thinking is, Ho;ever,‘c@mplétely fluid;a;d"none‘
éxperiencés~infinite possibilities of'hénoeuGre; ‘Aitﬁougﬁ
the constructs themselves are dichotomous, aﬁd ser;é as
axes of referéncé enabling the person to grqup some
“elements and discriminate these from.otherS, an absolute
"black - white" séfies of‘classificatioﬁs is not implied.
No_oﬂe Construct is igolatgd‘from all others in the hier-
'archy, which'permifs the.individualvto inﬁlude_ﬁsﬁades‘6f>
‘grey' (i.e. relative~ra£hervthan‘absolufe discriminations)
in their'constrﬁiﬁg of the ybrld around them.
uIn discuissing the implications of his 'aichotomy
corollary' Kelly (1955; 1969) argueslthat the ;ontrast pole

o
1

of a personal construct is as necessary as  the similarity
' A Y

pole in definingvité meaning. He submits that the under-

g

lying relation between the alternative poles of each

construct is essentially'one of binary‘opposition; That



,.

is, every construct involve's a single bi-polar distinc-

»

x

tion, and it is‘meaningful insofar as if-servéé as the -
basis of percéived similarity and contrast among the ele-
ments tp‘whiéh it is‘applied.' Within the mi%imél context
of any‘cqnstruct; one éf its poles‘fepfesentska likeness

between at leastvtwq;elehents, and its opposite pole

represents their contrést to at least one other element.

Kelly assumes that the dichotomous nature of personal

constructs is an essential feature of our thinking, and

- that no construct can be fully understood without including

Soth poleg. "The Dichotomy Coroilary assumeé‘a structure
of p;ychplogical procesées which lends -itself to bipary*
mathematical analysis" (Kelly, 1955, 'p. 63).

WhilevKélly (19%55 assumed that the distribu£ioh 6fw
elements‘Qith respect to alternative poles was 50/50 there
is conéiderable évidence now,thgt'tﬁis is not the case.
One serieg of e#periments (hd&ms—Webber and Benjafaeld,
1973, l974;;anthenjafield'§nd Adams-Webber, 1975, 1976)
suggests that subjects tend td'allot fiéﬁres fokpositive
poleé_si#ty;£w6_percent of thé time and iqltheir,negative

bpposites\thirterighﬁ percent of the time. Benjafiéid

and Adahs-Webberfs (1976) 'golden seCtion“hypoth¢Sis arises

from these findings and states that there is an ideal bro—
portion (i.e. 62/38) of posit}ve (SimilaritY) to 6pposite

“ PR

(contrast) choice of'poles. Adams-Webber (1979) presents

‘an extensive review of research (much of it unpublished)

relating to this hypothesis{ Finally, there. exists a sub-

4
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stantial amount of research concerning thé mathematical
érOperties of the Diéhotomy Co;oliaty (éf. Bannister'ahd‘
'Mair,»l9é8) which lends Sﬁpport‘té the dichotom§u§ nature-
of:constructé.

‘There-is;also soﬁé evidence supporting Kelly's_hotion
that.a»f}nite number of constructs are available.. Hunt
(1951) found that tﬁe number dfkcdnstructs which could
be elicited from eacﬁ-ﬁubject waé quite 'limited. Not many
new constructs appeared éfte: somevtwénty or thirty trjads

. T e, -
had beeri presented. Very few novel constructs emerged

-

following the fortieth triad.‘.Bieri and Blacker (1956)

algobfouﬁa that,individual subjects tend to be ﬁighiy con-

.sisteht over a period of two weeks with respect to the

number of different constructs whlch can be elicited from

4»each of them by the. presentatlon of twenty triads made up.

from the same list of f;gures. Crockett (1965) has used

“the ﬁumber of constructs etigited'from an'individual as

one indgx'éf the degree of 'differgntiatidnf of his system.
Bannister aﬁd Méir (1968) conclude on tﬁgvbasis of

the.evidente summarized ébove'that grids pulllout a'limited

frepertoite of constructs»thét thé‘subjéct‘ha; available

to him rather than what they term "the evetlasting pages

of an infinite personal difectory" (p. 158). .Thus the

o

research, although still fairly scarce, lends support to

‘this coroIIary. ' : ‘ v

The Choice Corollary states "a person chooses for

hlmself that alternatlve through whlch he anticipates the T

=



greater possibility for the elaboration of his system".
"Elaboration may take the form of definition (confirming

in greéter detail aspects of experience already actively

’ ‘ ' ‘.
construed) or extension (increasing the rang'e of the con-
struct system by eXploration‘of partiaily understood areas).
Kelly (1966) states:

in @ur assumptive structure we do not

specify nor do we imply, that & person
seeks 'pleasure', that he has special

'needs', that there are 'rewards', or

even that there are 'satisfactions'...

To our way of thinking, there is a con-

struing movement toward the anticipation

‘of events, rather than a series of barters .
for temporal satisfactions and this move-

ment is the essence of human life itself.

(p. 68). o '
Iﬁ is evident that Kelly conéiders this corollafy»to be
crucial to ﬁhe develoément of‘the construct system. There
is, however; a paucity of researchbthat ;elateé directly
fovit. Franéella's (1?68; 1972) rgségrgh on stutﬁering
illustrates the poféncy of the individ%él'skchoiée.(which
is not necessarily a conscious aeqisioﬁ7.' The person who
étutters, according to Frénsella,'defines hiﬁse%f in terms
~of the contrasﬁ-pole of the,fluent—not fluent $uperordinate.
lcéﬂétrucé."Hﬁg fchoice‘, of’elaboratibq ana definition Qf
his system, relates béck to the “'not flﬁent',pole, which,
in effect, serves to entrench>his'stuttéring behavior.
The stutteref has developed a specific subsystem of con-
. structs, the focus o£ convenience df which is his séeech.
The subsystem has implications forlhis social behavior

and‘allows'him to make predictiong»concerning its effect

23.



24,

on other individuals. MOdification'of‘the subsysten,
alfhough in 'many caseé‘desirable, must be at.the'suferf
‘lordinate construct level‘suéh that a 'non—stuttérer' éub—
system can be el?boratéd, and fluency increased.

While the ébove studies do indicate some degree of
support for the Choice Corollafy, research has not‘yet
supported Kélly‘s il96é) assumption_that the elaborative = -
choice reprgsehts‘é movement-wHiCh "is the essehce of life
itself". As is the casé'witﬁ some of thebother corol-

-

laries (notably the construction, individuality, and range
.

corollaries) support takes a theoretical form in which
the existente of the concepté iskérgued at a conceptual

level (e.g. Bannister, 1970, 1977; and Bannister and Fran-

N
A

sella, 1971), but little evidence of empirical support
is providegd.

Thé Range Corollary states "a construct is convenient

for the anticipation of a finite range of events only".
That is, each construct is assumed to have-a limited range
or conveénience which comprises all those things to which
the individual would find its application useful.
A . L . i - - . . v
In addition, each construct is assumed to have a par-
‘ | - o . _ o
ticular 'focus of convenience' which is defined as that

sector of fts.rénge of convenience wherein it is‘maximally
useful. | M

The concept 'rénge-of con§enience' has been applied’
to a number of studies utiliZihg clinical samples.

Makhlouf-Norris et al (1970) report that 'monolithic'



N

\

. \ . .
conceptual structures are found primarily in the personal

construct of obsessive—coﬁpuisive neurotics.v in the facé
" of increéSinQ ambiéyity,vthe subjecté‘were observed to
consfrict,the-¥ange ofiépplication of eéch Of;theiff
cbnstruC£s more and mofe; until the‘ran§e<0f convgnience_
became so narrow that there was'little overlap‘bétwéen
différent‘constructiqné of events, Radley,(l974fblends_
support to Kelly's (l961)’pbservation ghat }schizoid
vpérséns‘hévé a complex repe?tofy, but ;heir consﬁrbéts

lack sufficient.ranges of éonvenience to enable the person
to. relate one‘of thémvtovanothér’. Thét ig, he:withdraws.
more éﬁd more inua narrbw, cohstricted, but still‘pre4
‘dictable world. However, all eVents-outSidé the impover-
ishgd ranée of éonvenienceugf his highly truncated syétém
will remain 'ﬁééningleSS' to him in £he sense that he cannot
abstract palpabie features of regularity from them.(Radley,
1974). Bannister's (1960, 1962 (b), 1963, 1965)‘ear1y re-
search on scﬁizophfenic'thoﬁgﬁt disorder reports similar
fiﬁdings to thqse.rgvieﬁéd,abbve.\ Thus there is sbme
~evidence (at least in clinicél populations) that the Raﬁge‘
Cofollafy ieads to testable hypoﬁhéses.

Thé Experience Corollary states "a 'person's construc-

»tion-syétemAvérieé as he successfully construes the replica-
‘tion of events." This cﬁrqllary»embodies Kelly's.conception'
of developmentvwhichhhe construes "as.a‘cyciévembracihg

five phases: anticipétioh, investment,‘encounter, confir-

mation or disconfirmation and constructive revision" (Kelly,
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i973, pP. 215) . Trénsiﬁion‘in.the construct systeﬁ_may
come aboutﬂby the constfﬁct béing émployed ét é differént

~poin£ in the const?l;atidn, its assumiﬁg the role of a
différen£ kind of distinction, and/or its relaﬁions to
‘ofher cénstfucts-being\aitered; " Thus ¢onsﬁructs QO/ﬁot
‘assume-thg role‘of static referrents, but are‘themSelves
%lways in p:oéess;
This corollary in conjunctibnvwith the Organization, .
.Choice and Fragmentation corollaries méf bé cdnSidered
(at léa;t implicitlY) ’a; a model for tﬁe development of
lthe construct sysﬁemf k?eliy (1955) ‘contends that "if we -

: A . N »
are to see a person's psychological processes operating

’“;stem'wﬁiﬁh'he constructs, we need also to ac-
;he evolution of the sysfém_itself in a similarly
fner"‘(p. 77). Adams-Webber (1970a) suggests that

fl curve ofydévelopment of an individual's peérsonal

o, : : o ~ 4‘.
:’t system involves the progressive differentiation

gstructure.into dependently organiéed‘éﬁb;ystém§. 
increasing inﬁégration of the operations of these‘k‘\\ 
¢tems within”the‘system as a whole. This hypothesis
ns exPlicif pa:alleiévwith the devéiopmental models
. of béé% Wa:né% and Piaget}. For instaneg, Werﬁer‘s (i957)
‘orthqgeni:'vpringiple ;tates that-aliicqgnitive develop-
ment proceeds from ;tates of relatiﬁelygglobal,{undifferen—
tiated structurésvtdwards states of inéreasing differentiaj
£ion and nierarchicai integration.df concepté. ‘Crockett
] A L : y : .

(1965) elaborates some of the implications of Werner's




Principles witginvthé specific framework of personal con-
'strucﬁ theory. Piaget"(l9é0).argues that psychélogical
structures e&olve-thrbugh a procés; of differéntiati&n‘and
"reiptegration of opefational 'schemata'lat inéfeaéingly
higher levels of abstract;on: Some déveiopmental studies

have been done using children as §ubjec£s but these re- —

late directly td‘fhe dévelopment~of ngiality:aﬁd will be

discussed in relation;go,thaﬁ4éoroilary. In addition,

e

gh;of/thé’;ésearch discussed in the Organization

mu
Corollary (e. g. Fransella, 1968, 1969, 1972; and Hinkle,

.1965; and Honikman, 1976) lends support to the notion that’

~the ¢onstruct system varies as construction occurs.

The Moduiation CorbllarylstAteé "the variation in a
persoﬁ's,éonétruction syétém is limit;d by the'perméability
of the Conétructs w;thih‘whosé range of cénvepience the
variants lie". This corbilary:is.an attéﬁptrby”xelly to
ldefine a parameter_for éﬁange{ The construct 'permeéb%e—

impermeable' refers to the degree to ¢hich a construct
can assimilate new'elements within its rangé of convenience,

o

and generate new implications. . Thus the core constructs

A

which govern a person's maintenance .processes are .relatively

impermeqble whén cémpared tq ghose conStructs of a more
‘peripheral nature. Adcording{tp Keli§, a construct iév
permeabie if it aiiowspgew expefieﬁce'and hew eventskto be’
.disC:iminatéiy add;a.to‘tbbsé‘if Slreédy embraces.‘f&hus 

‘ thé Modulétién.Cordlléry.imélies'that theAmorg permeable

the supeiordinate constructs within a person's sYstem, the

»
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greater the amount of systematlc change that can take place

5

within -the substructures/whlch those constructs subsume
,-Kelly;s model of’development again closély‘paraileis
that of Piaget (1960)‘who suggests that COngthe develop;
‘ment proceeds contlnually towards an' 'ideal stage' of~func—.
.':tlonal differentiation between schemata and'their logicai
integration at sufficiently high levels,of»abstraction
such that‘the.introduction of’novelty does not‘create any *
'disequilrbrrum.'-A newly aSsimilated experience'wili no
longer alter mental structures which refer to rt, nordthe'
relation~of mental structures to each other, becauSe,at |
‘the hlghest level of abstraction thought is 'reVersihle'
and a compensatory thought is available with which equiliys
“~br1um can be restored That»ls, Piaget'(l?6p) suggests”
that‘his principle of/reversibildty implies an equilibrium
such that the structure of'operationai whokes‘is conserved
while they assimiiate‘new elements;
In a study of -the tendency of subjects to repeat the

same constructs on dlfferent occa51ons F]eld and Landfleld

v(1961) admlnlstered the Role Construct Repertory Test tw1ce,

.‘to_each of three'groups composed of twenty undergraduates,
‘When the same_rigures were used'to eiicit constructs on’
bothvoccasdons_(Group I)., sub]ects exhlblted a high degree
: of agreement between the two sets of constructs they em-f
hvplOyed (r#0.78).k‘When subjects wereggivenbthe,same'list
df.role‘titles, but~asked to nominate different figures

(Group II) there‘was againha,high degree of agreement

28.
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"become impermeable to novel information.

between.the two sets of constructs elicited from them

-

(r=0.79). Finally, when subjects were given a blank form
‘ :

of the test on the second ocpasion and instructed to re-

[¥]

adﬁiﬁister it to themselves (Group III), the results were
about the samé as: the other two conditions (r=0.80).v
Bonarius (1965)‘c2?cludes that,this'evidenc; suggeéts that
the constructs thch’dre elicited by thié procedure aré
relatively permeable, that is "open to the addition of new
figures'beyondvthose upon whichhﬁhey have explicitly been
fbrmed".(p. 55, sincg subjécts‘égé abie to apply the same

constructS to different figures when retested.

Makhlouf-Norris et al's (1970) research on obsessional

compulsive neurotics suggests that the impermeability of

superordinate constructs may underly the development of
N v «a ) 4
nonarticulated (either 'monolithic' or 'segmented') con-

A » . .
ceptual structures. Bannister's (1963, 1965a) research
on thought disorder in schizophrenics suggests that as the
individual continues to loosen his definitions,of his

)

constructs in terms of their relationship with dther'con-
structs in the face of environmental variation. That is,
hi¢ superordinate constructs progressively 'loosen' and
In summary, there is some evidence using 'normal'

subjects (e.g. Fjeld and Landfield, 196%) and clinical

éubjects (ﬁannister, 1963, 1965a; Makh}ouf—Norris et al,

’1970) that the permeability of thg}individual‘s super-

8 Q
ordinate constructs is an important prerequisite for adap-

Q
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tation to the environment. Further, there is some evidence
that as these constructs become more impermeable pathology

‘begins to emerge. :

The Fragmentation Corollary states: "a person may

successively employ a variety of construction subsystems
which are. inferentially mutuélly incompatiblé withveachk
a
other". Kelly §l955) assumed that the‘dggree’of systéma_
tization in a set‘of interrelated construcfs can be en-
hanced by limiting the domain of events in which it is
custépgrily employeq, with the superqrdinate constructs
being used to resolve apparent inconsistencies at lower

levels of abstraction. Thus, the more differentiated the

structure of an individual's personal construct system,

= s

the more 'parallel pﬁocessing' (Néisser, 1967; Ashley,
1968) of information input, in addition to its sequential-

Processing, the less the- demands created for ‘the system

' '

s

as-a whole. _L A :
It‘Qas Bie;i (1955) who first int;bduced the notion Co

of assessing the level of development of an individual's

'system df cog;itive dimensions for construing bepaviot'

in terms of its relative deuree oftdifferentiation, which

he called 'cognitive complexity'. 1In general,‘subjeqts

who tend to sort figures in a heér iaentical way on several

conséructs are designated 'cognitively simple' - (undif-

fefentiated) in opposition to subjects who tend to‘sort

figures differently on every construct (cognitively complex).

Bieri (1955) reports.a test-retest correlation of this

el %
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measure of 0.78 when th;,test was administered at the
.beginning and end of the session. PBavelas et al (l9i6)
found a tesé-rete;tvcorrelation of 0.67 over intérval;
which averaged several weeks. Bieri's (1955) original
wbrk'has'begn applied to the‘éréa:of 'person perception’
(Adams-Webber; 1965, 1970a; Honess, 1976) and will be
discussed in relation to the Sociality-Corolla;y.
Bannister‘ahd co—wofke;g (Bannister, 1960, 1962b;
Béﬁnister, Fransella and‘Agnew, 1971 ; Ba;ﬁister, Adams;
Webber, Penn and Radley, 1975) have deTonstrated that -
schgzophrenic‘patients who are judged to be clinically
thought disordered exhibit a high degree of statistical

independence on their Grid Test of Schizophrenic Thought

Disorder. Bieri's (1955, 1966) and Aaams-Webbér's (1969)
igdicescqf differentiation between constructs in the.re—
pertory gridgére in many ways analogous to Bannister's
measure of clinical thougbt disérder.’ The abéye auﬁhors
suggest that the thoﬁght\disordered schizophrenic undergoes
a process of 'serial inyalidation'.of his.construct'SYStem
such that it literally 'fragments' into a loose system
whoée degree of igterrelationship is low.

Thus, there}may be seen a gro&ing body of research

(of which the above review is representative rather than

exhaustive) that supports the Fragmentation Corollary.

The Commonality Corollary states "to the extent that
one person employs a construction of experience which is

similar to that employed by another, his processes are



'psychologically similar to those of the'other person”.

‘The converse of the Individuality Corollary, this state-
ment implies that persons are similar because they éénétrue
events>in'simil§r ways. It does not however impiy like
experience of an event,‘stemming‘fromAthe eyent‘itself;

or eqﬁivalence of perception inferred fér similar behavioral
manifestations. The construCts‘femain tﬁe reference ppint ’
for any simila;ity experienced. Due to the.close connec-

tion between the above and the Sociality Corollary,

research relating to both will be discussed together.

.The Sociality Corollary states "to the extent that
one pérsbn construes the construction processes of another,

he may play a role in a social process involving the other

person". Within the explicit framework of Kelly's model
of interpersonal relations, 'sociality' is fundémentally
a question of the extent to which one individual céh
.accurately infer theﬁpeernal axes of reference of ahothef
person as a basis of effective communication ahd under-
standing. «

Mair (1970a,-b) has developed within the context of

\ o

personal ?onspruct theory~an*elab§rate 'conv'e::sation_al‘L
technique by means of which two (or more) persons can ex-
plore fogethéf and share to‘somefe#tent their own béycho-
logical perspectives. Mair appr9aches the problem from
the point of view of the Spciality‘Corollary and Kelly's

(1955, 1970) definition o¢f a role relationshié as a course

ofvéctivity carried out 1In the light of one's undéré%anding

N



33.
of another person's.outiook. ‘Thémas.(l977) has developed
an 'ekchange grid"technique for structuring the process
of communication of the personal construcfi;ns of one
individual to anothér andwthen‘assessing the effectiveﬁess
of this exchange of info;mation. |

The ability‘to'share the perspectives of others, while
enhancing énd fabilif&ﬁing day ﬁo day inferactions with
reople in general, mayfbe crucial to tﬁ; well—béing of a
pe?manent;role relationship. R?le (1975; 1976) and Ryle
ahd B;eeg (1972): have dgveloped é"double_dyad grid’ which
can be completed jointly by two person;. "This procedure
“1s based on Ryle's 'single dyad ggid' technique, which is
~similar in structure to the stanﬁard repérto;y grid except
that the elements are not individual people, but rather
relationships bét&éen two persons (e.qg. 'youfself iﬁ rela-
tion to your father'). Ryle (1956) suggests that "the
dyad form of grid is of particular value where rel¥tion-
ships are thebmain focus of interest, as for example, in
the investigation of couples or in the invéstigatibn of
role.relaﬁionships" (p. 71 ). wWith a couple, fqur,versibns
of the grid are completed, with each parther'aoing one for
himself and one tryiné to anticipate the responses of. the.
partner. Cdﬁpariéons éanxbe mgdé between.-their two 'self
grids' as yieldi£g a measure of similé:ity betweéb their
pPersonal construct system and revealing specific areas of
differgnce. The 'self grid' of each partner can also be.

compared with his partner's predictions, as in Thomas'

o
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(1977) 'eXchange grid' technique, providing an index af
"accuraée empathy" (Ryle, 1976, p. 72) and locating mis- .
cOnstructibns}(Ryle, 1975). Results of thisbresearch are
presentéd extensively in Ryle (l§75)'and séem to indicate

the validity of using this technique for working with

couples as well>asbsup§ort for the Sociality Corollary.

A series of st@dies by Duck (1973, 1975, i977; Duék;
and Spencer,.l972) has shown convincinély'that'commonality
between‘persons with respect to the content of théir per-
sonal construct system providesAa'baéis for predicting‘who
will eveqﬁua11y become friéﬁds_out of a previOusiy ﬁnac—i |
" .quainted population. . Duck- (1973) proposes Ehati"commonality

- of constructiQe prbcesses>is conducive to an,incréése in the
prob§bilities‘for cgnstruiné anothef{s_proceSSes and thi%
enhances the likelihood of social coﬁmﬁnication" (p. 25).
This implies that the greater the similarity which wé ob-
serve betweeh a particulaf individual's éersbnal construct
system and that of another person ('commonality'), the
greater will be his potential understanding of the -other's

construction of events ('sociality') and hence, the more"

e

r

likely'that hg will be able‘to‘communicateleffectively
with that person (i.e. estabiish a role relationship). Hé'
found an:evolution ffom'physicél,to role, to ipteraction,‘
to psychoiﬁgical cbnstructs was evident as relationships
developed, .,

There are also a number of studies rélating to thera-
pist-client'interactions‘and the training of helping

=
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professioﬁals that g:ll within the-réngé of convehience

of the Sociélity and Commohality Coréllaries. Since ﬁhese
relate directly to this.étudY's,attempt_£o‘u£ilizé per-
'sqnqlfc?métruct théq;y as part of the training of»séhool‘

psycholqéists, E%ey will be discussed in a separate section,

presented later in this review. .

' Sumhary'and Evaluationnbf the Theory and Methodology of

Personal Construct Psychology
_The'lével;of abstraction.at which Personal Construct .
Psychology (PCP)‘reSidés leads iﬁmediately to the questibn‘
' of whether it is possible tovgperationalize the férmal |
constructs iﬁto‘a’form amenable to empirical validation.

Kelly, in keeping with his central tenet that it 'is con-

structs which allow man to make sense out of) and behave

Within the environment,-de§ignea The Role éohstruct Reper -
tory Tesp‘(Kelly, 1955) fo e;icit these construcﬁs from
individuals,b | » |

In its ogiginal‘fopmét the subjecﬁris presen;edeith
a toie‘title list (e.g. mother, father, bésé,;gtc.),lcom-.
prisedvdf twenty to thiit& élements whom he identifies by

!

name. The elements are then presénted td him in g?dups-of
three with the.g being inétfupted tq identify sphe charac-

“ teristic which is common to two of the élemenfs (éimilarity‘
or construct pdle) gnd_discriminate‘it from the third

element (cdntrast pole). Every poésible combination of

triads is presented yielding a series of constellations of

35.
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elementé'(in thig;case roles) which felate tobbohstruéts;
Kelly has éuggeéted a number of alternatives for eliciting
constructs. These ihciﬁdé the Minimal Context Card Form
(prééeh@ed.above),.a Sequential Form in which onlf‘pne
B m%Tbef of thé triad is replaced after eachléomparisbn
(which he perceiVes as being'thé mbst exhaustive méthod),
and the Self-Idéntificatién Formbin wgicﬁ the 'gelf'_card
is included in eaéh‘compariSOn. A further Nariatién that
Kell§~(l955) suggests is that the rgle titie list Ean'be
modified to meet the demands of the researcher's current
.tqpic of investigation (é.g. the present study i; concerﬁed
with that particular'éubSQStem relating té asbeth’of’the
role of 'SCthl psychologist' and employs role'descriptions‘
‘relating directly to ﬁhat'Subsysteﬁ).‘ AlthéughiKelly
(1955) has Suggested several methods for tabulating and
'analyzing this data, the griﬁ form teéhnique-has become‘é
thg dominant one.‘ A nonparametric factor’analytié‘tech—
nique was develop;d (KeIly; 1955; 1963)'to perﬁit quanti-
‘tative analysis.' '

_Eérly re;earch into PCP and the "Réb Testf‘shéwed‘
promising fesults. Hunt (1951) perfo;mea thé first cén—
sisﬁency study and found an average cbnsisteﬁcy of 69%
(expressihg construct similarity between two sessions}.
Fjeld and Lapdfield (1961) also studied constfuct consis-
tenéy and found a ?earsbn r §f 0.79. 'Bonarius (1965)'

reviewed'Kelly's (1955) nonparametric factor analytic

technique and subseqguent modification, finding that the

\ o , | » _ : »”



Rep Test when used in a standard manner was "a safe in-

ﬁtrumentbprévrding consistenﬁ inﬁormétion"’(p. 17) with
tﬁe proyiso that each modificatioh‘be rigorously studied
in terms of its reliability and validity.

The plethora of modifications of the Rep Test (e.g.v
Hinkle,»19Q5; Fransella, 1972; Rylé, 1975;'Thomas; 1977)
do not ;lways‘fOLIOQ EQﬁarius' (i965f\admonition. All of
the above authors employ some form Qf quaﬁtitati&e,anaiysis,
utilizing a grid format. Howe&é;; there’still seems to
exist a ratherhlarge separation between the original theory
base and the me£hodé pregeﬁtly'employed tq'study.if.
Bonarius' (1965) obSeryation that reseéfdhefs seéméd‘more
interested in the repertory giid technique (in both the
areag Qf‘researéh and clinical utility) than in testihg
Speéifié‘hypothésés ariging frbﬁ the formai constructs
still seems justified although the previo&s sectioné re-
v*Igting to specific cqrollafﬁgs show.that.this~trend is -
beginniﬁg to reverse itselﬁt An illustrationrof ﬁhe i;ck
of spééificity between individugl corollaries and research
ariéihg from ﬁhem is the fact that mény of the’studies.

reviewed encompass a number of corollaries and seem to be

related to specific ones more in an implicit expost factd
nanner than as an initial explicit sfatément abéut’the foci
of -the studieé. Therefore although a>substantial body'of
rg#earch is now being generated in'persoﬁal constfuét theory,

much of it still indicates 'promise' rather than confirma--

tion of the theory base.

37.

“



A

Some research has beenldone on tﬁe reliability‘and
validity of data coilécted in the PCP area, but the nature
of the instruments make_classiéal evaluation difficult.
Bannister ana Fransella (1971) réport Kelly as referring
to reliabiiity as a meaéﬁré~of the extent| to which‘é test
is in;qnsiti&e to ch;nge. ‘Tﬁis comment is not intended to
be faéetious, but rather reflects'the,idea'thgt continuous
reconstrucﬁion is occurring. kIn fact, rigidity on the
constructvsystém may reflect pathology.. Bannister (1962b),
vBénﬁister and Frénsélia (1966) and Makhlouf—NorriS'(1970$,
found thét in schizophrenics and obsessive compulsive
neurétics the high degree of consistency.exhibitéd was an
inaicatioﬁ'thaﬁ the constfﬁgt Systeﬁs possessed atypically
narrow ranges of éoﬁvgnignqes and fewe¥'imp1ications among
sﬁbéysteﬁé which reéulted in inabiliﬁy to reSpbnd to.novel
demahdé the environment placed onvtﬁem. Adams—wébber (i979)>
Citesiavnumber of Studies réporting théireiiability of_
varioué grid mOdif;éations but in,éenéralVBanniSter and
Mair's (1968) conclusion that "tﬁefe is no such thiﬁg ‘as
Eﬁg.f'eliability of the grid" (p. 156) still seems to be
valid.. ', '» | ,‘ ' : 'v -

The«predic}ivé value of the‘grid method is beginning )
to be demonstr&ﬁed,ih research. Knlees%and-Pufves 11965; |

. found that;attitude to the ekperimenter and need for'

~approval, as meésured by grids, was related to the ease

with which subjects responded to verbal conditioning.

Landfield and Nawas (1964) demonstrated that improvement

I3
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was found to-be related to the degree in‘wﬁich the thera-
_ pisﬁ undérstands a patien;“s construct system. Single
case stud;es ha?e suggestgd that\cohstructvrelationéhips
aré meaningful iinkéd to what is knéun about certain indi-
viduals and that certain predictable patterns'occur ¥
(Fransella and'Adamé,~l966;~Banni5ter.ana Mair, 1968{.:
Work on the felatiqnshig.of impiications tb supeforainate
constructs (Hinklg, 1365; E;aﬂsella, 1953) suggests that
the'dég;ee of‘differegtiation of the Constfuct system.af.
least in pdrt'predicts the ability of the individual to
adapf to novel demands in the environment. ) ’;
The %%SEity of evidencé ih termstof‘the reliability.
‘and vélidéf? of the'repertory grid technigque mé§ stem frbm
a number of reasons;.‘AltHough widely used ih_clihiﬁal'
settings (cf. gannister and Mair, 1968), practitioners have
- been jusﬁifigbiy é;itiqized for their failure to]systeﬁaﬁi—
call? report clinical data. Further, the éegree of |
‘acceptancé;of.siﬁgle ¢case study designs as a reputable

experimental method has only recently come about (Hershen

and Barlow, 1976). Another complication (mentioned above)

-

of the repertory'é§id.ﬁethod is its degreejof flexibility,
which is at once_its greatest asset and liability.
A final criticism of the literature neviewed'is that

the majority of the research done to date in personal con-

struct theory has centered on the grid technique, especially

in terms of its mathematical properties, while relatively

little research is evident using it as a descriptive,
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informg herating device. Kelly (1955) suggests that

;st results can be subjected both
frmal analysis, and, in the case Of
fllled clinician, to a clinical analy-
_ The construct themselves can be
Walyzed as to context or tone and as to
hore abstract features, such as permeability
fand communicability.  The figures can also
*be taken into account - that is the kinds
f of people they are construed to be. From
F such an analysis.one can get some insights
into the facets of the. subject S role -~
what he sees himself called upon to do

in certain types of situations: at home,

the extent and flexibility of .the sub-
ject's constructs can be made; also of

. the difficulties the subject has in
'fconstru1ng some’ figures in his construct
: system (pp. 232-233).

Thus, while the majority of studies explore relationships

of gridsef ka formal (mathematiCal) way, few direct atten--

‘tion intj "he facets of the subject's role'
In summary the philosophical position and formal con-

structs of Kelly's (1955) Personal Construct Psychology

have been rev1eWed and relevant representatlve research
, \ .

was cited. It was noted that While there is a growing body.

of research sﬁpporting,the theory base as a whole,vthis

research seems to be'generallyvapplied on an expost facto

basis to.the sbecific corollaries; Eerther the‘majority
'ot the reseercﬂ tekes the form of formel_(methematical)
analysis of the‘vatious’grids tather than examining the
.vgrids ih»aadesoriptive fashion which Keily (1955).suggests
will generate content information aboet the‘variousrfacets
of the individﬁal‘s roles,

The final two sections of this review will focus first

at work, and so on.  Some judgement of ' B

o
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on recent development in Personal construct research re-

léting to training of professional roles and second on

 studies addressing the role of the school psychologist.

Professional Roles: Does Training Make a Difference?

During the past few years there has been some research

concerned with the effects of professional training on the

structure and content of the persohal construction system

o% the individual trainee. Ryle and Breén_(l974a),investi—
gated hdw/British social4wofk'students‘construea-their

roles and how their const;ucts changéd invthe cburse.of'a

two year traininélérogfaﬁf ‘Théy“desigped'a"dyad érid' ;n
which elemenfé consisfed'of relationships befweén the
trainees:andvfheir.éliehts, tuﬁors;"supervisors, and‘pa?ents.v
These elemenfs Qére‘ratéd on»seveﬁ point scé1eS bésed on
sixteenvunifpolar éonst#ﬁcts Selettedzto'fePfesent a‘rénge

of judéemehts relevant tb the particulér‘rqigs being con-

strued, for examplexfbehaves proféSsionallyvtowafds‘.

_Each of the twelve social work stuaéhts completed this .

ok

grid test withih'three,months”ofvstartihg training and.

repeated it on two subsequent occasions before completing

‘training.

It was found that thép%éfcentage of tdtal‘Vafiaﬁion
gccbunted for by thé first ﬁhé components was significantly
sﬁaller on.thé third ocqasion of testing thén on the first.
Further, the distance between the"selthOfcliénﬁ' and

‘ideal se€lf-to-client' relationship decreased Sighifiqantly
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during tralnlng "1nd1cat1ng greater confidence in the‘
social- work role" (p. 146).‘ Ryle andrBreen ooncludé that

. o : . v 7
"the evidence.of, in”general,‘greater'role:confidence and
the evidence'of:greater compiexity of“construing withoutb
greaterHconformity’after,the course experience are hoth‘
encouraging?\(p. 146):< ‘ o R : N
j:Anotheristudy of‘qhanges takindlplace in students'
;construct systems'during social-work training'was carried
out.in‘Israel‘by Liftshitz (1974).- She employed a shortened
'_group form of the repertory grld to compare the personal |
perCeptlons and at;itudes of a group of,social—nork students
with those of‘their more enperiencedtsupervisors. Twelve
figureshselected from Kelly‘s.(l©$5) orlgrnal list of nlne—*
teen role titles was used to ellc1t twelve bl polar con- )
structs from each subject 1nd1v1dually Each of these L
flgures was then rated dlchotomously on every construct
The results 1nd1cated that the student group used the most
’ concrete descrlptlve categorles such as age, sex, and -
‘ pron§31on: The constructs of the supefylsors‘on the- other
‘bhand showed more abstract ablllty regardlnéﬁconcern for

themselves, others and their task. "Thelr conqa?ts centered’

on the profe551ona1 ideal and revealed ‘an’ 1nternallzatlon
o - * - 4 . .
of cherlshed values",(p. 193). She concludes that tragnlng e

produces an 1ncrease in the level of abstractlon of 1nter—
personal construlng and a change ih 'personal models' used
in validating-constructs.

Lo

Adams-Webber and Mirc (1976 ... cited in Adams-Webber,



1979) used repertory grid procedures te assess the develop-
ment of studést teacheré' conceptions ‘of their future
pgofessional roles during their first six weeks of practice-
teaching; The'basic assumption of this research was that

. N ¢ .
indiQidual teachers evolve sbecific subsystems of iﬁter~
related constructs. in terms of which fhey.define their
odn’psttern of ihvolvement on activities such as teacﬁing,
fteSting,'ahd cosnselling. g%hesejrole subsystems can be
Qieweé as aiso‘haQiné implicationshfor how ‘the various

_functions of the teachér role are coordinated with those

hed
\

o : B ]
of related rolqs (e.qg. priﬂcipal) It was hypothe51zed

that ‘there would be gradual 1ncreases in Ehe level of
integration of the student teacher's role subsystems as
shey gained ciassroom experiehce: ~Also, Kelly;s (1955)
assumption that there is aahiéh degree'of specialization

s

amongjbd%systems within .an individual's personal construct

“

system implies that changes shBuld be specific to their

- teacher’ role subsystem and not generallze‘to other systems
of thelr construct systems. " ' . .
| The princip of seven schools eacﬁ coﬁpleted a grid
cemPOSZd'of ten role titles which they ranked on nineteen
.constructs in terms of each role's degree of involvemenﬁv
in each construct.’ The same task was cohp;etéd by sixty-
fou;fregu%ar slaSSroom teache;s; Results indicated a fairly
b;gh degree qf'interaction°betwéen the role.subsysﬁems of

the principals and therteachers working under them. Finally

twenty-nine student teachers individually completed the same
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‘repertory grid task prior to. student teaching and on three
subsequent occasions during their practice teaching. As
a contrql for.the possible practice effects .a control grid
made up of the same ten role figures were rank-ordered
successively on fifteen pérsonal constructs prgviously
elicited. The order of tHeftwo‘grids was counterbalanced
across the four occasions.

The data showed significantAincreaSes in the studépts" | |
integratioh scores across the foﬁr experimental grids and
no éignificanﬁ changes in the control grids. This result
is consisteﬁt with the hypothesis that there would.be gradﬁal
increases in the level of integration of the students'’
roie subsystems aé they acquired classroom experience. The
lack of any Systematiﬁvchanges in the controi grids lends
gupport to the'éepond hypothesis that the expected increases
in integration would be specific to those constructg which
are di;ectly relevant to stfucturing the teacher's role
and would.not gene;alize to other sectors of their personal
construct systems.

The résﬁlts of this research and that of Ryle and

Breen-(1974) and Liftshitz (1974) provide evidence of the

construct validity of the repertory grid as a method .of

.measufing p;ogressivé changes in‘thg content and stxugiure-

of the construct‘systgms of individuals undergoing profes-;&

sional training. The Liftshitz (1974) research is parti- ;
cularLy relevant to the Present study in that it compares §

role conceptions of expert trainers, of traineep and

o}



qualitatively discusses distinctions between the two

groups.

The Changing Ro;e‘of the Séhool Psychdlogist
éver the 1ast ten‘?ears, there has been a mgrked-iﬁ~
crease in literature :elating to the iole and tfaining of
the school,psycﬂologistf The majority of these stﬁdies
seem to eQuate the conéept of role wﬂpﬁ function within
;a system. B
] Hohenshil (1974) and Telzrow (1975) have- suggested
ct-hat a‘schoéﬁ psychologist‘is.é likely candidate to admin-
ister ;afeér educétion.progfams. ‘Reger-(l975) feels that
échooi psychologists need to become more involved in in-
strucfionvrather than in éounselling in psychétherapy.
Mearig_(l974) sees school psychology as providing oppor-
tpnities fof child‘advocacy. The school psycﬂologist,
once perceivéd as a\'teéter_and classifier' haé more
recently functioned as an_éducatiqnal and’psYchological
consultént (Fine and'Tyler, 1971; Meyefs, 1973, 1978;.
Graff and:-Clair (1973) summarizing current certificatioh
practices in the United States found much confusion among
school administrators, counsellor;; special education per~
sonnel ‘and evenlschool psychologists themselves as to the
function of the psychologist in the schools. JanZen and
ﬁeynolds (1978) assessed thercurrent role of school
- psychologists in Albe;ta and degzribed a 'Process Modelf
(Brokes, 1975, ih‘Parker, 1975) for training échool

psychologist functions in a consultantvroie.

45,
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The above stﬁdies have one common theme, " When addres-~
sing both the role.and trainiﬁg of séhool psychologist they
épeak in terms of function (e.g. the échdol psychologist
as f;sséssment expert"’ of 'consultant', etc.). There seems
to exist a groﬁiné amounL of controversy  on who the school
stcholobist should be and how he should be trained. How-
ever, eépecially in regards fo training, the'pfesﬁnt
literaﬁure review did not discover any research relevant
ﬁo the qhestionvof what characteriétics are necessary for
success in the tréinin; of school psychologigts,and.whether

the trainers’' perceptions of the neéeésary-characteristics

are in agreement with those of the trainee.

‘

Conclusions Relating Personal Construct Psychology and

The Role of the School Psychologist

The 1i§erature reviewed in relation to the formal
content of personal psychology (especially fhe Commonality
and Sociality Corollaries) suggests that éfféctiveness
‘of interpersonal‘re;ationsincreases as a function of
awareness and integration of construct systems. Kgily
(1955) and others (Duck, 1573; Ryle, 1975; Ryle and Breen,
1972; Thomas, 1957) suggest that fepertdry grid‘methodology
is one technique that allows . for the clarificétion of the
igdividual's construét system. One possible way to tap
into the constructs and“focﬁs‘on content, rather %han
structure’is.the use of Kelly's (1955) suggéstion that
the grid be interpretéd in*a_qualitative fashion in ferms

of the relations of the rble figures to the constrﬁcts and
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the information's relation to the formal aspects of the
theory.

Adams-Webber and Mirc's (1976) and Ryle and Breen's

«

(1972) research in the'area of training professionals
suggests ﬁhat specific subsystems develop relating to the
prcféssional‘réle'and training céuses chgngéé_within those -
specific subsystems. There i;}ffurthér, a gfowing concern
~about defining the roleé of the school psychologist and;
developing approbriate training modelé; altﬂough none of
the reéearch has,és vyet focused on defining.constructs
relévant to the functioning of the school psychologist.

It is suggested that Kelly's (1955) - personal coﬁstruct
pPsychology may be»usefui in helping to determine what thesé
constructs are, aﬁd theif relative impﬁrfance and conéis¥

tency for both trainers and trainees.



CHAPTER III
CONSTRUCTION OF THE SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS ROLE GRID

.Rétionalé

Bannister and Fransella 01971) reported Georée Kelly
as.once saying: "If‘you want to know soﬁetﬁing about some-
ofie, agk him, he just might'teil you". Kelly's (1?55,
1963)|theor§'of'the ?sycholoéy of Personal Constructs and
“the methddology he propoges to examine.it are in many ways ..

o

a direct reflection of this statement. The development of

!

the School PsycholqgistS‘Role Grid represents an attemét
to adhere to this convictién in‘the'folldwing ways':

The fmajority of the preyiously reviewed research has
.focused on formal (i.e. mathematical) analysis of variations
of the repertory grid. While Kelly (1955) admits that |
this is a ve%y impoftant aspect for-evaluating the applica-
bility éf thejtheory basg, he further'suggests'that from
clinical (descriptive) analysis Fone can get some insights.
'into the facets of the subject's role - what he seeé him—'
self called on to do in certain types of éituations: at
home, at work and so on" (Kelly, 1955, p. 232). This type
of approach seems pérticularly amenable to the focus of the
present study for a numbex of reasons. .

Iﬁ terms of the oriéinal the;ry base the Commonalify,
and especially the Sociality Coréllaries are rélevant‘to
examining both the cqnstructs subjects feel are hecessary
for defining%the role subsystem (cf. Adams4Webbérfand Mirc,
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1976) of the school psychologist,and the:ambunt'of consis?
tency between the trainers and trainees within a program.
developed to produce school pSYChOlOglstS It is assumed

., that Qithln the traininq process ‘and development of’role(s)
of the school‘psychologists, certain constructs will emerge.
that at least in part deflne the’ nature of the role, although
these constructs may be 1mp11clt. Further it is suggested
that an attempt to make these constructslexplicit may be
useful for‘reducing, to some exteut, thepresent confusion
’regarding what role school psychologists should assume.‘g
Unlike the research reviewed previously regardihg,the role
of the school psychologist (Hohenshil 1974; Reger, 1975;
Telzrow, 1975 ‘etc.) which focuses on function (i.e. the
school psychologist as 'assessment expert', 'coisultant',

. etc.) the present instrument focuses on making, explicit
constructs which Kelly (l955)-suggests ;1lows individuals
'to "play a role in a social process involving the'other
‘person". In this case the 'social proceSS'nis the'train-
ing of school psychologists Further for Kelly (1955) the
‘extent to whlch "one person construes the constructlon
processes of anotherﬁ (cf. the Soc1ality Corollary) is an

'1ndex of this developing social process.

The School Psychologists Role Grid (S.P.R.G.)is

developed to first make explicit constructs which individuals’
involved in the sch001 psychology training program at the
University of Alberta feel are important,in developing

vbaridus aspects of the role of school psychologist.  Its
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second objective is to attempt to provide an ihde# of the
degree of consistency between trainers, tfainges, éﬁd both
groupé in conjuhction with each othef as go hd& character-
isﬁic eéch construét is»tb each role deséri?tion included

~in the instrument. 'Thevfolloﬁing sections describe the

o .
format for eliciting the constructs, selection of represen-

~tative constructs employed in the final instrument, and

their reliability and validity.

Metﬁéd of Elicitation

A répertory grid was constructed (see‘Appendix A)
using Culbertson's (1980) list of role . descriptions for
school psychologists whichlinclﬂded:

1. a successful fellow school psychologist in
training. '

2. an. unsuccessful fellow- school psychologlst in
training. :

3. myself as a psychologist-trainee in the-schoolé;
4. myself as the school psychologist I'd like.to be.

5. myself as seen by administration in relation to.
psychology in the schools.

- . 6. an effective instructor in my,field.
7. an ineffective instructor in mflfield
8. ‘a psychologlst in the schools whose work I once
admired but no longer do. ‘ a

9. a psychologist in the schools whose work I admire.

10. a person I feel comfortable with talking about
my work.

11. a person I feel uncomfortable with talking about

50.




my work.*

"The role descriptiéﬁ% are intended to elicit: 1.
peer pérceptions‘of constructs repfesentiné a successful
- unsuécéssful dimenéion when in.tfaihingr 2. const;ucts
conéerﬁing fhe self-ideal self dimension aé it relateS'fo

. : - - S .

‘ the'séhool psychologists' fole; 3.‘constructs relating to
effectivé vs. ineffectiQe inéfruétioh within the trainihg
prbéraﬁ{tana‘4.Iconstructs\conCérning-a_coﬁfortable-uncqm—
fOrtébie dimension in fegérds to communiéatibh about work
as:a school psydhologist. The gbove role descriptiénsbaré

<

analogous to Kelly'ST(l955)»roLe‘title list with their

function being to elicit constructs which arise from com- -

parisons among thé eleﬁents.

Kélly's‘(l955) iself—éharactqrization' formét was
employed iﬁ»the éonstrﬁction of theié.P.ng; utilizing o
the method of'£riads Which~hé suggests represent the

\min;mal'céntexﬁ through which constructs can be obtainedL

. In this format a séries oflrepreséntative 'sorts' of.three
role.aescriptiéns, one of‘which is alwaysnthe.'self'

o : o

-element (in thiséﬁase role déscription '3') are cqmpared
éiﬁultaneously with the tésk being to idehtify some dimeh;
sion on which two of the eleménts ére the same (i.e. the
-simiiarity or conStruct pole) and different from the.third

‘element (i.e.:the dontrastvpole)._'The end product of these

*Note -~ The above role descriptions were employed to pro-
vide a future comparitive base between the school
psychology program at the University of Alberta
and the program Culbertson directs at the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin at Whitewater. '

51.
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sopt' is a series ef'bi~polar constructs (one for each
'sort' or comparlson) which for Kelly (1955) are the re- -

_ﬁ&esentatlon of the 1nd1v1dual S5 construction of reallty,

7L,
P
o=y

and serve ‘as the basis'for behaving in the.world.

For the preseht study'gépufPQSe,veleven 'sorts' were
selected in the fellowing manner. First, in accofdance
with Kelly's (1955)‘self—characterization format,'each
sort contained the iself’ elementv(i.e._'myself as‘a
éeychologist—treineei ih the schong). Second, the sorts
were selected so that each triad would compare the 'self'
elemeht withrall other role eescriptiens at least Once
over the eleﬁen’cehparieons.\ Finally,‘the third element
'within each-triad;yas selectea'such that it was approxi-
mately etenly diStributed acrcss-the rcle description list.

The end product: of the above procedute is the e11c1-
tation grld (see Appendlx A) in the form of an eleVen by

eleven matrlx, which was used to generate the constructs

employed in . the School Psychologlst s Role Grid (s.p. R G.)

<The role descrlptlons constitute the eleven columns of

the matrix. ‘Each of the.g¢leven rows idehtifies‘the three
role'descriptions_to be compared (sorted),'thereby

eliciting a single construct for each row, and a total

: . : _ R : :
of eleven bi-polar constructs for each. subject.

4

The.Elicitation Sample
Since one of-thelyfiméry focuses of the present study

was to atte;

to make explicit constructs employed in the

e et st
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training of school psychologists, the elicitation'sémpie's
subjepts were individﬁdls who were, Qf are at present in-=
volved . in the teaching and shpervision of a graduate indi-

vidual assessment course which is part of the core program
. . : " ° Q

/' .
sample consisted of six males and four females with a mean

fdr”school.psycholdgy at'the'Univérsity of Alberta.  The .

age of thirty-one years; six months. The sampfe inqludéd‘
» nine graduatebstudenys.: Se&en'ﬁeld Bééhelor~of Egucation
degreeé, although only fourvhad teaching ekperiénce (ah.
,averége of five years). Eight éf the nine held Mastervof
Educ&tion degrees and were currently enrolled in Ph. D.
brograms in the Depar;meht of Edﬁcational Psychology. = Four
of the graduate students had been employed as échool

psychologists with the average number of years experienge

being two and one-half years. The professorvheld‘a Ph. D.
and had two years experience as teacher’and ten years'as

a schobl psychologist  before joining the department. All

‘subjects voluntarily participated in the elicitation task.

Procedure for Elicitation of the Constructs ' N\

The elicitation grid (Appendix A) described in the
previous 'section waé administered to éach'subject inaivi—-
dﬁaily; Included wifh each grid were a serfesvofvwritten
.instrﬁctions (see Appendix A) wﬁich the subjects were
dirécted t§ read silently as the éxperimentei read tﬁeﬁi
'aloud.. Eachvsubject.was theniingtruéted to“proéged wiﬁh

‘the comparison for the first triad of role descriptions,
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and formulate a bi-polar construct while;the experimenter

 was sttll present. : The‘E then checked the construct to

ensure that it was bi-polar and answered questions regardlng
the task itself. No examples of constructs were prov1ded

by the.E, in an effort_to eliminate‘possible halo effects

. which mlght have arisen as a functlon of hlS expectatlons

of what constructs the task should e11c1t Subjects were
then instructed to provide constructs for the remainder
of the triad sorts and return the completed elicitation

grid to the experimenter.

‘Content Validity

Kelly (1955) suggests that the constructs elicited
employing his methodology are a valid‘reflection of the

construction system the individual utilizes in making sense

out'of his world. In the present study, Kelly's (l955)

self- 1dent1f1catlon method was utilized in a standard manner

ke
®

Furthermore, ‘the elements (role descriptions) employed in

‘the elicitation orid clearly identify that the grid is

concerned with various aspects of the school psychologlst s

role It is suggested that through adherence ‘to.the
theory ba51slmethodology, the constructs e11c1ted from these

elements w1ll provide a valld representatlon of the role

aspects examlned

./
ensure that the constructs elicited pos-~-

lity over time, three subjects were
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randomly selected and retested after one week had elépséd.

v

Fjeld and Landfield's (1961)Hreliabiiity estimate was ‘em-

ployed with e@ch subject beiﬁg:preSented with an elicitation .

.grid idéﬁtiéal #o-thé preﬁious one employed; with théf
eiceptién being that tﬁgvg'prOQiqed each with the initials
they had ﬁsed“for éach'¥olé aescfiption on ﬁhe prévidué
‘adminisk%ation: :All‘otﬁer instructioné and procedureg
were identic#l. Regﬁits‘indicatea thatvall three.éubiectsv
were able tévféproducé their ofiéin;l'ponstfucts at a 0.91
level of copsistenéy. While t@g‘phenOmenon of 'practice
effect' may ﬁave=elevated.this level somewhat, this authorv
_sﬁggests‘that this~result:indicateszthat the constructs
elicitéd'are stable and consisten? apovefthé léve1 of
chance. |

Rationale for Selection of Constructs Utilizéd in the School

Psychologist's Role Grid

One hundred and eleven bi—poiar CQnétruéts were gen-

I3

erated by'the ten éubjectslwho completed the elicitation

grid and are listed in Appendix B. The inclusion of all
of these constructs. in: the School4PSychologistf§ Role Grid

wére prohibiﬁivézfor abnumbérzof.reasohs.A”First’in;terms
"of bgth'timé factors and subj¢ct fatigue thé rating:of one
hundred and eleven éonstrﬁcts‘fbr each éf“thé eleven rolé'
descripﬁions éeemed too.muchg;o aék of the yolunteér sub-
jé?t population. The second,vaﬁdumore imertaht considera-
tion in redugiﬁg“tﬁg si?evqf the cpnstruét Qooluwaéithe'

fact that each of the constructs elicited represented an

~
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indiﬁidual pétception ériéing oqt'of.a.coméarisbn-of,ioie
.descriptibng. whilekthese indivi&ual céﬁstrudfionS'Were
§a;id»in and §f themgelvés théy weréibeyond the gcbpg of
.£he presént invéstigationiQhose focgs(wds toﬁutiiizé cénf:
structs that repreéentedvéommonaiity‘across all subjectS."

z

Consequently a sorting task, employing_three‘ihdependent

judges was carried out, in an effort to determine whether

_the original construct pool could be reduced to a limited
number of overlapping or common constructs:
[y B ) ‘ ¢

The Construct Sorting Task

Each of the one hundred and eleven constructs were
transferred from the elicitation grids to cards, with one

_bi-polar construct on each card. " The card 'deck' was then

presented to! the judges individually with their task-béihg,j

to determine which, if any, of the construCts'seemed to

'cluster' together in terms of*(l) overlapping through |,
simple repetitioh or (2)_be related in that their 'meaning'

seemed similar. No time limit was impoSed on the task,

When the judgé_indicated that'Qe,was §atisfiéd with his

sort, he was then instructed'ﬁto select the construct from '

- each cluéter which bést represents the entire cluster for
you". The representative construct for each cluster and
the conétructs‘included in all clusters were then recorded

ana are presented in Appéndix c.

' Final Selection of Constructs
'The'critérioh*émployed for :selection of a conétrdc;

. ) B

56 .

PR A



for thevS.P.R.G. was‘one hundred percent agreement éf all
juages on constructs they seiected to represenf clusters.
Althohgh there is some variation in terms of tﬁe @onstrucés
which cluster under the representative constructs (See
\Appen&ix C) the eleven constructs selectéd.for use in the
S.P.R{g. represent éomp%ete"aéreement of the judges. In
terms of Kglli's (1955) theory base, the ;inal constructs
selecteé seem.tofassume a sﬁperordinate pogiti§n within

the sgbsystem of bi—polér constructs relating to the role
descriptions of‘school psycholoéistfé proiideé. The eleven
con;tructs.sélected are pres;nted in Appendix D aidng withi
aefinitions of éach which the authér soliéited from inde-

pendent squecfé‘and compiled into an aggregate form.

The School Psychologist's Role Grid A

The final form of the S.P.R.G. (Appepdix E) consists
of the eleven role descriptiohs‘previouély presented whiqh
\constitute ;he_colhmns of the matrix, and the eleven con-
structs‘obta%nednfrom the sort of the'construzt pool; which

- «constitute the rows. It is assumed that these constructs

. represent rélatively st?ble characteristics, which a sample

of individuals directly involved in the training and super-

vision of school psychologists, feel are characteristic of

the various role aspects examined in the roleAtitle des -~

B

.~ cription.

«\éh : As was mentioned in the rationale section, theéégcond

"o s

objective in developing this inStrument, was to attempt

to determine the consistency with which hoth trainers and

»
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trainees agcribe how charactéristic the various constructs
are for tﬁe role descriptions. The use of rating scales
in repertory grids has been ,suggested by”B;nnister and
Mair (1968) to be useful in_alléwing subje;ts to make finer
'discriminations than is'possibie using Kelly's‘(1955) |
original binary méthod. The index used in the present in-
strumerit is a Likert type seven poinﬁt scale *ith a rating
.of seven ﬁeaning tﬂat the'eénstruct is "very characteristic'
of the role description, six being ;moderately character-
istic", five - "slightiy characteristic"”, fbur being
"neutral or not applicable", three "slightly unéharacteris—
tic", two "moderétely.uncharactéristicﬁ, and one being
"vefy uncharacteristic"; It is suggested thHat by having
each subject in both theﬁtrainef and trainée groups (who
will be;discussed_iﬁ the following chapfer) rate each con-
~struct on each role description it will be posgibié to
determine at.a descriptive level how consistent their per-
ceptions of the cha:acteristics of the constructs in rela-
" tion to each role are. |

The charaéteristiés of the samples employed will be
diséussed in fhe following chapter: It will‘also address
itself to further di#cussing thelreliébility and validity
of the S.P.R.G. ané the descriptive analysié employed in

the present study.
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CHAPTER IV \
PROCEDURE 'AND DESIGN

The Samples.

Twvo populations were sampled in the present study,
those being an 'expert' and a 'trainee' sample.  Descrip-

tions and definitions of each are presented below.

v

The "EXperts"
| In order for abﬁubjéct to bé seleéted fqr the 'expert%
group the S must héye either; (1) béen employed as.a |\
trained psychologist in the schools, (2) beén iﬁvolvedeith
{the Department of Eduqatiénal Psycholoéy's traininé pro-
gram for.schoolipsychologists; or f3) have received pre-
vious training as a school psycholog%st. Fbr the purpose
of the present study the terms "school psychoiogist" and
"péychologist in the schools” are*interchangeéble énd
definéd;as those individuals who are directly involved in
the asseﬁsment, counselling, and consultation of éhildrgn
withih & sghool‘sétting, andeho possess graduate‘training
which ééuips them to fulfiil~these roles.

Thg sample'consisted of eight males ahd'seVeh fémales,
wi;h‘the meag age being fhirty¥twb years.' Nine of the
subjects he?d Bachelor of ﬁducation deg;ees and the average

number of yéaré'teaching was eight. 8Six of the subjects

had Maste:’Pf Education degrees, and two held Master of

Sciencte dew&ees. Four were curreﬁtly enrolled in Ph. D.
/.

programs iﬁ Educational Psychology and two subjeéts had

2
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alreaax obtained their Ph. D's. The remaining five sub-
jects were completing Master of Education degrees and were
included in the sample because each indicated experience

working as a psychologist in the schools. The overall
Q . . - . N

mean number of years experience for working as psychologists

Y &4

¢

in the schools was three years.

The "Trainees"

7

Subjgcts.in the "Trainee" group were all enrolled in
'avgraduate éourse in asséssment, wﬁich is pért of the cofe
program for éChooi ésycﬁoldgy in the Department of~Educa§
tiona; Psycholégy. The major ‘criterion fof.subjects to be

- -

included in this group was that they possessed no work

\

experience .as psycholbgists in the schools.

Oa the twenty-th:ee éubjects who participated four
met the critgria (i.e. had been employed as ; psychologiét
in the échools) of the "Expert" group and wefe transferred
to that group, and two did notbcomplete'the é;P.R.G. The
final‘sa%p;e consiéteavof eléven feﬁales and six males,
with a mean age of thirty-three years. One of the female
« Subjects did not completebthe remaiﬁde; of the personai 
information form and is not included in the following des-
criptions of the remainin; sixteeh subjects. Fifteen
possessed Bachelor of Education degrees,‘Qith thg mean
number of years teaching e*perience being nine years. One
:subject held a Bacheloxy of Science degree.‘ Four of the

sixteen subjects classified themselves as special students,

six enrolled in graduate diploma programs. None of the
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subjects possessedbany experience working as psychologists ¢

in the schools;‘

The Instrument ’ o

o

'The School Psyéhologist's Role Grid (Apéendix E{ was
administered to both groups sampled. The rétiénale.for‘its
construction and aydesériptibn éf‘ité cha:acﬁeristicé have
beén reviewed in detail invthg p;gvious chapter and will
be briefly summariied%herg.‘ The S.P.ng;:ﬁay be descriﬁed
as an eleven by eleven maﬁrix (grid)vwith the columns con-.
taining the gleven repgesentative constfutts. SubSéCts
were provided Qith a seven point Likert type scale (as
suggested by Bannister énd Mair, 1968) which ranged }rom é
rating of seven being "very chafécteristiéf tg one peing
-"vexy uncharacteristic" and four being a "neutral or‘not

0y ' ) . . )
happlicable“‘rating.‘,The inte;t of this scale was 'to.-allow

subjects to provide an index of how characteristic they con-

sidered each construct to be for each role description.

Validity

While no formal analysis of the content of construct
validity was boss?bfe, it iéisuggestéd that both are in
evidence and arise erm‘tﬁevorigina1 theory base (Kelly,

[

1955). 1In teppg of the.content validity Kelly (1?55, i963)
argues that the constructions man impoges ;poh the world
b(i.e. the constructs) represent the coﬁtent of his existence.
‘The content validityvof thi; instrument -was established:

9

1. thréugh adherence to the theory base and



methodology desctibed by Kelly.
2, through'inclusion'of only those cohettucts

which three independent judges felt were repre-

sentative of the clusters contalned in the

construct pool.
It should,also be noted in this section that some research
- (e.qg. hdams—webber, l970b} Landfield, l968),su§gests that
elicited constructs are mote meaningful to be ihdividuals
Since comparlsons in thls 1hstrument are prlmarlly nomome -
tth, a compromlse was reached in that e11c1ted constrdcts
whlch/were judged to be’ representative were,empldyed.

The cohstruct validit& of the instrument is suggested
to be evldenced'by the fact that all cOnstruets were
elieited f;om subjects dlrectl? involved in’the training
and.supervision of school psychologists and aroseY from a
; comparlson of tole descriptions which-directly related to
various aspects of the role of the school psychologist_in»
Ltraining. |

Reliability

The reliability of the constructs elicited was dis-
cussed in the previous chapter. In an effort to determine
whether the ratihgs obtained by the‘S.P.R;g; were conslstent
over tlme three subjects were randomly selected and read—
miniétered the instrumeht after one week had elapsed As
was the case in the prev1ously discussed rellablllty check,
the 1n1t1als the subjects had assigned to the role des-

.crlptlons were provided, while all other procedures remained

constant. The reliability egtimate was obtained by'com—
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puting tﬁe number'of matching ratings for all~ce11$ for
each subject and convgrting the f;gure into a percentage.
The mean matching score for the three subjectsbwas sixty-
three peréent, which, coﬁsidering.fﬁe nuﬁber of ratings
involved (i}e,.one.hundred-and.twenty—one) indicates a
fair'degree of‘éonsistency ofer timé. It should.be nétéd
ﬁhét the limited number of subjecté~availa5ie for the
reliability estimate réduCeshthéggenéralizability.of the

results obtained.

Procedure

The three page School Psychologist's Role. Grid

(Appendix_E), which‘indludéd an instruction égge, the gria
'itself; and a page soliciting personal }ﬁformatibn.was ad-
ministered go both the 'ﬁxpert"and tﬁé 'Trainee’ grohps.
In order to e:sure'that the'instrucﬁion;.weré luCid and
oﬁftésk,fthe expe?imenter presented them<to four indivi; 

-dudls who were not included in eithér of the above groups.

5
All four subéects Qere;able«to understand the ihstructiqﬁs
‘and proceed with the task, and reported no diffiéultiesv
arising from the presented format. |
bThe S;P.R.G.twas administeredvto_the '.'1‘1;ainee'I group
dﬁ;ing a regularly scheduled class period;' The.inleded
instructions (see Appendix E) weré'presented_orélly by the
experimenter and ES ekampie of the rating scale Qas given.
The éxperimehter then answered qugstions reiated to thé

cohpletion.of the task. A grid was compieted by each sub-

ject with no time limit being imposed.

-
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The S.P.R.G. was completed by the 'Enpert'.group on
an individual basis, with thehexeeptions'of the fout sub-
jects who were transferreg tobthis sanple from the TraineeA
group'becausevthey met‘its oriteria. All instructions and
pProcedures were presented by the experlmenter in a manner

identical  to that employed w1th the Tralnee group

Experimental Design and Data Anéhysis
The ha51c experlnental design utlllzed was an operall-
zation of Kelly s (1955) cllnlcal (descrlptlve) nethod for
examlnlng the relatlon of constructs to role’ descrlptlons
vao samples were utlli{ed in the design. Group 1
(referred to~es the "Traineé"group) consisted of seventeen

subjects. Group 2 (referred to as‘the "Expert" group)

consisted of fifteen subjects.

The School Psychologist's Role Grid was the sole in-
stfument'enployed to.exanine‘the degree of"cheracte:isti-
calness} nith which subjebts rated éééh COnstruct for each
role des‘cription. The resultlng data con51‘d of one
fhundred and twenty one dlscrete ratlngs for each subject
in both groups. A qualltatlve analy51s nas‘carried out as
deseribed below.u

First the meen~réting for each cell of the natrix and
its standérd’deviatiqﬁ was Cempleted across subjects for’
each group.' The mean:;ating wasiinterpreted to be en over-

all ~rating of how characteristic’ each: construct ‘was for .

2

2"

each role descrlptlon for both the Expert and Tralnee groups.

The)standard dev1atlons resulting from the mean ratings



. \
were considered to represent an index of consistency (i.e.

the lower the sfandatd deviation the less vgriable fhe
ratings were between subjécts, within‘each‘gréup) ofvthe
ratings. For the purpose of this study a call will‘be
.judéed to be consistent if the standard devi;tion'is less/
 tﬁanj gr équal‘to, 1.5. »This‘measufe of-consiétencyiwas.

selected so that within any given cell ratings could vary

one poiht from the mean rating in eitherkdirectidn.

- Research Questions ' ?

- The exploratory nature of the present study precludes
“ ﬁ . ’ .
the possibility of formulating specific hypotheses which

. could be either confirmed or disconfirmed. Instead the

following questions will be examined in the following manner.

The major focﬁs of the present study is té deﬁermine'.
how’charagtéristic4shbjects'perCEive constructs elicited
from the trainer§ to be, in*relation to tﬁe~role descrip~
tions ofischéol psycholoéists eméioyed in‘the‘S.P.R;g;m

_.The ele§¢n iolg descriptidns (which-contain ratings
for.all‘éleven construgts’ wili be separately examined .
wi@h ;he;qgestions being:

l.‘(a) What;cénstruéts for‘eaqh-group«seem.mést‘

characteristic for each role description? ~

(b) Are these constructs' ratings consisteént
across subjects? .

2, (a) wWhat constructs for each group seem least
. characteristic for each role description?
i

(b) Are these constructs' ratings consistent
across subjects? -

3. (a) Do the two groups' results agree in relation

AY
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to the two guestions posed above?

(b) If not, in what areas is disagreement
evident? :

o
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CEAPTER V

RESULTS

Introduction
As was stated in Chapter iV, a total of thirty-two

subjects'(seventeen 'Tralnees' and fifteen 'Experts')

completed ‘the School Psychologlst s Role Grid. All suh—
Jects were or had been involved in eigraduate indiyiduai
assessment course, which is ; core requirement for the
_Department of Educatlonal Psychology s school psychology
program, in either teaching,. superv1slon or student
-cepec1t1es. |

«- The major focus ot'thts study‘was to determine'how
characteristic subjects.perceived constructs elicited from
the trainers ts be, in relation to the role descrlptlons
included in the S.P.R.G. Rather than testing specific

: |

hypotheses related‘to this focus, the research questions
'listed in the previous chapter will be'discussed in a dese
criptive manner for each role description. The results
wili then be‘examined to determine Whether any;general

trends arising from the subjects’' ratings were evident.

Role Description 1: A successful fellow,school-psychologist

L, - " in training . (see Table.1)

The Trainees
The construct "thorough" ranked first and was rated
as very characterlstlc for the role descrlptron.: The conf

67.
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. Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations for Sﬁbjetts' Ratings of Role

'besciiption l for All Cpnstrﬁcts, e
.Cbnstruﬁt‘_ - _kaainee kn=l7);‘ Ex ert (n 15)
~ X S.D. ﬁ» .
Expe;ienced—Inexper%enced' '6.12 ,.;1.18 5, §7 *1 20
Thorough-Not Thorough 'l6.59 < %0.69 6.60 *0.71
Defensive;Open | ‘3;QG'~ 2;15 - 1.53 *6.55
Relaxed-Anxious = 5.47 1;88 6.20 *0.65
Efficient-Digqrgapized : 6.12 "'*1.23\-”_6.20, *1.22
Flexible-gigidrfih valuesf 6.12 . *1.18  6.67 - *0.60
_;racticéa-Theofetical o 5.18 1. *1.02
Outgoing-Reserved | 4.77 ‘l;$5hi; 5.53  %0.72
Reliaﬁje-Unre;iable o 6;50';'k*0.60 | -6;60 » *Q«88

Veibally Articﬁlafe- S : , . ' |
Verbally Hesitant: o 6.12 *0.76 6.27 - *0.77
O | . _ o oo
Authorifafian-permissiQe _3.47 © 1.82  2.60 *1.36

* - indicates caonsistent rating - : :
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rating, and was judged to be very characteristic of the

69.
, oo L o
struct "reliable" was also rated as very characteristic

conSisténtly.‘ The mean ratings for'the cohstructs‘

 "articu1ate",'"experiencedf, "flexiblédfand "efficient"

(in descending order of consistency) were all réted as .

being moderately characteristic of the role desériptidn.

The construct’"defensive" waS'rateQ‘as slightly uncharac-

teristichbf‘a successful fellwaéchool psychologist in

*

training, as was "authoritarian" (the latter being more
v e ‘

_consisteht than the former; although'heither reached the

criterion level for consistency).

The Experts

' The construct "flexible" attained the highest mean

»

o

role description in a consistent manner across judges.
The mean ratings of the constructs "reliable" and'fthorough"
were also judged to be very characte:istic; -"Relaxed",

ﬁeffiéieﬁt", "articulate" and "experijenced" were rated by

~thégexPerts as moderately characteristic. Experts gave

the lowest mean rating to'thé qonstruct'"defehsivev[-

followed by dauthoritarian", the formef being veiy uncharac-

4.  teristic, the latter moderately uncharacteristic. Both

-

fatingé~were‘judged to be consistent.

)

Trainees vs. Experts
In general, for this role description Experts rated .

~ o

constructs more extremely, and more consistently,. Both

. s . . L4 . . : )
groups agreed that "defensive!" and%"authoritarian" were

.

.
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the least desirable;constructs for a’succeSSfui school
psfchologist in trainingr The Experts judgedv"flex1ble"
as belng most characterlstlc by the Tralnee groupb Mean
ratings. for both groups on the hlghest rated constructs
werepclosely’grouped, In.general consistency ofvnean
iratlngs of constructs for both groups decreased as ratlngs
approached the uncharacterlstlc end of the ratlng scale,
with the exceptlon of the Experts rat;ng of "defensive"
.'whlch 1mp11es theybfeel that the construct 'open' is 

moderately characterlstlc of the role descrlptlon

“Role Description 2: An unsuepessful fellow school psycho-
R > y > ‘ \F X N
logist in tralnlng. (see‘Table 2)

"The Trainees

’

As ‘is. ev1dent from Tabl@ 2 1all mean ratlngs for thls
role deSCrlptlon were not con51stent, 1nd1cat1ng a 1o§'
degree of agreement between;subjﬂ%ts _The results should i
tthereforeﬁbe_1nterpreted-cautiously..:Botﬁ%the constructs

"defensive"'and authorltarlan" were rated a; moderately

. ¢ o v H - S Lt
Acharacterlstlc of the role descrlptlon. _:he constructs_ -
' out901ng" verbally artlculate" aﬁd experienced" were
ralsed as neutral or not app}lcable. The other constructs
iwereﬁrated on tha uncharacterlstlc 81de of the scale whlch

1mp11es the contrast pole of the construct. That is, fbr

‘the Tnalnee group, an unsuccessful fellow school psycholo-'

o ko]

glst in tralnlng 1s "not thorough" "theoretical"'(asﬂgpf

posed to practlcal), "unrellable" and rigid in values*".

-

.‘.



Table 2 -

Means and Standard Deviations for Subjects' Ratings of Role

~Description 2 for Alli Constructs

Cdﬁstrqct Trainee (n=17) ‘Bxpert (n=15) (
» X S.D. X S.D.
ﬁxperienced—fnexperienced 4.35 1.88 2.93 1.61
Thorough-Not Thorough = 2.73  1.53 2.60 " 1. 40
befqnsivefOpen» : _ 5.29 1.64 5.73 ‘*1.48
Rel;xéd—Anxiops B 3.41 2.22 3.07 2.02
EfficientéDiso;ganized : 3.{&1 1.94 2.67 1.53
'E"le:‘(lible'*R;ig/idk (in vaillues) 3.1;' 1.62. 2.47 1.75
ipragtiéal{éh-eéretiaal 2 A 64 2.93 1.57 .
Oqtgégng;ﬁese;ved '\ 4.00 1 2.06 3.60 . 1.93
‘Réli‘able-Unfél-iable ) 1.81 3.00 1.67
| Verbally Articulate- _ »
——Verbally Hesitant - 4i35 2206 3.80 1.78 .
.'Acutlhwforitar’ia'n‘—Pervmi(ssive ___4.65 1.81 4.33 1.78
S -‘i;dicateSrconsgstent :ating‘
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The Experts

The congtruct "defensive" was consistently rated as
being moderately characteristic of the r&le desqription}
Unsuccessful fellow_trainees were also consistentiy judged
to be moderately "not thorough". All other ratings wére‘
not conéiétent bé£ween subjects and should be interpreted ,
éautiously. The construct “authdritarian" was perceived
£o be-neutral qr not applicéﬁle._ The unsuccessful fellow
.trainee was perceived as being slightiy "rigid in vélues",
"disorganized",‘fineﬁperienced", “"theoretical™” and "anxious",
although the standard deviations indicaté that subjects

were variable in their ratings of these constructs.

Trainees vs. Experts i

The lack of consistency in the ratings of both groups
indicates that the subjects' perceptions of the various
constructs importance to the role deScriptiBn were variable.

In general subjects tended to rate the constructs on the

uncharacteristic .end of the rating scale, which implied

. . . ,
that the contrast pole of the construct was more applicable
to an unsuccessful trainee. This result seems consistent

with the constructs included in the instrument. That is,

~

with the éxception of the constructs "Defensive-Open" and

"Authoritarian-Permissive"” the contrast poles of the con-
structs seem to have a more negative association than the

similarity poles and it follows that an unsﬁccessful trainee

~is judged in a more negative fashion.
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Comparison of Role Descriptions 1 and 2. ' . :

As was_mentioﬁed‘in Chaptef III the role descriptiéné
employed in the S.P.R.G. are 'paired' and this shouldl
thgorétically be reflected in the &atingé obtained. Gen-
erally.both groﬁps were more consiétent in rating a
sucqe;sfui t;aineé than an unsuccessful one. 'This might
indicate tha;»;ommonality of perceptions of the nécesgéry

criterion for suyccess exist across subjects, but hot for

lack of success, as evidenced by the more variablé ratings.

o d /
= !
/

Ratings for role description two élustered around the mid- N
point, as opposed fo a tendency in role one to use the
' - ‘ L.
extreﬁe-ends of -the scale.» In general, constructs rated
in role desc;iption one as characteristic Qere rated as.
upéhara;teristic in role Qescriégion two K?;g. a sueccessful
trainee is-perceived as "open" as opposed to an unsuccessful
trainee who is perceived as "defensiveﬂ).
\

' | \

Role Description 3: Myself as a psychologist-trainee in the.

schools. (see Table 3) / i

The Trainees

This role description is related directlg to the sub-
jectfs perception of 'self'. Tﬁe constructs "thQrough" and ' ?
"réliablé" weie‘pe;ceiyed as very characteriétic of the role . f
-descriptioﬁ. ﬁEffigient" and “flexiblef were moderately »
characteristic. "Verbaliy articulate" and "outgoing" were
.~seenQaSWSIight}ywcharacferistib of*myseIf asma'péychglégisté”f”‘"“

trainee.  As would be expected the construct "experienced"
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Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations for Subjects' Ratings of Role

Description 3 for all Constructs

 Cbhstruct Trainee (n=17) Expert (n=15)
X S.D. X“ S.D.
Experienced—Inéxpérienced 4.41 | 1.57 = '5.33 . 1.53
Thorough-Not Thorough 6.53 ¥0.70 6.20 *0.54 -
Defensive-Open ' : - 3,47 2.15 2.07 *0;57
Relaxed-Anxious o 5.53 2.12 5.13  *1.20
Efficient-Disorganized  6.00 *0.84 . 6.00 *1.03
Flexible-Rigid (in values) 6;00 . *0.84 6.07 *0.44
Pragtica;-Theoretical 5.29 *1.40 5.53 *1.45
Outgoinq;Reserved 5.55 *1.19 ‘g.l3 *1.26
‘Reliable-Unreliable 6.41 . *0.77 6;62j *0.47
: Verbaily Arficulate— o » _
- Verbally Hesitant’ 5.47 *0.92 = 5.80 *0.75
Authoritarian-?ermiSsive 3.59 'v1.7é 2.87 *1.15
fb- indicafes consi;tent rating ‘ ' ~. .,
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_two groups was that the Experts wgre able to congistently

descriptipon. ' ' : N

The Trainees -

‘,9 _v B

75.

was rated as not applicable»for this group. The trainées

i

saw themselves as moderately “open" although these ratihgs
were not consistent. All mean ratings reported above,

except as noted, were consistent.

The Experts_v

For the experts, the construct "reliable" was rated
highest and berceived to be very characteristic. '"Thorough",

"flekible", "efficient" and "verbaliy articulate" were

'moderately characteristic for myself as a psYchdlbgist-

trainee. The construct "defensive" was rated as moderately
uncharacteristic and "authoritarian"as slightly uncharac-

teristic.. All ratings reported were consistent. ‘

Traineés vs. Experts

As was the case in the previous role descriptions,
- / "

the Experts ratedQcohstructs in a-more consistent fashion.
"Reliable"™ was judged to be most gharacteristicffollowed by
- &

"thorough" for the Experts while the order was reversed

for the Trainee group.,”The_majof difference bgtween-the

rate those constructs (i.e. "defensive"” and "gutho:itarian")

which tﬂey percieved to be uncharacteristic of the role

7

Role Description 4: Myself as the school psychologist
— — - — - Y ‘

I3

I'd like to be (see Table 4)

.‘ o

o

* &,

£
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»Table 4

Means and Standard Deviations for Subjects' Ratings of Role

Description 4 for all Constructs

s

(n=17)

(n-15)

- g

Construct Trainee ”Equrf
: . X S.D. X S.D.

_ . ; A ;
Experienced-Inexperienced 6.82. ' - *0.51 * 7.00 *0,00
Thorough-Not Therough 6.76 *0.42 6.93° *0.25
Defensive-Open 2.35 1.94 1.53 . *0.50

- Relaxed-Anxious 6.76 *0.81 5.87. ° 1.67
Efficient-Disorganized 6.82 *0.38 6.73  *0.44
Flexible-Rigid (in valyes) 6.71 *0.46,-7N 6.67  *0.47

“ o - ‘ NI

‘Practical—Theoretical K 6.18 *1. 0% o 6013 *1,26
Outgoing—Réserved. 5.53 *1.14 “>5.93‘ *0.85
Reliable-Unreliable- 6.88 *0.32 6.93 *0.25
Verbally Articulate- :
Verbally Hesitant 6.65 *0.45 6.40 *0.80
Authoritarian-Permissive  3.41 1.72 2.87  *0.96
* - indicates consistént ratingc‘ ' et 0

. . 1 y ‘"
- ‘ . °
o - . .
i -
e A
' hias 4
'l ‘* . ’

ot drmmatms o e -

N\
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The above role descrlptlon is related to the subject S
perceptlon\of his 1deal self', '_THe constructs rated as &*
very chareeter;stiq included ?reiieble", ﬂexperrencedf, |

?efficient". "thorough" ,"relaxed", "flexible", .and "ver-

. bally artlculate".' WPractical" Fnd»"outgoing".were moder-.
ately thafacteristic.” All of the above ratings exhlbltedb
; high degree of con51stency "Defen51veﬁ (1mply1ng_,opeﬁ'5

.was.percelved as moderately uncharacterlstlc and "authorl—b

tarlan" was sllghtly uncharacterlstlc Neither of the

‘abdve constructs were rated by the su#jects in a consistent

+

fashion.

g

The Experts

s
-

The constructs.rated‘as most Eharacteristic by‘this

. o s

group were "experienced", "reliable", "thorough", "effi- ;
. ‘ : ' ‘ : . _ ;
‘cient", and "flexible", "Verbally articulate", "practical" j

~

aﬁd_“outgoing" were seen as being moderately charaéteristic'

of the role descriptign. "Defensive" was rated moderetely '

»

uncharacteristic and "duthoritarlan" Sllghtly uncharacter—

istic. All ratings reported were hlghly con51stent indi-

T N

catlngxa hlgh degree of agreement between subjects

 Trainees vs. Experts

i . 2 .
; ) . !

‘Subjects in both groups were able to cohsistently rate Cr

those constructs they felt were éharacteristic of the school : i

Tpsychologist'I'd like to be'. Very little dlfference was

observed in—-the- ratlngs of” the constructs between groups

.with the exceptlon being that the Experts were more consis—"

]




tent'in their ratings of which constructs were uncharacter-
istic for the role description.

‘Comparison of Role Descriptions 3 and 4

v

fn geneial'consfructs Qhat Qere desirable (character-
isﬁié) were rated ﬁiQhe% for>role'déscripti6n_4 for both,:
groups.  The leve;_of conéistency was higher for the fourth
role as c;mparedipouthe thira.  The coﬁsf;ucts "gXéérienced",
nreliable",-ﬂeffibienié and "thorough" we;é'thé m@st
highly valuéd in both role des;riptidns'aﬂd."authoritariann
and "defeﬁs;ve" were rated 1eastlcﬁaracﬁe:istié‘in,both
caSés; Fufther, the differences betweEn the ratings of
construc?s across t‘g role desbriptidns was'smallef for
the Eiperttgroﬁp; | |

*

Role Description 5: Myself as seen by administration .in

relation to psychology in the schools.

(see Table 5)

1

The Trainees
The constructs "reliable" and "efficient" were rated

as being very characteristic. Trainees felt it was mod-

eratelyfimportanﬁ to be pérceived as "thorodgh", "flexible",
"expefiencedﬁ,f"relaxed", "practical", and "verbally

articulate". The "authoritarian" and "defehsive" con-
strtcts were rated as modetately unchaepcte:istic’bui,
unlike the above ratings,-did“not-demonstrateTcohsiétgncy;#

<
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Table 5
Méans'and_Standard Deviations for Subjectsf Ratings of Role

‘Description 5 for All Constructs

Constfuét _ ' | Traijge (n=17) Expert .(@¥15)
X . S.D. X s.D.
Expériended—lnékpérienced_ 6.00 *0.91 5.47 m31375 ,
Thorough-Not Tﬁorough  6.43 - *6.85 6.00 \-*1.21.
‘bgfgnsive—Qpep ‘ ;1 3.24 2.31 ”f 2.13  *1.41
Rélaxea~Anxi§us | 5.76 *1.44 5.60 *1.08
Efficient-Disorganized 6.59 ,a*0,49 ,6;26 *0.40
“F;exible-ﬁ#gid (in_valﬁés) 6.12 k'*0.76‘_"‘5.93 | *1160
'Pgactical—Theoreticdl .‘ 5.59' *1,19 -5.47 51.36
Outgoing—Res;rved o . 5.71 .- *1.23 f5.4o *1.02‘;
kéiiablé—uﬁreliable | '6.53”' *6.85" 6.73 %0.44
Verbally‘Articulate- f N : | j :
Verbally‘Hesitant:'“ y %.59 . *1.14 6.20 *0.54
‘Authoritarian-Permissive 3.76 1.66 3.07 1.53
* - indicates coﬁs{ftent féfiné
. N R




The' Experts

.

i

The construct "rellable" was most characterlstlc of
the role de3cr1ptlon All other constructs with the ex—r

ception of "experienced", "authoritarian", andv"defensive"
were rated consistently as moderately characteristic.
L}

"EXperts vs. Trainees

The ratlngs a351gned to the varlous constructs were-
conslstent acrggs groups with the oonstruct reliable"

beéing perceived as most impprtant‘for 'myself as seen by
edministration'. The one exception to this agreement be-
' e ‘ . ’ . s : : .

«

tween-groupsvwas that the construct ﬁexperienced" was .
rated con51stently by subjects in the Tralnee group but

not by subjects in the Expert group

£
5

B

Role Description 6: An: effectlve 1nstrucb€r in mz fleld
' e ey

(see Table 6)

The Trainees . , - ‘.

»

The cohstructs rateﬂ_veﬁy;consisteht for an effective.

d ’-'5,,"--,”1“

instructor were ¥ ”perle%ced" "rellable", and "thorough"

' Moderately characterlstlc constructs included "verbally
7 g

artlculate" "flexlble"s effic1ent", and relaxed"

"Practlcal" and outgolng" were percelved to be sllghtly
: - :‘V kR : .
characteristlc of ‘an effectlve 1nstructor ‘by the tralnees.

7

_AlL other constructs were not related coh51stently

The ' Experts

3

80.

‘"Thorough”vaud ”expﬁiiehCed”lﬁere rated as being very -

-4
L
. .
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Table 6

81. -

|

Means gpd’Standard'Deviations for Subjects' Ratings of Role

Description 6 for All Constructs

-

Qv@onstx"uct:_ - Trainee (n=17)‘ Expert
X S.D.'v - X S.D..
Expériehced~1nexpér%enced 6,59 ?Ofébv 6.60 . }9171
Thorough;Not'Thorougﬁ | 6.59  *0.69. 6.67 %0.60
Defenéizﬂ—ORgn: c 3.71 2.05 1.93 ‘*1.06
Relaxga-Apgiohs 5.65" *1.41 5.§7 1.82
,EfficientrDisorQanizéd .6.18 *1.04. 6.47 *O.§2
- FlegibleeRigid (in va}uesi 6.35  %0.68 6.33  *1.14
APracticai-Theoretiéai | 5.35 *1,23 S.Sf i.BW
 Outgoing-Reserved 55.59 *i.4o 5.35 *1.01
keligble-Ungeliabie | 6.59  *0.49 6.47  *0.81
_Verbally.Articulaté; o S ._ .
Verbally Hesitant- 6.29 *1.02 6.47 *Q.Bl :
Agthofitaiiaﬁ;Pérmissive 4.06 1.70 3.27. 1.§i -
* _‘indicétes cpnsi;tgnt.rating )
0,
' ',‘.

et e
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82.

:gharaéteristic of an effective instructor. Moderately rated

9 . . . . . . ) . * .
cgnstructs-included "rel;able", "verbally articulate",
"efficient" and "flexiblef. The construct "defensive" was
rated as moderately uncharacteristic of an effective in-

'structor in my field.-

v

Experts vs. Trainees AT . I

Ratings on the constructs for both groups’ were gen-

toe

.erally 'in agieement. That is, -both Experts and Trainees

"agreed that 'an effective instructor in my field" shbuld

7

> not seem to agree ‘on any dpe COnStruct'how/characteristié
. . . ; . \ . . : .v . 1 . P :

.

- S
&

be characteristically,"expefiencedf} "thorough"} and
."reliable".’”Exéerté consisﬁently agreed that "defensive"

-should be uncharacteristic of the role while Trainees were
not consistent in their agreement. In terms of the mode*-
|

ately. characteristic constructs ratihgs.were'similar

between groups.

_Role Description 7: An-ineffective instructor in my field

PR . X . o

(see Table 7)

3

The Trainees
None of ‘the gonsﬂ;gots rated for this role descriptipn
‘were found to be consistent. 'Most of the constructs clus-

tered around the not appLiCablé rating. The ﬁuﬁjects-did ‘

N

.sit was of an ineffective iﬁgtrudtor.

S ; g ‘ ‘- | |
The Experts . =~ o . b C R
— : . E R . B | L

S T S e - o PRI
- -The Expert'group characterized an ineffective instruc-
o : e . ' ST A

e

4"“
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Téble 7
Means and Standard Deviations-for'Subjécts' Ratings ofiRole
Description 7 for All Constructs

F .
S 9,

Coﬁstrdét ; Tréiﬁeé (n¥173V/,ﬁxpefff/(n=l$)

. X S.D. X S.D: .
Expe;ienéed-Inexperiencedb j4.7i'-;_ ?;16 ?_4;67 u:f2.21 b'{
Thorough—ﬁdt Thorough 3.24;‘ '3}04;4 .'2;80,-'/1.68j‘ -
Defensi&e-Open  o 2447 ,';il’72 »  5.6@  *lC3l.« f;£4 ;

] ) . ,‘ ) . L ’ ) N ) ’ . ‘ . . ‘ "

Relaxed-Anxious ©3.94  1.89 2,73 ' 1.84

Efficign;-Digofga#ized’ | 2.82 " 1.58  ‘12:40 *1.31
Flé?ible-Rié;d.kinjvalues) 3553 ' ; 2.b§ o é.l3. xqfssll ‘ »‘ vfé_
pfac£icai-mﬂéore£ic51~ S 3000 11 373 SETCTI e
 'oﬁtgoing-Re;érv;a .‘i} f 3.41 2{17’j , 3.67 '451.35f. R f% |

“Reliable-Unreliable '3.88 - 1.8  3.93 . 1.98 S

Veiba;ly Articulate- L ‘ S o i
-~ Verbally Hesitant = = - ~4.47 1.97 - 4.07. 1.69

Authoritarian-Permissive - 4.24 2226 . 5.13 '1.54
" 5 R ~ - -
¥ —*indicateéyconsistent,rating )




tor to be "rigid.rn‘values?,_"defensiveT (as opposed to
.open),»"disorganized", andg "réserved" Cin, a con51stent

fashion;- All other construct ratlngs 1nd1cated a low
> ».ty . . :
agreement between sub]ects T

&

Trainees-vs. Experts'

s .

. Nelther group exhlblted a high degree of cons1stency
ratlng concepts 1n terms of how characterlstlc they were

of an 1neffect1ve 1nstructor. All. constructs were rated

Y\

w1th only the four mentloned above rated by the Experts

w; i

»expre551ng clear agreement e S R

R ' A ‘ L L R S
Comparison of Role Descriptions 6.apd 7" o o
o ‘ T L e

~While 1t seems p0551ble for bokh groups to reach agree-

.

+

'Tment as to. the constructs characteJrstlc of an effectlve

i

'1nstructor, the reverse seems to be true when ratlng con-'
P4 .
/

e,

structs 1n relatlon to an 1neffect1ve 1nstruct s In

addltlon, ratlngs for both groups of whether c nstructs

are characterlstlc or unchanacterlstlc of an ’ffectivé-a‘

;1nstructor are clear and tend toward t;'

,'scales, in qeneral ;ptlngs on the 1neffe‘t1ve 1nstructor o

'tend to cluster around the neutral or not applicable area

of the scale. . - T N ';

.. T . . . B e X . B
B . : ‘ '

Role"Description 8’» A psychologist in the schools whose

work I once admlred but no Jonger do

,\.

(see Table 8)

i

Las elther not appllcable or uncharacterlstlc by both groups,

Lo . B

! R [ AEETAEN e
o Y . Lot
v L. PSRN Y
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Table 8 !

Means and Standard Deviations for Subjects' Ratjngs of Role .

Description' 8 for All Constructs

v v '@
Construct . Tra'inee (n=17) Expert (n=15)
’ : ] X S.h. X ~S.D7
Experiehcsq—Inexperienced 5.76 \7‘*li48 \6;27 v *1.39
Thorough-Not Thorough ™ 3.94 1.98 5.33 1.96
Defensive-Open | " 5.12 >1.84 4.73 1.91_
Relaxed-Anxious 3.88 1.97“ 3.67 1.74
Efficient-Disorganized  4.24 1.70 4.&6 ‘1.§6
élexible;Rigid (in vaiues) 4.12 2.25 4.53 2.45
Practical-Theoretical . 4.29 1.96 - 4.87 1!75
Outgoing-Resérved B 5.06 1.70 4.73  Elos
Reliéblefuhreliablel 3,71 2.16 4.07 1.73
' Verbally»Articdlaté* : 5 ’
Verbally Hesitant 5.35 1.85 5.27 1.88
Authoritarian—Perﬁissivé 4.59 - 2.06 * B:BO 1.90
* - indi;atesvéonsistent rating . .



.

The Trainees

The sole consistent rating onwthis role description

was' the construct "experienced" which was seen as'being
' ] i o T i\
moderately charact®ristic .to the role.

The Experts

The;Experts also.rated~"ekperiéncéd" as being moder- .

ately characteristic of the role déscription in a consistent

fashion. Né“ather constructs were.rated consistently.

o

Trainees vs., Experts

2

As was stated above, the sole consistent rating was
¥

thétb"efperienced” is moderately chara;tefigtig bf 'a
psvchologist in‘the‘schools whose wdrk I once aamired but
"no longer do'. | |

\

Role Description 9: A psychologist in the schools whose

work I admire. (see Table 9)

The Trainees

Constructs noted as very characteristi® of this role

¢

«
description were "experienced" and "thorough". Moderately
characteristic‘constructs included "reliable", "Qérbally
articulaté"; "efficient", "felaxéd", "flexibie", aﬁd "pra;—
tical". The Trainees fated "outgoing";as being sligﬁtly

characteristic of 'a psychblogist in the schools whose work
I admire'. Aall ratiﬁgs reported were consistent.

v
©

The Experts

86.



Table 9 .
+ B ) i

Means and Standard Deviations for Subjectsu Ratings of Role

Description 9 for All Construct

/’ H ’
i : N E}

o o Constructs : Trainee (n=17) Expért ;(@=15)K
X s.D.. X’ . S.D.

Experiencéd—Inexpérienced 6.76 *0.42°% . 6.73 *0.44
Th0{ough—Not Tﬁorough _6.71 *0 .77 - 6.60 *0.49
Def;nsive—épen 2.88 1.74 ~1.é7 1.50

. 3 . ’
Relaxed—Anxious o 5.88 - *1.32 5.73 1.57
Efficient-Disorganized 6.35 *0.76  6.67 *0.60
Flex%ble:?igidi%in values) 5.88 L *1.18 6.40  *1.02
=PracticayLTheoretical N 6.00 *1.08 5.57 *1.31 -
Oufgoinijeserved 5.35 *1.33 5.93 *1.39
Reliable-Unreliable . 6.4l *o0.84 660  *1.02
Verbally‘Articulate- o .
Verbally Hesitant . 6.35 *0.68 6.67 *0,.70
Authoritarian—Pe;ﬁissivg ) 3.56 >1.7O 3.27 1.53
* - indicates consistent rating | B

- \



\ ™

Included in the very characteristic rating.category

<

were the constructs "experienced",‘“thorqugh", "efficient™,

LY

"reliable", and "verballyiarticulate”, The cdnstfucts‘

"flexible", "practical", and "outgoing" were rated as

A}
N
=)

moderately characteristic. "All of the above ratings of

the role descriptions were judged to be consistent. B

Trainees vs. Experts

In general the Expert group tends to employ more ex-
treme ratlngs on all constructs which causes more ratings
to be included in the very characteristic category. Further,

while both groups rated the constructs "defensive" and
o N ,
"authoritarian” 'in the uncharacteristic end of the scale,

- insufficient agreement among subjects was reached for. them

to be gonsidered consistent.

Comparison. of Role Descriptions 8 and 9.

Subjécts in general‘wererablé‘to_agree consistently
.28 to those constrhcts.they perceived to be characteristic
of ‘a school psychoiogist they admire. The reverse held
‘true for their ratings of constructs on a school psychoio~
gist whoce work the& no longer admiré. For the latter
role descrlptlon ratlngs of constrccts tended to cluster
around the not applicable rating whilé subjects seemed able
to make consistent judgements'as to how chéracteyiscic thc
constructs were forrﬁhe former role description (i.e. a

school psychologist they admire).

88.
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Role Description 10: A person I feel comfortable with

talking about my work. (see Table 10)-

" The Trainees”

For the Trainees "a person I feel comfortable with

talking about my work" possessed the constructs "experienced",:
"thorough", "verbally drticulate",. "reliable", and "out-

going”, all of which the‘subjects rated consistently as

being moderately characteristic for the role. No other

" constructs were perceived in a consistent fashion.,'

The Experts .

¥ .

The mean rating of moderately characteristic was

i

assigned to the constructs "exper;ehced",'"thorough",
"relaxed", "efficient!, "flexible", "outgoing", ahd"f&er—
bally articulate" for the role description. Further they

rated "defensive" as moderately uncharacteristic (i.e,.
they feel comfortable talking with someone who is 'open')
and "authoritarian" as slightly uncharacteristic. All /f

. . . - K ‘

ratings reported above were judged to be consistent.

Trainees vs. Experts

Once againbthe Experf grpup's'ratings tended £0'be
more extreme and ﬁéve more agreement expressed between
'subjects than was the case in tﬂe'Trainee group. Eoth
group#‘tenéed to agree on whaﬁ constructs were'charaétefis—
tic of the-pefson tﬁey felt éomfortable talking about their

work‘with; The Expert group also reached a consensus on

[



Table 1Q

2

Means and Standard Deviations for ‘subjeécts' Ratings of Role

Descﬂiption l% for All Constructs

¢

2 Constfucté Traiﬁee " (n=17) Expert (N—i55
X S.D. X S.D.
Experienceé—lnexperienced "6496 *1.16 6.07 *0.85
Thorough—Not\Thordugh 5.88  %1.32 6.20  *1.11
Defensive-Open 3.41 2.59 1.53 *0.61
" Relaxed-Anxious 5.59 1.75 6.13  *0.81
Efficient—Disorganized 6.47 1.53 5.73 *1.00
Flexible—ﬁigid (in Valueé) 5.88 1.53 - 6.00 *1.26
Practical-Theoretical 5.53 -1;68' 5.33 1}81~
oqtgoing—Reserved 5.94 x0.87 5.87  *0.88
%eliable—Unreiiable: ‘ 6.29 *1.45‘ 6.13 1254
VerballyiArticulate— © o
Verbally Hesitant 6.41 *0.84 6.33 *0.60
Authoritariaﬁ—éermiésive 3.59 1.61 . 2.93 *1.44
* - indicates consistent rating



4

two constructs which were uncharacteristic of khe'fole_

description (i.e. "defensive", and "authoritarian").
P ' -
;Role Description '‘11: A pé&son I feel uncomfortahle with
K ' talking'about my work. (see Table 11)

-~

‘The Trainees

The sole consistent rating on this role description

was the construct "verbally articulate", which the Trainee

rated as slightly cbaracteristic»of a person they feel

uncomfortable with talking about their work. Ratings on

“

all other constructs appéared to be variable.

¥

" The Experts ' N Q'
' ' ‘ T .

The construct "defensive" was rated moderately charac-
¢ o

teristic of a person the Experts feeli uncomfortable with

)

talking about their work, and "efficient" was rated as

»

~aslightly characteristic.’ No other construct,fk ibitad a

consistent degree of 'agreement between raters.
. ) / .

’ /

~Trainees vs. Experts

—

To summarize, Experts felt slightly and moderately
uncomfortable (respectively) talking to an individual who
NE - L]

was "efficient" and/or "defensive" while trainees felt

’ 2 : p
moderately uncomfortable talking about their work with a

v

verbally articulate individual. ~ The lack of agreement

between subjects on ratiﬁgs of the other constructs may
indicate that this role descriptioh,relateS'to highly indi-

vidualized percéptions which lead to more ,scatter in terms

L2

e}



Table 11
. ‘ \4
Means and Standard Deviations for Subjects Ratings of Role .
Desé:iptioﬁ 11 for All Construéts
- ‘ T
. Construct . ‘ Trainee (n=17) Expert (ﬁ=l5)
X S.D. het S.D. : -
Experienced4Ine#perieﬁced' 5,47 1.79 4,%3 2.11
x 4 ' S . , »
Tho:ougthothhorouéh A 4.24 2.02 $4.93 7 1.88 ‘
Defensive-Open . : 5.12 . 1.94 5.93 *1.12
Relaxed~AnxchQ _» 3.41 1.82 © 3,47 1.67
: ‘ . ‘ +
Efficient-Disorganized 424 2.10 5.00 *1.41 .
FlexibiefRigid (in values) 2,20 1.6b 1 2.47 1.78
Practical-Theoretical “‘ 3,94 2.13 3.86  2.03
Ou£going—Reserved o ';.35‘ 1.97 4.26 1.72
.Reliable—Uhreliéble | . 3.82 2.12 4.40 2{18
Verbally Articuléte—; , »
Verbally Hésitant - ~5.41 *1.37  © 5.40  1.93
Authoritarian—?ermissive 6;06 §.IO‘ 4.8j ) 2.19 .
* - indicates consiétebt’rating
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.of subje'c:ts"judgefnehts on the@r&ous constructs.

-

Comparison of Role Desc:igtions.lo énd'it.
The results indicate that subjects in Yoth groups are

more in agreement when determiming which constructs are

Chargcteristid of people they feel comfortable talking to.

More consistent rating for both groups were évidéqt in role.

description 10. The Expert- group rated consistently on

. more conStructs than the Traihee gﬁoup,-and their ratings
' N : : R ; "
on..role description 10 Were‘in-genéral'Slfghtly more extreme.

0

Summary of Results e - )

The previous sectlons‘fccuisﬁ,on*sub]ects' ratings of
the S.P.R.G.'s constructs for specific role descriptions.

-

: - .
. . , - : L
An examination -of the results revealed a number ‘of general -
Lt N - B
trends, which were evident across the role descriptions,

and sudggested differences between the Expert and T;a?nee
groups. The trends observgd were: r
: ¥
1. .The expert group tended to utilize the more ’

extreme ends of the rating scale as compared to

”

the Trainees. That is, the Experts' ratings
on the S.P.R.G.'s constructs tended to be more

characteristic or more'uncharacteristic than

; , /,)

_ Athosé of thg Trainee group.

- 2. ‘Thé Expérts' ratings on thé'S.P.R.G. constructs
tendéd to be more consistent, as indicated by
the fact that their ratings‘aéposs all role.des-

A . . . L
criptions were ju&bed to be consistent for
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.seventy percent of the cells as compared to
forty-six percent of the Trainees. This indi-
cates that as a group, Experts tended to be moré

in agreement about how characteristic the con- I

structs were for the various role descriptions.
Mean ratings for both groups were more consistent

on role descriptions describing 'positive' as-

~

bects of the :school psychologist. .That is, when
rating "a successful fellow-trainee", "a psycho- v

logist in the schools whose work I admire", "an
[ g ‘ » v .

qffective instructor" and "a person I feel comfor- .

2

&

table with talking about .my work" 1here was

]

greater rater,agreement within groups, with
eighty-two percent of the Expert sample rating.
. ' ¢ - . /

consistently as compared to sixty-six percent

N

for”thgiirainees. Agreement dropped substantially
' " h ‘ ’ . . *
when rating the 'negative' aspect o¢f the four
- . . ) e . : N
role description pairs (i.e. "an unsuccessful
trainee”, "an ineffective instructor™, "a psy-
chologist in\the-schogls.whbse-work I orice . o

admired but no longq% do", and "a-'person I feel

uncomfortable with talking about my work") with

K} -

the Experts rating eonstructs consistently twenfy—
one percent overall. 1In summary, for both the
'positive'kand fnegativé' aspects of thgse’rgle
descriptions, the Experts‘wéré sixteen percent

. . . '8
more consisternt than the Trainees. he level of



f‘. B . ' ; o . :'?
consistency decreased by fifty-one percent for
h ‘ ’ ’ iy . . v

- N B
both groups when they rated.the 'negative' aspects
of the rolé description pairs mentioneg Above.

B
.

4 Cooee

Across role descriptions the Trainees focused on

2

¢

[ S - . ‘ .
‘constructs that were more task oriented. Thus,
N N ‘, ] - . N
éhey considered most important coﬂstruéts‘relaped
\ » | - | |

to meeting‘the'expectations;of the’/ task at hand

in a:coﬁsistent manner (i.e. being {reliagle')
- ’ v ’ '

and ensuring»that“as many variables as possible
were accounteé for (i;e. being 'thorbugh')l Thege

oo R ‘ v _ v
two construct; wexe considered very characteristic
in.the majority of the rolg_deécriptiéns. The
" Trainee gfoup as.é'wholelwts unable to agree con-
sisténtly ébout thch édns}.u‘ts were very un-
charécter}stié of a psychologist in E‘e schooi;.‘
.Across :o;e‘descriptioné fhe Experts tended to
include tﬁe above mentioﬁed constructs with one
importanﬁ‘additiop. The ‘wnntructn;ficfibée‘(in
Qalues)’, whicﬁ implies openness and the ¢apacity
to accept:vieypoints othef,than oné's own was alsg
considéred'}o be very chafacteristic of the school

psychologist. The cqpséructs"éefensive‘ and

rated, as very

'authoritarian" were consistg

,

uncharacteristic. Thus f¢r th Experts the‘school'

psychologist must not onl¥ be capable of performing

tasks in a thoroughiand reliable manner, he must

‘also be able to accept and utilize viewpoints

. ‘
N -
LY

95,
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~which are not always in agreement with his

»
own.

96.
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(1980) role deScriptions were employed to b??cit constructs

CHAPTER VI

.

DISCUSSION

<

. ‘ . 7 o 3 . . ‘
In this chapter,ra brief summary of the study is pre-
T . _ @ S D
sented .followed by an overview of the S.P.R.G. role ‘des-

"criptions. and elicited‘cohstructs in relation to the role

v .
of the school psxchologist. The rélationship between the
’ * . - . v ' T

trends. observed in the results and the theory and regearch

-

in personal construct psychology will then be discussed. v
Finaliy,'limitatidns and implicafions of the study are

glven, as are suggestions for further research.

0y
a

SUMMARY OF THE STUDY

'The present study involved the development‘of an in-
strument“which'examihed the conteént of the,personal'con—n

struct ‘subsystem of the school psychOIOgist.S\Culbertson's

s

characteristic of: successful versus unsuccessful fellow
I ) ) . . - y - ,'"' B
trainees, self.as trainee versus self as the,school psy-

chologist 1'd like to be, -an effectivé versus anvinégfective

instructor, and a person I feel comfortable or uncomfortable

"

with talking about my work. A sample of ten subjects

~(described in Chapter III) generated one hundred and eleven

o .

&

‘constructs from the 'elicitation grid'. Three judges sorted
i3 .

the construct pool, and selected eleven constructs as being

representative of the clusters contained within the pool.

It was suggested that the pProcedure and the criteria used

. ' ' BV



98.

in the sorts yielded constructs which were common to and
\ .

£}

1 A
representative of the construct subsystem of the group.

These constructs and the eleven previously mﬁntioned role
descriptions were utilized to construct the School

Psyéhologist"s Role Grid (S.P.R.G.) which is desCribed

-

in detail infChapter I11I.

The S.P.R.G. was aéministered fo fifteen 'Experts'
and seventeen '&raineesf. The_data consisted o% one hundragl
and-twenty—qne discrefe ratings for each subject using . .
uLikert ﬁype Sseven point scéle on wﬁich subjécts determined

]

“how characteristic each of the constructs was for the

- »

eleven riégggescriptions. A medn’ratiné was computed for
. : A
each cell of the grid\for both groués.' The staéﬁard de-
viation of 'ratings for e;ch cell was employed as én index
of consistency, or degree‘of égreement betwe‘en sub‘ts',"
and Wwas also‘computed sepérately for each group. An
arbrtrary‘valu% of 1.5 standard deviationéf W£ich allowed
‘raters to vary one éoint’ih eithe; direqtion from the meah}'
was used asAthe criterion;level for consistency. Kelly's
(1955) suggestion for ci;ni;al aﬁalysis df fepertory grid
data was utilized to‘examiﬁe the results in a deshriptivei
manﬁer{
Resuits reported in the prévious chapter indicated

that it was possible to idenfify most and leést'character-
'istic constrﬁcts; and diffe}endes between the groups for

the different role descriptions. Rather than «estating

the results in an exhaustive fashion in this chapter, they
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will be incorporated into the discussion as illustrations
Of the more general trends observed and reported in the

previous chapter.

‘Role Descriptions andbElicited Constructs

\ As mentiQped previdusly, the role aescriptions employed
in the présen£ study»weﬁe designed by Culbertson kl980) in -
"an.attempt to elicit constructs which would at least in
part define the subsystem'of’psychologists in the schools.
Particular emphasis was placéd on eliciting ;onstructs\
characterizing success in tré%nin;, self as a traineé,
effective instrﬁction, and communication about>work as
compared to their obposite descriptions (e.g. lack of.suc—
cess in training).

This type,of focus represents a substantial departure
from the literature reVieweduregarding the role and ﬁrain—
ing of school psychologist in £hat it attempts_to discover
the personal constructs which constitute what Adams-webber
and Miré (1976) have suggested is a discrete subsyétem _
defining a roie for the'individuél. In conﬁrast to this
tyée of approach the literature reviewed in the present
étuay concerning the»rble ana train;ng of the séhodl psy- x
.choldgist (Fine and Tyler, 1971} Graff and élair, 1973;
Hohenshil, .1974; Janzen and Reynolds, 1978; Mearig,‘1974;
Reger, 1975; Telzrow, 1975) fécused’on models éf training

and function (e.g. assessment expert, consultant, etc.). P

Thus while the results of the present study may reflect
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in par?'thé content (in the fo;quf elicited cénstgucts)

of Brokes"(l975) Process Model thch Janzen and Réyn&ldslf S
(1978) describe as the model utilized in the training proé-.
gram this sémple was drawn froﬁ,.the results themselves

do not directly ;ndicaté supgort for the model itself.

As mentioned ih Chapter III the constructs utilized 1
in the construction of the S.P.R.G. were elicited from sub-
jects‘involved in the tgaching and superviéion of 6ne c&re
course within tpe progr ., the course focus béingvindividual
'assesément. Oout of the one hundred and eleveﬁ constructs
elicited, eleven were ‘selected by independent judges to be
fgpresentative of the clusters‘thch émefged from the total
construct . pool of the sample. b

Ideally, it would ha&g been preferable (cf. Kelly,
1955) to have elicited‘cpnstructs from each subjé;t in the'
final Expert and Trainee s?mples. Thié methoa would not
.haQe permitted betwegn sdbject comparisons however, énd a-
compromise was reached using thebfollowing’rationaleﬁ If,

# B
as Adams-Webber and Mirc (1976) suggest, a specific sub-
éystem forms for the professionai role, individuals trainéd
within one program's cqnstrudt subsyStgms shouidvpossess
certain common elements, which reflect constructs confainéd
withiﬁ the training process. Part of the tfaining process
wo&ld therefore involve tﬁe eitent to which traiﬁées in-

i . : N ‘ |
corporaped/these constructs in the” subsystem related to

the role of school psychologist. The S.P.R.G. attempted

to measure the extent to which the constructs were incor-

100.
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porated by having the Trainee subjects rate how character-
istic each of,?he conétructs were for the role descriptions
‘and comparing these results to an 'Expe;tt sample. Thus
while tﬁe S.P.R.G.'s constrﬁcts were sﬁpplied to rather.
than eliéited‘from“the subjécts, they did fepresent charac-
) .

teristics elicited from, and judged to be representative

of characteristics experts considered important to the role

“descriptions.

Ag Chapﬁer v indiéated, it was possible for both groups
to utilize the constructs to characterize thé various fole'
des&riptions. Differences between the groups were obserVed
and reportéd\régarding which constructs were most and least
chafacteristic'of the individual role descriptions énd how

consistent the ratings -were. The following discuésions,of

trends érising from the results suggests that thé School

N

Psychologist's Role Grid is a viable alternative of assess-

-

ing the nature and development .of the construct Subsystem

related to the.role of school psychologist.

Discussion of Results‘in>Relation to. Personal Construct/

Psychology

7

At the most general level the resulfs’df\this giuéy
provide support fof Kelly'é (l955)ﬂ§oﬁstruction Cofollary
which'states: "a person énticipates events by cénstruiné
their repllications"”. It was possible through the use of
the eliéitatgon grid.to identify construcéts which subjects

felt were characteristic, in vafying degrees, of the role

101.
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descriptions employed in the S.P.R.G. Further, as will
becomé evideﬁt in the foilowing discusSioh, these con-
structs suggest at least partial s;pport for other'corol_
laries containéa=in the theory base.

The fifét trend reported was that the Expert group
tended to utilize the more extremg ends of the rating scale,
aé'compared to‘the Trainees, ‘KeLly's k1955) Experience

)

Corollary states: "a person's constrﬁction system varies

A

‘és he successfully construes tﬁe replicatidn of evenfs".’
A study'by Adgms—Webber (1970a) suggests that the normal
course af deyelopmépt of an individual's construct system
',invqlves the progressive differentiation of its structuré
into indepéndently orgahized subsystéms, and the increasing
integration of the operations of these subsystems within
the sYstems_as a whole. Since one of the criteria for
inclusion in the Traineejgroup was that fhgy possessed.ho
preQious experience.working as psychologists\iﬁuthé schools,
it follows that they hédyﬁinimal opportunities to ;Eénstfue
the réplication of'events' thaf direétly relate to this
role. The Trainee's subéystem related to séhool'psychology
was not yet organized to the extent that it permitted more -
o S \ K
extreme jﬁdgeménts to be made. If, as Kelly maintains,
our present construct sysfem’serves as the base from‘which
"we make our predictions, it seem logical that novices will
be- more moderate thdn\yheir more éxperienced counterparts.

Further support for this explanation'is provided with

studies by Adams-Webber (1970b) and Landfield (1968) who



suggest that rating extremity iS:ﬁD indéx of how meaningfuil
the construct is fbrvthe_individual using it; The less
developed construct sYstems 6# the‘Trainees wou1d{be less v
able té‘ascribe meanings to the role deécriptiané than

their Expert countérparts who -had a'widér ekper;énce base

;h relation to the roie.

The ratings for role description 1: a successful

-fellow school §sychologist in training, provide an illue-

103,

tration of the above mentioned observations. For the’Trainee‘

- group the constructs 'reliable' and 'thorough' were rated
as very characteristic of the fole descriptioA in comparisén:
to the Expérﬁs” ratings of 'flexible', 'expefien;ed‘,
'réliéble'; and *?horough'. The Trainees major focus was
therefore to preseht themselves és doing Qork which'included
and accounted for the {elevant_aspects’of'the Qork,at hand
in a consiétent fashion. " While the Expert group‘agreed
that these constructs were ve?y characteristic of;a success-
ful tréinee, ghéir'éddition of pﬁe constrdets "flexible'
and 'experienced' are impbrtant."'Flexi%ility'pimplies N
that not only should the successful trainee .be able to do
a complete‘('tho;ough') job of the,task at hand,vhe should .
further posse;s a wide raﬁge ofk;lternatiQes that ﬁe can
seiéct froh to apply to this taskf in‘order to be éblg fo
do thisfithe conétructbfexperienced' must be a very impor-
tént characteristic of the individual. Experts also ratgd'
\ . .

-'defensive' as being very uncharacteristic of this role

description which,‘on the rate scale used, 'implies the

.
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contrast pole-of the construct. Thét is, for flexiﬁility«

\

and expérieﬁck to develop, .the sudcessful trainee should

be very characteristically open to .novel ideas.

1

\ .
In summary, it was suggested that ‘the trend toward more
. ' - \ L )

*

extreme rééings of the coﬁstrdcts fo; the role descriptions
, ‘ v

by the Experts indicéted that as a function of their ex-

perience as psycho%pgists in‘the schobls, their construct

subsystems felating to this role was more qleérly d;fined.

(meaningful) and effectiveiy inyegratéd than was the case

in the Trainee group. This éllowed tﬁé Expert subjects

to make more extreme ratings on the constructs.

The second trend observed was that the Expert rafings
on the S.P.R.G. were more ;;nsistent.(seventy as compared
to fbrﬁy~sii pefceﬁt of the cells rated‘bonsistently),'
indicating a higher level of agreemenp between the subjects
in this group. This may be exélainéd in part by the more
advanded integratioh of the subsysteﬁ discussed in relatiodn
.to the previously observed trend. Furgher, Kelly's‘(l955)
Commonality Corollary states:  "to the extent that one per -
son employs a construction Of expetieﬁce similaritg ﬁhoSe'
of the othef person™. The highgr‘conéistency in the

o | [
Expert group suggestsithatfmore commonality gxists between
them than is present for'tﬁé Tgainees, This implies that
some elements exist.that are common across indi&iduals for
the réle of'séhool’psychologist and that agreement of these

‘commonalities increases as a function of increased experience.

An implication of this observation is that individuals
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involved in training school‘psychOlogisﬁs might utilize

the repertory grid methodology to identify and cl&rf@y‘ .

constructs involved in their training program which best
<

indicate the nature of the role they are attempting to pass 4;

>

on to their students. This would first alfow clarification

of those.characteristics which the spécific program feels

.are necessary to the role of psychologist in the schools.

Second, since Ehe extent to which one person constrﬁqs fhe.
éonstruction process.of anothet allows him to play a role
in the social'processvof thg b£her persdn.(cf. Sociality
Cbrol;ary), explicitsglar;fication of constructs directly
relatéd.to&Professibnél develoémépt'of the school psycholo-

e

gist should facilitate more understanding and effective
. . S

communication.between trainees and}Supervisors.

To illustrate, Experts in the presen; stuay,feiﬁ that
thé construc? 'defénéive‘ was very uncharaCtéristic of a
succeésful trainee.. This term might be'defined and utilizedV :
in any npmber of ways. Kelly's (1955) elicifation.techniqﬁe
showed that inaﬁhe case of the éresent sample ﬁhe_construtt
'defensive' had ;s its conﬁrast pqle"open' and a humber of }
constructs clustered ﬁnder the defensiye—opén dimensioﬁ.
Tﬁese inciuded,inhibited—assertivé, élosed—open, and pré—
dictable-spontaneous. If the supervisor is aware thaﬁ he
is using these constructs (others included were 'reliable’, »
'flexible', 'thoroﬁgh', and 'experienced') as part of his
éiiterioh systeA fpr'identifying-ahd characterizing success-
ful trainees, he can develop and modify programé to focus

{

3
)
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on these c:onstfucts.‘s Fur?her the trainee canlﬁore effec- j
tively play his fole,iﬁithé\traihing process. Duck's

(1973, 1975, 1977; Duck and Spéncer, 1973) research suggests
that "commonalityhéf constructive processes is conducive

to and’increéseé the probabilities for construing another's

_this enhances the likelihood of social ‘communi-

cation" (p. 25), While the present study is not suggesting

processes  and

‘that the explication of construets such as the one mentioned
abpve (i.e. relating to a successful t:ainee) will gua;antee
'a'mOre effective t;ainihg process, if is.suggested‘that;
this process will contribute td bétter undérstanding and com-
munication of various aspecté considered to be iﬁpbrtant
within traihing. |

In sdﬁmarf aJtrend~was‘obser§ed for the Experts to be
more consistén£ in their ratings.of constructs. It was
suggested that this resﬁ%t provided suppoit for the exist;
ence ofIQQré commonality of co#%%ruqtion'for the Experts
.which indicéte%uthat‘the‘traiﬁing program sampled fa?ilitated
the development of é éubsystem for the role of'school psy-
chologist which possessed a‘humber of common.and identifi-

. . _ _

able constructs. !It was further suggested that the identi-
.fication aﬁd explication of these common constructs might -
facil;tate the 5evelopméntbof that subsystem of the Trainee
which concerns the role of the‘school.psychologist.

The final tfend observed was that both grou tended

to be more consistent -in their ratings of thé role descrip--

tions which iliustrated 'positive' elements for their nega-

s



tive counterparts. These included 'a successful fellow

. N e N ~

school” psychologist in training', -'a psychologist in’ the
! _ .

schools whose work I admire' and 'a person ‘I feel comfor-

'an un-

table with talking about my work' as opposed to
. . ‘V . ! - .
successful fellow schogl psychologist in training', 'an
R B ' ' o
: .y b N ) . :

ineffectiver instructor in my field', 'a pSY&héIogiSt in

the schools whose work I once.admired but no longer do'

and 'a person I feel uﬁcomfortagla/with télkipg about my

work'. A difference in consAstency of fifty-one percesnt

in favor of the 'positiVe'

was obse;Véﬂ\iQ£<both group

role descriptions. Further evExpert_qrdup consistency

1

feVel fpr'tatings was ‘observed to be twenty-one percent

‘higher than the Trainee group's in the. case of both posi-

~tive and negativé role descriptions. ¢

Previous discussion has suggested possible reasons
for the Expert group's higher consistency level but has

generall&'focused'on'positive_role descriptions. Results

for the négétivé role descriptions indicated that the

'Expert group rated cohsisfently for twenty-one pensént
of the constructs as compared to five percent for ;ﬁe’

¥ »

Trainees. Thus while the consistenrty level was not high,

the Expert group could at least in part define what con-

structs were characteristic of role descriptions contdining

negative elements. This may be taken as further support

‘that their construct subsystem for the role of school psy~

chologist is more developed that the subsystem of the

Trainees. That is, the subsystem also contains constructs

107+



"which serve as guidelines for determining what charac-

4

_teristics the role should not contain. The Trainees, in

comparison, were only able to idéntify constructs which

Py

were uncharacteristié fivevpercent of the time . The

possibility that their construct subsystems are less in-

B

~ tegrated-and defined partially explains this lack of con-

. , . ) !
sistency. A facet of this explanation is that the novelty

of the role“leads'these'subjects to,foéus‘on doncéptsbwhicb

will validate their develdpment into the ‘role. . Hence

characteristic elements will be the Trainees' initial focus

and their ratings will reflect this. Further the trainingj

program.itself focuses on characteristic qualities and

v R . ° 1 ‘ -
"skills necessary .to function-‘as a psychologist in the
- ' ’ .

: : Y v : .
schools. The Expert group on the other "hand has a broader

B
hase of experience, which would include instances where
constructs were tested and invalidated. fThese constructs
might~come to be defined as uncharacteristic of the school
. - o L \

psychologisp subsystem. For this sample of' Experts, the
constructs"defensive' andw'authoritarian' were discovered
to be the most uncharacteristic didéhsions (which implies

least desirable) for a school psychologist to possess:

hrsdme research in personal ‘construct psychology has

found similar results to'the present study  in terms of sub-

- jects more consistently émploying characteristgs ratings

Benjafield and Adams-Webber (1976) postulate a 'golden

« .

Al

HRN

»

-
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(i.e. using the constrpct pole which has a positive valence). .

section hypothesis' which suggests that positive information"®

- L s
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’

represents .a simpler concept than its negative counterpart:

.

and that the former underlies the latter. This follon

Kanhouse ahd?Hanson's (1972’;.:.éited_ in Adams~Wegber, 1979).

suééestion'that'becauséybositivefinéormation'is SO édﬁmqn,

it acts éé-a.pérceptgal.g;QUnd ;gainst which negativek;n—'
formatiép étandé'oﬁtias a‘figﬁré. Benjafield and Adams—
Webber (1976) have suggésted tﬁat the.propo;ﬁibhAof positive

to negative constructs is sixty-two to thirty-eight. A

count of the proportion of characteristic to uncharacteristic
. N & q-
ratings in the present study revealed proportions similar

¢

¥

to the‘above'with the. Trainees proportion being sixty-eight
to thirty-two and the Expertspseventy to thifﬁy (1.e.
characteristic to‘uncharacteristic;ratingé)k4.Regarding,

the general trend that Experts rated more consistently for:
. N \ 4 . . L

both characteristic and uncharacteristic ratings, it 'is

suggested .that thefgreater development of the Experts' con-

4

struct subsystem provided them wit% a more cléariy defined
L 1 S o
'ground' from which the uncharacteristic elements ('figures')
< . ‘ . ,

could be idenfifiea and rated in a consistent fashion. &
. . : . @
In summary, it is suggested that the ability of the

Experts to rate negative role describtions more consisténtly

1

is a functibn of their construct subsystem being_ more de-

[
C e \

velopea through experienc%'as a psychologist in the_sqhoolé.

It‘is'fufther suggesteg that the preéeht Study;s results
blosely appfoxiAate previous f}ndings‘that show'subjecfs to
utilize the similarity.(positivgi pdle ‘of the construct .
méré frequently than the con#fggt;fﬁegatiQe) éolé;

=~
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y

Conclusions "\

+ *

,
N

At the 'most general ‘level, the»preSent Study supported

the possibility that Kelly's (1955) pefsgnal construct

¢ ~

v

psychology lS a viable appro%}h for examlnlng the role of
the school psycholog ist.in training. Constructs e11c1ted

from an'exPert sample demonstrated that common constﬁﬁ%ts

el

existed. Differénces were observed between the Expert and
Trainee groups in terms of how characteristic the con-

structs were for the rofe descriptioqs,'and how consistent

o i | ! . ‘ .
the Yatings themselves were. It was_ lsuggested ‘that these

v

findings arose from the fact that the Expert]s construct
‘subsystem were more developed and integrated than fnose'

of the Traihee's. Differences‘betWeen the groups"cone
. . : ~ # -

‘sigtency levels also suggéstéd that the trEining'pzoceSS
served to facilitate a clearly defined‘subsxstem whicn'
defines'the:role of.thé ps§chologist in the,schoo}s..»It
shouid be_stressed,that the exploretoryinature:of the present
'study served more to geneqate‘tentatiue suggesbions'of
connections between theory:ano reseercn, than firmly sub-

stantiated concluSions aboUt‘the‘various:aspects'of the
role of the school. psychologist. A) o .
- . / .

~ . - - ' K '

Crltlcal Evaluatlon and Impllcatlons for Further Research

( ©

All resu%}s in-the present study were obtalned from

the S.P.R.G. A number of characterlétlcs of the 1nstrument,

data collection, ‘and analysis of the results‘suggest that

e :
conclusions 'shown be couched tentatively. The following



limitations address the above areas:

1.

The S.P.R.G. employed 'supplied' constructs to

obtain its results. It is possible that indivi-

dual subjects aSsignéd'différent meanings to the

zability of most and least characteristic con-
struoﬁs selected for the various role descriptioné..

Results were collected on only one occasion.

4 B

"While if was', suggested that.a compar;son of be-

k3 ~ A
ginning trainees and people considered to be ex--

'~ perts wddld give some .indication of aevelopmental

4

differencéguan the role subsystems, reéuits could

not be directly related to single subjects.
Strocger‘support,for the concept of a;rble sub-

A

system which becomes more elaborated and integrated

>

would have been possible by readhinistfatioh of

the S.P.R.G. to individual subjects as. training

progressed.

The mean ratings and consistency scores represented

<

" a composite picture of the subjetts. Within both

3

samples, years of°experience, level of training,

sex, age, and intelligence were hot“cqntrolled for,.

» .

which greatly reduced the number of specific con-
clusions that could be reached.® Further these_

composite scores did not accurately-pprtray~indiv;-

P
t

dual subsyétems.

o

4, Althdugh some effort was directéd to asSessithEhe_

2

-~

111.

constructs which wduld greatly reduce the generali-

“u

-
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reliability*of the S.P.R.G., it was at best
B : . ‘
g& tentatiy€. Although Kelly (1955) suggests that

reliébility might be taken as a measure of how

insensitive an instrument is to change, it is

suggested that without further and more in depth

\ ) .
comparisons of individual grids, the present in-

strument's reliability must be considered with
caution as the present étudy did not measure chanée
fof enough individual subjects over time fo make
réliability estimates conclusivg.
5. The amount'éf descgiptive'inforﬁation'generéted
from the g:iqﬂmakes discussion of group results
.using Kelly's (1955) clinical analysis very cumber-
‘some in a group study: Informatién'selected from
;these results.for discussion may reflect biases
of the expérimenter. |
6. Results of the present study wére“generated from
the popﬁlation of a single training program and
. n - :
.reflect its characte;istai'ifather than more gen-
erallypdefining a subsystem relq;ed to the role
of bsychblogist in the schools.
. v s
Thus whiNe the results indicate at a general level the
subsystem's_characteristics as pergeiVed by the two groups,
the method of analysis used in the present study‘may present
results which are not appropriate to indﬁvidual subjects:

" The following suggestions are made for further research:

1. “That the S.P.R.G. be modified to include a com-

' 0
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bination of representative constructs that the
trainers feel are important and constructs which
are elicited from the trainees. This would allow
more individual elaboration of the subsystem.

A construct pool could be formed and sorted in an
identical manner to the present study but utilizing
a trainee sample to establish whether ratin¥s og
constructs would incféasé)in terms of their )
commonality and consistency for the Trainee group.
If the trends observed in the preseﬂt‘study were

reversed in favor of the Trainees, results would

highlight differences Between the subsystems of

Trainees and Experts as-well as indicating areas

of agreement.

That administration and analysis of the grid be

‘done on-an individual basis, and that the grid be

readministered as the training program continues.
This' would provide the trainee and supervisor with

a qualitative record of the development of the -

'subsystem and allow for individual identification

of areas of strength and weakness.
Future studies should include a control grid which
would serve to indicate whether changes that occur
during training are specific to certain spbsystems,
or have a wider impact on the construct system as

n‘ ’
a whole. .

The present study focused on a university population.
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Further research could be done comparing these
results with psychologists presently working i;
the échpols;.teachers, ana adminis£rators. The
grid format could be used as an inférmatién
generating device which would peymit identifica-~
tion of constructs underlying agreement and/or

“

conflict.
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The accompanying form represents a listing of. persons
or roles. that persons might play in relation-to your work
or training as a psychologist- in the school. Responses to
this form must be completed in the follow1ng manner:

PART A

For each role on the list, write in the name or 1n1t1als

of the person who best fits the role description ‘for you. If
no one fits the description exactly, select the- ‘individual

- who best approximates it. DO NOT USE THE SAME INDIVIDUAL

FOR MORE THAN ONE ROLE DESCRIPTION. If the role list seems
to call for a duplicate name, substitute the name of the
person who next best fits. the role. :

- PART B

Step 1. ©Now. look at the first row in the matrix.

Note that there are circles in the squares under the columns
numbered 1, 3, and 10. Consider the three individuals v
whom you have listed for these role’ descriptions. In what .
important way are two of these three people alike and at
"the same time, essentially different from the third? ,

+ Step 2. Fill in the c1rcles of the two that are alike -
so that they are solid: _
SteB 3. In the column marked WCONSTRUCT", write down,
.’i”?or phrase, the important way that these two pepple

erte, in the column marked "CONTRAST", the

éf the word or phrase you wrote in the first column.
F 5. Repeat Steps 1 through 4 for the remaining

;ng the circles in each row to determlne whlch three
fre. to be compared

PART C

}e final sectlon solicits background 1nformat10n
fing educational and vocational experiences. Informa-
from this and all other sections will be treated ln\the

regaj
tion

strijikest confidence. Thank you for your assistance.
1. ' Sex Name {(optional)
2. held: Degree . University
i
|
3. Current degree program:
4. Have you ever been employed as a teacher? Yes - No
" a, If Yzs for how long? b. Where? '
5. Have you ever been employed as a psychologlst in the

Yes No a. If Yes for how long°

r

. //

123,



a successful fellow school -
psychologist in training.

an unsuccessful. fellow
school psychologist -in
training ° ‘

O
o1

myself as a psychologist=
trainee in the schools

myself as the school psy—,v
chologist I'd like to 'be

myself as seen by adminis-
tration in relatlion to

pPsych. in the schools

an effective instructor
in my field ’

an inefféctive instructor
|in my field

a gsychologist in the
schools whose work I once
admired but no longer do

a psychelogist in the :
schools whose work I admire

0T

a;person I feel comfortable] -
with talking about my work

I

a person I feel uncomforta-
blekw1th talking about my
wor i

1
o1

IOOdLSNOD

LSVYNINOD
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" A

’
ol

L]

10.

11.

12,

13.

14,

15.

ile.

17.

18,

A

Construct Pole

“active orientation

to therapy

3

lack of aptitude

0

able to dgiegate

~authority effectively

impatience with
shortcomings

willingness to innovate

in spite of criticism

perfectionistic

tendency to overlook
some available alternatives

tendency to procrastinate
on major or uninteresting

tasks .

works well as a team

menbler - ~
tendency to focus on

details without appreciating
larger issues

broad range of assessment
and treatment skills

tfustﬁorthy
rigid
self-confident
assertive,
relaxed
pré@ccupied

helpful

126.

Contrast Pole

professional distance
from client-student

tendency to have un-
realistic expectations

of client-student

assumes too much
XYesponsibility

competence

tendency to placate

tendency to give up or
abandon difficult cases

completes task as
required

gets tasks done on

time

tendency to -isolate self; .
reluctance to consult
others

able to comprehend
situations and see -
implications

well devéioped skills in
a relatively narrow area
unreliable

flexible

reéerved

inhibited

tense

attént%ve

confusing



19.

20.

21.

22,
23.
24.
25.
26 .

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40 .

41.
42,
43.

44.

45,

warm - caring
spontaneous
authoritarian
¢

patient

practical

histrionic

fntensely knowledgeable

methodical
verbal finesse
efficienf
intense

reserved

. ~quick wﬁtted

opportunist
temperamental

concern about‘chi%drgn
not persistent 2%
analytical
conscientious

current technicélly
concern

thorough

excellent report writer

easy going
flighty

reliable

"egalitarian

\ 127,

unresponsive

inhibited
permissive
impatient
impractical
underspoken

mildly knowledgeable
absent minded
verbal stumbling
inefficient
flippant

ebﬁllient
reflective
conscientious
consistent

lack of concern
persistent

got analYtical
uncoﬁscientious3_
not current technically
lack of concern
not £horough

poor report writer
not easy going
serious

unreliable

authoritarian

I s
. YRS
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46.
47.

48.
49.

50.
51.
52.

53.

54.
55,

56.
57.

58.

59.

60.
61.

62,
63.
.64,
65.

66.

uptight
experienced

willing to enter a mutual
learning experience

confidence due to
experience

pretentious

quiet competence

knowledge based experience
ease in explaining

difficult concepts in
a simple way

1

defensive and artificial

inexperienced

" dedicated

irresponsible
confidence from
experience '
flexible. . )

capacity for immense
understanding of others

lack of knowledgé

competent

efficient

reserved with others
non-judgmental

und er pressurés of time

relaxed
inexperienced

a 'know it all'

~unconfident due to
lack of experience

relaxed

flashy

lack of knowledge
based experience

difficulty in
explaining concepts
clearly

open and natural
experienced

job doesn't take
priority over

family life

fulfills required
duties. ‘

unsure from lack of
experience

rigid (in values)

less experienced in
-the field.

concerned about up-
dgting knowledge

disappointing

disorganized

well organized

judgemental

enough time to do all
-that needs to be done

128.



67.

68.

69.
7oA.
71.
72.
73,
74.
75.
76.

77.

78. 7

79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84,
85.
86.
87.
88.
>89.
90.

91.

practical

.difficulty relating

to people
experienced

organized

less directive

greater self-confidence

&

relaxed

more perceptive
accepfing of others
egocentfic »
rea;istic ‘/\\v/ﬂ~
understaqding |
impatien£

ordered

nurturant
aggressive

high Standafds,
respectable
reassﬁring
companiqnable
dependent
eXcifément
emotiohally stable
intellectuélly.riéi

spbntaneous
(behaviorally)

129.

theoretical

ease relating to
people

inexperienced
disorganized
more'directive
less self-confidence
anxious

}ess perceptive
less accepting of others
exocentric
idealistic
rigid

patien£
changihg

harsh
submissive

low standards
denigrated
paternalistic
argumentative
autonomous
refleétive
unstable:
f%exible

predictable
(controlled)



92.
93.
94.
95.

96.

97.
- 98.
99.
ioo.
101.
102.
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.
108.
109,

110.

w

trusting

friendly
lackinglintegrity
humanistic

seeking positive growth
and change

intellectuél
défensiVe
self-éonfident
open

honest
outgoing
efféctive
guiet
unsuspectipg\
capable |
ambitious
reliable
successful

articulate

v

suspicious
distant

ethiéal

egocentric

locked into negative

experience
realistic
open
unéertain
;losed
dishonést
reSe?véd
ineffective
noisy
plotting
incapable
unambitious

unreliable

unsuccessful

hesitating

o

130.



APPENDIX C

JUDGES SORTS OF CONSTRUCTS,

131. '

-



of the clusters.

L Judge 1
o g
Cluster 1
~40. thorough not thorough *
26. methodical absent-minded
32. . -opportunistic conscientious -
37, " conscientious unconscientious
6.- perfectionistic tendency to give up
' T or abandon difficult
cases A
7. " tendency to overlook completes task as
some available required
alternatives
Cluster 2
-108. 1reliable unreliable *
44. 'reliable unreliable
57. irresponsible fulfills required duties
12. trustworthy unreliable
_Cluster 3
59. flexible rigid (in values) *
13.  riqgid . flexible
90. intel}ectually rigid “flexible
78. understanding : rigid
Cluster-4 (
73.: relaxed anxious: *
50. pretentious ‘5\\\} relaxed
.46, uptight relaxed
42. easy-going - . not easy- golng
16. relaxed tense
Cluster 5
67. B;actlcal theoretical *
97. 1ntellectua1 realistic
17. reallstlc idealistic
23, practical impractical
Cluster 6 ‘ -
69. experiénced inexperienced *
106. capable incapable
58. confidence from unsure from lack of
experience experience
* - constructs underlined were selected as representatlve

)



Cluster 6

- 61.
62 .
47.
49.
52.

L 55,
25,

Cluster 7

63.
28,
. 66.

.70.

103.
’Cluster

102.

43.

29.
30.

Cluster

110.
68.

53.

27.
Cluster

98.
54.
100.
15.
20.
91.

Cluster 11

21.
45.

71 ..

(continued)
lack of knowledge

competent
experienced
confidence due to
experience
knowledgewbased
experience
inexperienced

- intensely knowledgeabie

efficient

133.

.concerned about up-

dating kndwledge
disappointing

‘inexperienced

unconfident due to lack
of experience

lack of knowledge-based
experience

experienced -
mildly knowledgeable

disorganized *

efficient
under pressure of
time ' ‘
organized
effective

outgoing

inefficient .

enough time to do al

that needs to be done
disorganized '

“ineffective

reserved *

flighty

~intense

reserved

~articulate

serious
flippant
ebulliant

‘hesiﬁant'*.

difficulty relating
to people

ease in explaining
difficult concepts in
a simple way
verbalffitness

defensive

ease relating to
people
difficulty in explain-

B ing difficult concepts

clearly

-verbal stumbling

<

open *

defensive and artificial
open . '

assertive

spontaneous

spontaneous
(behaviorally)

.authoritarian

open and naturxal
closed

“uninhibited

inhibited
predictable
(controlled)

permissive *

egalitarian
less directive

~authoritarian

more directive

Sy



Cluster 1

98,
- 80.
48.

54,
90.
92.
78.
91.

68.

99,
100.

Cluster 2

44 .
84,
101.
105.

8.

. 34.
108.
12.
57.
- 94,
107.
62.
32,
1009.
106.

Cluster 3

63.

18,

70.

103.

28,
Cluster 4

40.
41.

Judge 2

defensive

134.

open *

ordered ,
willing to enter a
mutual learning
experience

defensive and artificial
intellectually rigid
trusting i
understanding
spontaneous
(behaviorally)
difficulty relating
to people
self-confident

open. ‘

reliable

changing
a 'know it all'

open and'naturalr
flexible

. suspicious

rigid
predictable
(controlled)
ease relating to
people '
uncertain

closed

unréliable *

respectable
honest
unsuspecting

~tendency to procras-

inate on major or
uninteresting tasks
concern about children

‘reliable

trustworthy
irresponsible
lacking inte%;ity
. . - H
ambitious
competent
opportunist
successful

i

denigrated

“dishonest

plotting
gets tasks done on

time-

lack of concern
unreliable
reliable

fulfills required duties

ethical

‘unambitious" -

disappointing

conscientious

unsuccessful

organized

effective
efficient

thoroughk'

.capable incapable ~
efficient disofganized *
helpful confusing

disorganized
ineffective
inefficient

Al

not thorough *

" excellent report writer.

poor report writer



Cluster 4

83.
7.

(continued)

high standards
tendency to overlook

" some available

56.

66 .

10.

26.
35.
38.
25.

11.

»

Cluster 5

67.
77..
36.
97.
23.

“Cluster 6

21.
" 86.
85.
45,
81.
82.
71.
65,

Cluster 7
59.
96.

alternatives
dedicated

perfectionistic

.

under pressures of
time

tendency to focus on
details without ap-
preciating larger
issues

impatience with"

- shortcomings

methodical

not persistent

current technically
intensely knowledqe-
able

broad range of ‘assess-
ment and treatment
skills '

practical

135.

low standards
completes task as

" required

job doesn't take priori-
ty over family life
tendency to give up

or abandon difficult

cases
enough time to do
all that needs to be
done

able to cémprehend
situations and see
implications

competence

absent minded
per51stent

" not current technically

mildly knowledgeable

well developed skills in
a relatively narrow area

theoretical *

realistic . )
analytical |
intellectual

- practical

authoritarian

idealistic

not ‘analytical.
realistic
impractical

permissive *

companionable
reassuring
egalitarian -
nurturant
aggressive
less directive
non-judgmental

L

flexible

" argumentative

paternalistic
authoritarian

‘harsh
"submissive e
more directive

judgmental

figid {(in values) *

'seeking positive growth

. locked into negative

.

experiences



136.

Cluster 7 (continued)

2. lack of aptitude’ | tendency to have un-
realistic expectations
of client/student

5. willingness to inovate tendency to placate
in spite of criticisms '
3. rigid . : : flexible
Cluster 8
73. . relaxed l anxious *
79. - impatient (- . patient
29. intense flippant
43. flighty serious
33. temperamental consistent
89. emotionally stable:.: .. unstable
53. " ease in explaining: ‘ difficulty in ex-
difficult concepts in plaining difficult
a simple way - B ¢concepts clearly
95. humanistic o - egocentric ‘
42. easy gobing _ o not easy going
50. pretentious = ' o relaxed
46. uptight ! relaxed .
16. rélaxed ' " . tense
74. s&nore perceptive ' less perceptive
22. 'patient ' ‘ ’ impatient
Cluster 9
110. articulate hesitating *
88. excitemgnt - . o : reflective
31. guick 3%?ted ' ‘ reflective
24. " histrionic ' ; underspoken
27.  verbal finesse ~ verbal stumbling

"15. assertive ‘ _ inhibited

Cluster 10

102. outgoing , B : reserved *
76.  egocentric - ‘exocentric
- 104. 'guiet S ‘ o .noisy
37. conscientious . un%bnscientioué
51. quiet g¥mpetence flashy
17. preoccupied " attentive
87. dependent L : autonomous
1. active orientation - _ professional distance
- to therapy : from client-student
20. spontaneous 4 inhibited '
19. ‘warm-caring ‘ : ' unresponsive
72. greater-self con- S little self-confidence.
- fidence ’ :

75. accepting of others = - less accepting of others



Cluster ontinued).

93
14

Fto delegate \
fhority effectively
Fserved -~ .
kserved with others

Fexperienced

137.

distant
reserved

_tendency to isolate

self; reluctance to
consult others -
assumes too much re-
sponsibility
ebullient

well organized

inexperienced *

I lack of knowledge

capacity for immense

6 experienced

55 B inexperienced
5¢6.8Econfidence from

' Whexperience

49. confidence due to

experience

powledge based
erience

52.

Clustefﬂl

108. reliable

L understanding of others

Judge 3

“concerned with updat-

ing. knowledge

"less experienced 'in
‘the field
“.inexperienced

experienced

unsure from lack of
cxperlience

unconfident dué to lack
of experience

lack of knowledge

"based experience

unreliable *

44, reliable

57. irresponsible
12. trustworthy
62. competent
109. . successful

Cluster 2

63. efficient

unreliable

~fulfills required d@ties

unreliable

~disappointing

unsuccessful

disorganized *

18. helpful
70. organized
103. effective
28. efficient

Cluster 3

1lo0. articulate

confusing

disorganized
ineffective
inefficient

hesitating *

88. excitement
31. quick witted

reflective
reflective



8

Cluster 3

24,
15.

(confinued);

histrionic
assertive

Cluster 4‘ﬁw

40,
26.
6.

37.
83.

Clustef 5

98,
15,

20..
91.

54.
48.

80.

3Cluster 6

102.
29,
30.
43,
51.

9.

64.
37.
Cluster 7

47.
- 61,

. 69.
' 55,
49.

52.

‘thorough

inhibited-

138

underspbken

not‘thorough.f

methodical
perfectionistic

tendency to overlook
available alternative

- conscientious
“high standards

-defensive

absent minded
tendency to isolate
self, reluctance to
consult others
completes task as
required
unconscientious
low standards

open ‘¥

assertive

spontaneous

spontaneous
(behaviorally) ‘
defensive and art1f1c1al

'w1111ng to enter a
mutual learning experience.

1nh1b1ted
inhibited
predictable
(controlled)
open and natural
a 'know it all".

changing

works well as a team
member

reserved with others
conscientious ‘

experienced

ordered

outgoing B reserved *
intense  flippant
reserved ebullient
flighty" . . serious

quiet competence . \@" flashy .

tendency to isolate self,
reluctance to consult
others _

well organized
unconscientioué

inexperienced *

lack of knowledge>»

experienced A
inexperienced
confidence due to
experience
knowledge based
experience - '

concerned about up-
dating knowledge .
inexperienced
experienced

unconfident due to lack
of experience

lack of knowledge based

experience -
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Cluster 7
60.
l106.

Cluster 8

73 .
42,
43..
79.
16.
22,
33.
89.

Clusterk9

- 21,
45,
65.
‘85.
71.
86,

(continued)

capacity of immense

understanding of

~capable

relaxed

others .

“less experienced

the field
incapable

v

‘anxious ' *

easy going
flighty
impatient

_relaxed

patient
temperamental

authoritarian

‘emotionally stable

. not easy going

serious

.“patiént

anxious
impatient
consistent
unstable

permissive *

egalitarilan
non-judgemental
reassuring

less directive
companiornable

Cluster 10

~ :
59.

13,
| 96.

78.
2.

Cluster 11
& ;
67.
97.
23.
77.

flexible

authoritarian
judgemental

paternalistié
more directive
argumentative

&\

in

rigid (in value$) *

‘rigid
seeking positive

and change
uriderstanding |

lack of aptitude -

Bgactiéal

growth

e

s4

flexible.

- locked into negative
. experiences

rigid

tendency to have un-
‘realistic expectations

of client/student

o

‘theoretical * -

intellectual
practical

realistic

tvidealistic
B ' ’ ; B .

realistic
impractical

(Y
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CONSTRUCT DEFINITIONS
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The following definitions represent aggregate compo-
sitions solicited from the Expert sample:

1. experienced -~ inexperienced /
Activity which includes training, observation or
practice, and personal participation. The knowledge

.and skills obtained result in an individual being
'experienced’.

2. thorough - not thorough
A task orientation which is exact and accurate,

especially in regards to the details which are addressed.

3. defensive - open :
A position in which the 1nd1v1dual feels he must con-
tinually justify his actions to protect himself from
the feedback and criticism of others. As contrasted
with 'open' where the individual invites feedback
without feeling that it constituess a threat to his
own actions and integrity. :

4, relaxed -~ anxious

‘To become less tense and looser in relation to percep-

tion of self and presentation to others of role
performance: As opposed to 'anxious''which implies
uneasiness and apprehension about the performance of
tﬁe role and others perception of this performance.

5. efficient - dlsorganlzed
The individual is able to produce the desired result
with a minimum of effort, expense or waste. Also
implies working well, in a competent fashion. Disor-

ganized implied a lack of efficiency.

6. flexible - rigid (in values)
The individual is able to adapt and accommodate to
change, is open «to recognizing viewpoints other than
his own. The converse, 'rigid' implies a lack of
flexibility which suggests that the individual has a
single focus that others may either be included or
excluded from.

7. practical - theoretical
For this sample 'practical' implied a pragmatic task
oriented approach which focuses on satisfactory com-
pletion of the task, and maximal use of skills and
resources without necessarlly relating results back
"to any one theory base. Theoretical 1mp11ed that the

individual's major focus was on defining more abstract

elements that relate to the tasks at hand.
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outgoing - reserved

'Outgoing' for this sample 1mp11ed an individual willing
to share thoughts and feelings with others as opposed

to 'reserved' which implied a tendency to be reticent
and avoid clqse contact with fellow students and/or
workers,

reliable - unreliable : .

For this sample 'reliable' implied that the individual.
was to be trusted, worthy of confidence, and could be
depended on to complete tasks assigned in a complete

and competent fashion. The reverse of the characterls—
tics was implied for '‘unreliability' ‘
verbally articulate - verbally h§51tant

The 'verbally articulate' individual is able to express
concepts and finding in such a manner that they clearly
express the information being disseminated.  This
contrasts with the 'verbally hesitant' individual whose
communication of information is unclear as a function
of the halting and tentative manner in which it is
presented. ' '

authoritarian ~ permissive-
For this sample 'authoritarian' implied an individual

who believes in and subscribed to unquestioning

obedience to authority as opposed to a 'permissive'
individual who supports individual freedom of judgement
and action.
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INSTRUCTIONS

The raccompanying form shows a list of person/role
descriptions that relate to psychology in the schools.

PART ‘A

Turn to page 2 and look at the matrix. It is composed
of columns with the role descriptions described across the.
top, and rows of constructs divided into "CONSTRUCT" and
"CONTRAST" parts, which are listed along. the sides (e.qg.
experienced-inexperienced). Note that it is p0551b1e to
compare each construct with each role by moving across. the
columns from left to right.

PART B
Look at the first role description (i.e. "a successful
fellow school psychologist in training"”) and think of the
individual you know ‘who best fits the description. Place
his/her initials next to the description. Perform the same

task for each of the ten other roles. DO NOT REPEAT NAMES.
If the role listed seems to call for a duplicate name,
substitute the name of the person who next best fits the
role.

PART C
Step. 1. Examine the seven point scale at the top right
corner of page 2. You will be using the scale to rate each

.construct for each role description. '
Step 2. Now look at the first row which contains the

construct: experlenced 1nexper1enced and thlnk ofxwhat
this dimension means for you. \
Step 3. . Go to the far left of the page (i.e.\rolé,

descrigftion 1.) and rate this construct on the Sevép point
scale for role 1 (e.g. If I feel that experience is' wery
characteristic of a successful trainee I would place‘a 7
in that square). : \

Step 4. Repeat Step 3 for the other ten role des\\
criptions (i.e. rate role 2,3,4...11 for the construct
"experienced—inexperienced", moving from left to right.

Step 5. Go to construct 2 "thorough-not thorough"
and rate it for each of the role descriptions. .

Step 6. Rate-the remaining constructs in the same '
manner, repeating Steps 2 through 4. When you have com-
pleted the task, please check to ensure that you have a
'ratlng for each of the squares. :

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION AND TIME.



Use the MOHHOSWd@ rating system:

5. slightly
4. neutral,

3. MHHQSHHM

7. very characteristic

6. moderately characteristic

characteristic

‘or not mbwwwomvpm

uncharacteristic

2. Bommﬂmﬁmw%,MWovamoanMmﬁwo

1. very uncharacteristic

CONSTRUCT"

CONTRAST

1 experienced inexperienced

2 "thorough not thorough

.w Qmmmbmwvm ovmi

.4 relaxed anxious .
-5 efficient - disorganized

6. flexible rigid (in values)

7 .mmwonwmmw theoretical

8 osdonzm. reserved

9 reliable unreliable .
Ho, verbally <mHUmﬂH< hesitant Q—

articulate . . :

11 authoritarian permissive , N

Syl



146.

PART D

The final section solicits background information
regarding educational and vocational experiences. In-
formation from this ‘and all other sections will be treated
in the strictest confldence

3
. e

1. Age . Sex ~ Name (optional)
2. Degrees held: Degree Unive;sify
. L3
3. Current degree program:
4, Courses completed:
5. Have you ever been employed as a teacher? Yes No
a. If yes'for how long? . - b. Where?
6. Have you ever been employed as a psychologlst in the
. schools? Yes -~ No
a. If: yes for how long? __ ' Where?




