Octobe 23,2007
Division 16 Response to the Draft of the Model Licensure Act

In 2006,the American Psychological Assodation convened aModd Act Task Forceto review and
updae theModd Licensure Act (MLA). In the course of revisingthe ML A, thetask force removed the
exemption which allowed nondodoral school psychology practitionea's certified by a state department
of education and working in a public school setting to use theterm, psychologigt, in ther title, in
essence indicating tha these practitioners should no longe becalled school psychologists. The
possibility of theremovd of this exemption was discussed by Division 16'sExecutive Committee, who
were informed at tha time that no decision had been made and tha the Division would have the
oppotunity to comment when the draft MLA was completed. Division 16 was not represented onthe
Task Force and took noformal postion onthe proposed removd of the exemption at that time.

In the pubiished draft of the MLA from July 2007,the exemption for school psychologists to use the
title, "school psychologist,” has been removed (see p. 10.lines510to 517) In respon to this
decision, the Divison EC surveyed the membership of the Division, soliciting inputbeforetaking a
formal postion. The Divisionreceived over 100responges from members. Ningty percent of the
responges from the Division membership were in suppot of keeping the exemptionfor nondodoral
school psychologists in the MLA. The Executive Committee of the Division has voted on this response
to the MLA andit represents the majority view of the Executive Committee.

In keeping with the views of the membership and our role as the el ected representatives of the
Division, the Executive Committee of Division 16 strongly urgesthe Task Force to reinsert the
exemption for school psychologistsin the MLA. Nondhdess, this decison was notarrived at lighty
and required congderable thoughton the part of the Division leadership, induding consderation of an
expressed minority viewpoint. Thisissue has generated controversy and strongemotionswithin
Division 16 and the school psychology community more broadly, and as such, the Division Executive
Committee bdievesit isimportant to summarize the naure of the comments submitted to us-both pro
and con-to provide a context for our recommendaion tha the exemption bekeptin theMLA at this
time.

Arguments in Favor of Eliminating the Exemption

Ten percent of respondents to the Division'srequest for input indicated they suppotted theremovd of
the exemption. They indicated that if the Divisionrecommendsthat the exemption bereindated, the
messagethat will be sent to APA colleaguesistha theDivision (a) is ambivalent aboutsuppoting
APA policies (especially thedodora standad), (b) suppotsthe statusquorather than professiond
evolution and collegiality, and (c) is unduly influenced by the advocacy and policy initiatives of the
Nationd Assodation of School Psychologists (NASP), an organization tha is comprised primarily of
nondodoral practitiones and tha suppoits nondodoral training as sufficient to use thetitle
psychologist, as well as nondodoral credentials for independent practice in all settings The combined
opinion of this 10%groupis as follows. They advance that the Division of School Psychology needs
to: 1) beaignad with APA and APA policies; 2) suppott parity for dodoral school psychologists; 3)
work to endthe public's confuson aboutwha constitutes being a psychologist; and 4) advocate for
children in the schools having access to dodoral school psychologists. Each of these pointsis
addressed bdow.



The Division should be Aligned with APA and APA Policies

It isimportant thet the Divison be aigned with our parent organization on such afoundaiond issue
Divison 16isadivisonof the APA, which in turn represents and developspolicy for al of American
professiond psychology, induding the policies tha are responsble for thelong-standing recognition
of the Specialty of School Psychology within the APA. American professiond psychology is maturing
and codescing as a profession, and is evolving and moving forward on a numbe of fronts, induding
research and practice compeendes and standads and the accreditation process. If theDivisionisto
remain a potent, respected force within the APA (and thereby able to project, influence, and protect the
interests of its primary congituents, dodoral level school psychologists, and those we serve) the
Divison mug postionitself to continueto beinfluential in theever-evolving APA govenance and
policy arena To ensure its capecity to do so, we bdieve the Divison mug clearly aignitself with and
suppot APA policies.

It isvery appaent tha the Nationd Assodation of School Psychologists (NASP) is effective in
promoting the professiond interests of non-dodoral school psychology practitiones. If Divison16is
not thevoice advocating for dodoral school psychologists interests, then wha is the purpo< of the
Division? It may serve as a Trojan Horse for nondctoral school psychology, lending the prestige of
the APA to school psychology. It is very ussful to NASP (whose membership is ovewhdmingly
nondodoral) to have the Divisionin thisrole. It isnot hdpful to dodoral school psychologists.

The Division Should Support Parity for Doctoral School Psychologists

Advocacy by the Divison leadership, the APA Practice Directorate, and variousindividuds within the
Division has resulted in movement toward parity with our clinical and counseling psychology
colleagues over thelast decade or so. Yet, we still lack ther stature and recognitionin theeyes of the
public, many in the profession, and variousdecision-makers. There are many examples of thelack of
parity with our clinical and counsling colleagues. We know tha dodoral school psychology students
have more limited optionsin applying for APPIC and APA internships APA-accredited pog-docs,
postionsin variousemployment settings and for membership on third-party payer pands, even
thoughthey possess training that is comparable to clinical and counsling psychology graduaes.
Althoughthere may bevaried reasonsfor the obgacles dodoral school psychologists face (if they
continueto identify themselves as dodoral schod psychologists), onecontributing factor is that
decision-makers continueto be confused aboutthelevel of training required for school psychologists.
Many assume tha school psychologists are not trained at thedodoral level, and for goodreason; mos
arenot.

Removd of theexemptionwill hdp level theplaying field for dodoral school psychologists by
clarifying tha all psychologists within the APA adhere to thedodoral standad longago established as
theminimum standad for thetitle and independent practice of psychology, regardless of specialty. On
the other hand, reingating the exemption will continuethe confusng statusquo,failingto clarify to
variousaudiences and decison-makers tha school psychologists with dodoral level training are hdd
to the same standards as our clinical and counsling psychology counerparts.

The Division Should Work to End the Public's Confusion about what Constitutes being a Psychologist

It is confugngto the pudic when theterm school psychologist is used in the schools by individuds
who do not meet requirements in a given state for thetitle of psychologist outside of schools.



Conaumers are confused aboutthelevel of training and competence of psychologists, psychologists
with extensve school psychology competences, and school psychology practitionas at the masters or
specidist levels-all of whommay use thetitle of school psychologist. Theterm "psychologist” isa
designaion that should bereserved for dodoral-level practitionasonly.

Proponaits of keeping the exemption claim tha removing it would have negdive effects on hiring of
school psychological personné and, therefore, onthe qudity of school psychological services
available to children. As stated by onerespondent: "I live in a state where speciaist level school
psychological practitione's are notable to use theterm psychologist but use theterm "Licensed
specidist in school psychology." | know of no evidence tha this changehas had these negaive
effects.”

The Division Should Advocate for Children in the Schools having Access to Doctoral School
Psychologists

Theexemption was intended to be atime-limited exemption while school psychology was devel oped
further-andto thedodoral level. We bdieve thetime interval for such adevelopment has expired and
tha the 1987 exemption actudly may have interfered with the desired outcome. However, there has
been progress. As stated by onerespondent: "There has been a push by university training programs
for many years for school psychology students to pursue the Ph.D. rather than the specialist degree and
many programs are succeeding, tha is, having all or amagjority of therr studentsin ther dodoral
program. APA'sremovd of the exemption may hdp pud this movement along and hopdully we will
see more individuds who would have stopped at aspecialist degree complete more training and thus
create a highe level of competence with regard to psychological servicesin the schoolks.”

Theremovd of the exemption may also betimely for another compdling reason; the highe level of
competence required to provide comprehensve psychological servicesto children in theschools. As
thecrisisin children'sunmet mental health needs has become more appaent, schools are beng asked
to provide more comprehensve health and mental health services for al children. The scopeof
practice isfindly beginning to expand (or has the promise of expangon). It seemstimely tha NASP,
in School Psychology: A Blueprint for Training and Practice I11 Blueprint 111 (2006, putsforth a
modd of training and practice that clearly indicates tha school psychologists opeate in the areas of
ingruction and mental hedlth, and therefore mug be educated and trained subgantialy in both. The
Blueprint a'so acknowledges the concern of trainersthat it is very difficult to providethe education,
training, and practice deemed necessary in thenew modd at the specialist level. AstheBlueprint also
acknowledges tha professiond preparation in school psychology occurs at two differing levels,
speciaist and dodorate, it may bethetime to differentiate the two more clearly. Theremovd of the
exemption could set the stagefor encouraging state psychology licenang boadsto remove any
exemption in place regarding school psychology and thetitle school psychologist at the
masters/speciaist levels. It would also serve to encourage state education agendes to recognize the
importance of dodoral training for school psychologists, and to denote thetitle of "school
psychologist” only to those at thedodoral level of training. This changewould acknowledgetha
children in the schools are deserving of a coordinated respong to thar mental health needsas they
interface with thar academic needstha is equivaent to the sstandads set in the nonschool sector.



Arguments in Favor of Keeping the Exemption in the MLA

Therespondentsin favor of keeping theexemption also provided compdling arguments. These
Division 16 members see afundamental distinction between indgoendent practice and schoolbased
practice. They conaur tha psychologist is theterm appropriate for independent practice, but affirm the
use of thetitle school psychologist for schoolbased practice by all professionds credentialed by state
boadsof education. They view these individuds as very well trained and meeting an important need
in schools. Currently 90% of state boadsof education in thecounty use theterm, school psychologist,
in thar regulations Opening thetitle up for reexamination may result in decreases in servicesto
children in schools. Furthermore, the Task Force has provided no dataregarding the detriments to
children tha have occurred because of theuse of thetitle, school psychologist, for schoolbased
services, or the bendfitsthat will be derived from restricting the use of thetitle. These arguments are
detailed beow.

The Primary Reasons for the Exemption still Exist

When thedodoral standad became APA policy, Division 16 advocted strongly for the exemption
tha isthecurrent MLA for severa reasons induding (a) the urgent need for psychologistsin school
settings (b) therecognitionthat practice in school settingsrequires speciaized training, hence the
induson of school psychology as a specialty in professiond psychology, and (c) the shortage of
dodoral school psychologists trained for practice in the schools. Noneof this has changed. Thereisa
dire shortage of not only school psychology practitionas (notwithganding the many non-dodoral
practitioners), but also of dodoral psychologists to staff school psychology training programs. Inde=d,
estimates indicate tha 15,000 school psychology practitione postionswill go urfilled through202Q
and severa thousnd in the subsequent decade. However, the need for school psychologists continues
to increase. On thefaculty side there have been searches for 80to 120postionsin thelast three to
fouryears, with themagjority of these searches beng unauccessful. Given these concerns it is bdieved
tha APA should notbe doing anything tha has theremote potential to restrict the availability of
school psychologists credentialed for and willing to practice in school settings

The Potential for Harm if the Exemption is Removed

Althoughtheissue of removing the exemption is framed as benefiting the pubiic, the mgjority of
Division 16 respondents find the claim of benefits a spuriousone and see the potential for tremendous
ham to children, families, and schools. Indeed, theargument tha the public is confused because some
school psychologists have specialist degrees and others have dodoral degreesis dismissed as
speculative. They contend tha the greatest amountof confusonwill come from Boards of Psychology
and State Departments of Education fighting over the use of theterm, school psychologist. Moreover,
these fights have high probability of distracting school psychologists from concentrating on school
based practice for subgantial periodsof time. Individuds do not give up thar professiond identities
willingly or easily, and the potential for divisive batles loomingin many of the 48 states tha allow the
use of theterm, school psychologist, by individuds credentialed by the Department of Educationis
high.

The Lack of Evidence in Support of the Benefits Gained in Removing the Exemption

The APA Ethics Codeasks usto "do no ham," and also requires usto "do good:' Thus it isincumbent
uponthe organization, given the potential for harm, to also provide evidence of the beneficence tha



will arise fromremoving the exemption. To dae, there is consderable evidence that the mgjority of the
38,000school psychologists are providing compeent and necessary servicesin schools. First, NASP
has provided a comprehensve set of standadsfor nondodoral training with the mgjor criticism of the
newest version of these being tha they are too close to dodoral level standads Second many school
psychology training programs mug also meet Nationd Coundl for the Accreditation of Teacher
Education (NCATE) standads the bodytha accredits teacher education and other schoolbased
credentialing programs. Third, state departments of education have stringent standardsfor graduae
education and credentialing of school psychologists. Fourth, many individuds who receive the
speciaist degree in school psychology receive ther training alongsdether dodoral colleagues, taking
the same classes for schoolkbased practice asther dodora colleagues do. Fifth, there is no evidence of
poor performance, incompetence, or public harm by nondodoral school psychologists who are often
serving alongsdether colleagues with dodorates. Additiondly, many school psychology trainers,
who are licensed and engage in independent practice on a pat-time basis, do not practice in the
schools, as schoolkbased practiceislesslucrative. Thus notall licensed individuds who can practice
in the schools choo to practice in the schools, suggesting tha removing the exemption will not
actudly increase the number of dodoral practitionersin schools, or ensure integrity of the profession.
Indeed, many licensed psychologists are not members of APA and are therefore outsideits purview.

Removing the Exemption is Not in APA's Best Interest

Given thepotential for doing ham, and thelow probability for doing good,it is useful to also consder
theimpact of this decision on APA's reputation more generally. Theremovd of theexemptionis very
easlly framed as onetha is not aboutpublic good but as onetha is abouteconomic benefitsfor APA
and licensed practitione's, because licensed psychologists are the bendficiaries of thepolicy, butaso
because they pay highe dues given the practice assessment. For example, thepolicy does not benefit
dodoral school psychologists who are notlicensed. Thus theissue of thedodorate is seconday to the
issueof licensure in thedoaument.

Removing the exemptionis also particularly problematic at atime when APA isconcerned with
declining membership and being more inviting to diverse groupsof dodoral psychologists. As
mentional previoudy, many dodoral school psychologists are in classes with and/or work alongsde
thar nondodoral school psychology colleagues, and these individuds are less likely to congder
becoming members of APA. Additiondly, althoudh notintended, any perceived harm to school
psychologists may also beinterpreted as hurting the children attending the naion'spublic schools, one
of our mog vulnerable populations Both state andfederal elected officials are notlikely to be
suppotive of exclugvity if it is seen to be hurting the children of the naion, and APA may end up
winning the bétle (keeping theexemption out) andlogng thewar (itsrightto betheonly grouptha
accredits professiond psychology programs). There are aready many scientistss who are no longe
members of APA and many within APA who resent tha they can only call themselves psychologists
dueto an exemption. If thisissue becomes a naiond debate, the probability for ham to the
organizationis great. As oneindividud noted, APA has been seen to represent psychology in the US,
even thoughoneisrequired to hold adodorate to bea member. Does APA want to be known asthe
organization tha represents psychology in the US or dodora psychologyin theUS, and wha are the
implicationsof tha decision for our outreach efforts to seconday schools, community colleges, and
undegraduae and masters programs in psychology?



Removing the Exemption is Not in Division 16's Best Interest

Perhgpsoneof themog compdling concernsfrom the postion of many of therespondentsis that
removing the exemptionis notin thebest interest of Division 16. Division 16 has worked closely with
NASP and thelnternaiond Assodation of School Psychologists (ISPA) for many years, engagingin
joint projects that serve school psychology well and by proxy, psychology more broadly. Moreover,
Division 16 has been an active member of the Child and Adolescent Caucusin APA and bringsa
perspective tha no other condituency in theorganization has, in pat because we are in close contact
with school psychology practice which islargdy non-dodoral. Removing the exemption effectively
cedes school psychology practice to other organizations even if the official title does not contain the
term, psychologist.

APA has lamented itslack of impact in theschoolsfor alongtime, aswell asthelack of sciencein
high school psychology curricula. Dr. Brehm's math and science initiative as APA President has school
psychologists listed as integral for its success. Consider tha Division 16 has approximately 2,200
members and affiliates whereas NASP has 23,000. Condder tha there are 38,000 school psychologists
in the county and that there are over 9,000dodora school psychologists, mos of whomdo notbdong
to Division 16 or APA. Condder tha the 75% of non-dodoral school psychologists also are mosly
female and are much more representative of thediversity of thecounty than those with dodorates.
And consder wha theimpact of disenfranchising these individuds will be-even if onearguesthat the
disenfranchisement is only perceived-on perceptionsof APA and Division 16, especially when there
are notangible bendfitsto APA or the Division.

Conclusion

TheDivison'spoll yielded clear results. Ten percent of the 100+respondets who provided comments
were affiliates; the other 90% were full members or fellows of Division 16 and APA. Many of the
respondents are licensed, many are traine's, and some have been or are involved in APA govenance.
All of ther voices are important to consder. However, 90% of therespondents are in favor of the
exemption bengretained in the MLA. The Executive Committee of Division 16 requests that the Task
Force reconsder its decision aboutremoving the exemption for the goodof Division 16, APA, and the
children, youth, and families tha school psychologists serve diligently.

This document was initially distributed via e-mail by the 2007 Division 16 President, Dr. Frank
Worrell on 10R3/07. Any further comments on this matter should be sent to the current 2008 Division
16 President, Dr. Tammy Hughes <hughest@dugq.edu>



