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HEALTH PROFESSIONS LEGISLATION REVIEW -
PHASE II SUBMISSION

With the delivery of the Board's submis-
sion on June 29, 1984 to the Health Pro-
fessions Legislation Review Team, our
contribution to Phase II of the review
process is now completed. The months
between Phase I and Phase II have been
marked by meetings with other professions
and occupations as well as with regis-
tered psychologists. Submissions have
been made, literature reviews conducted
and comments noted. The Board had been
asked to comment on the briefs presented
by other groups. In addition, the Board
was to answer some questions put to it by
the Review Team. The following is a sum-
mary of the Board's submission.

In the questions asked by the Review Team
and the submissions of other groups,
there appeared to be a misunderstanding
or lack of knowledge of the work and
training of psychologists. Thus, the
second submission contained a detailed
description of the worksettings, work and
training of a psychologist with particu-
lar reference to recent empirical studies
of psychologists. The difference between
psychotherapy as a technique and psycho-
logy as a profession was also set out and
discussed. The differences between the
two were used in the argument against the
inclusion of psychology in a proposed
College of Psychotherapists or Psycho-
therapy.

The Ontario Medical Association, the
Ontario Dental Association and the Coun-
cil of the Ontario Psychiatric Associa-
tion advocate the regulation of profes-
sions by "primary contact health profes-
sionals." Under this arrangement, a
client/patient could not see an "allied
health professional" without first seeing
a dentist, physician or psychiatrist.
The submission of the Council of the
Ontario Psychiatric Association went one
step further and suggested that psychia-

trists should be required to supervise
the work of other mental health profes-
sionals. The Board argued strenuously
that such a model would violate a client
/patient's right to choose. Further, the
Board presented economic, philosophical,
and public interest reasons for its oppo-
sition to the primary contact health pro-
fessional concept.

The alternative proposed by the Board
would enable the client to exercise free
choice. At the same time, the regula-
tions governing a profession would make
it a matter of professional misconduct if
a professional did not make referrals
when a referral ought to have been made
or when the professional should have
known that a referral ought to have been
made.

The medical submissions put forth the
concept that only members of Tlicensed
professions should be allowed to be pri-
mary health contact professionals. It
was because of these submissions and in
consideration of the registered psycholo-
gists who have stated a preference for a
licensure act, that the Board made it
clear in this submission that it is
willing to develop a definition for a
scope of practice for psychology.

In the next part of the submission, the
Board answered several questions put to
it by the Review Team. The questions re-
volved around the issues of entry level,
omnibus boards, improper applications of
new technology and the particulars of
disciplinary hearings and contraventions
of the Psychologists Registration Act.

On the topic of entry levels, the Board
was asked to defend its position that the
doctorate should be maintained as the
registration requirement for certifica-
tion as a psychologist. Using the find-
ings of a recent job analysis of psycho-
logists and examining the requirements to
perform the tasks as outlined in the
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study, the Board provided the Review Team
with data which demonstrated the need for
the training to the doctoral level.

In its first submission, the Board had
taken the position that omnibus boards
(i.e. one board governing several or all
of the professions) do not protect the
public interest which is a requirement
for the granting of self government. We
cited cases in which the level of func-
tioning of such boards could not compare
to the performance of this or other auto-
nomous governing bodies. The scope for
most omnibus boards was very narrow, usu-
ally being limited to registration and
administration of examinations.

With respect to the improper application
of new technology, the Board presented
its view on the improper use of computer-
jzed test services. As part of its sub-
mission, the Board submitted the guide-
lines drafted by the Committee on Pro-
fessional Standards of the American Psy-
chological Association as a suggestion
for possible guidelines to govern the use
of computerized testing.

The Board was also asked to respond in
detail to the submissions of the Council
of the Ontario Psychiatric Association,
the Ontario Association of Counsellors,
Consultants, Psychometrists, and Psycho-
therapists, the Ontario Association of
Marriage and Family Counseliors, the
Ontario Psychological Association and the
Patients' Rights Association.

The submission of the Untario Association
of Counsellors, Consultants, Psychome-
trists and Psychotherapists proposed a
change in the entry requirements from a
doctorate to a bachelors' (honours) in
psychology. The Board opposed the change
and as well opposed a route to registra-
tion based on an experience requirement.

As previously mentioned, the Board was
strong in its opposition to the submiss-
jon of the Council of the Ontario Psych-
jatric Association. The primary health
care contact model which the Council had

proposed would have eroded the autonomy
of the other professions. It would not

be conducive to the creation of a colle-
gial atmosphere in the worksetting.

The Patients' Rights Association had pro-
posed a change in the complaints and dis-
cipline functions of all self governing
bodies. In effect, the government would
fund a separate body wnich would investi-
gate complaints and hear discipline
cases. The fallacies of their arguments
were pointed out.

It is expected that the Health Profes-
sions Legislation Review Team will be
making a submission to the Minister of
Health in late September, 1984. That
submission will contain the names of
those professions and occupations which
will be considered for legislation. Leg-
islation is expected in the Fall of
1986.

In preparing its second submission, the
Board was heartened by the support of
many registered psychologists. Your in-
terest and willingness to assist have
been encouraging. We wish to especially
thank the following people who have taken
the time to read and prepare comments on
the submissions of other groups, such as
the Council of the Ontario Psychiatric
Association, the Ontario Medical Associa-
tion and the College of Physicians and
Surgeons. In many cases, we have used
your ideas and words preparing the
Board's response. In particular, many
thanks to Ur. Jeannette McGlone, Ur.
Robert Quilty, Dr. Vladimir Cervin, Ur.
Robert Kaplan, the Hamilton-Niagara Aca-
demy of Psychology, Or. John Kacinskas,
Dr. Jane Knox, Ur. Alistair Maclean, Lr.
Ahmed Fayek, the members of the Psycho-
logy Department of the Royal Ottawa Hos-
pital, Ur. Janet Polivy, DUr. Thomas
Blakely, Dr. Rickey Miller, Ms. Margaret
Howe, Dr. Don Rudzinski, Mrs. Lee Gage
and the Ottawa Academy of Psychology.

There are a limited number of copies of
the first and second submissions avail-
able. For those who are interested,
copies of either submission may be ob-
tained from the Board office at cost (ten
dollars each). If you would like to ob-
tain a copy, please send a cheque and
specify the submission you would like.




OBEP/OPA MEETING ON CLINICAL
RETRAINING

A meeting jointly sponsored by the
Ontario Board of Examiners in Psychology
and the Accreditation Council of the
Ontario Psychological Association was
held on May 4 at the Holiday Inn in
Toronto. Invited participants included
directors of training in hospital set-
tings, directors of university clinical
programs (including two existing retrain-
ing programs), members of the UPA Accre-
ditation Council, members of the Board,
the Registrar and staff.

The main purpose of the meeting was to
discuss areas of concern and possible
solutions for psychologists who are
trained in one area of psychology but
wish to practice in another. The un-
availability of formal retraining pro-
grams in applied areas and, similarly, of
funding for such programs were the main
problems discussed. The role of the
supervisor in providing formal supervi-
sion and assessment of candidates for re-
gistration working in a setting for which
their formal training had not prepared
them was identified as an additional con-
cern,

Two existing programs for retraining were
described; the relatively formal clinical
program at the University of Windsor was
outlined by Dr. Frank Auld, and a more
informal program at York University by
Dr. Wesley Coons. Dr. Auld and Ur. Coons
outlined the criteria for selecting can-
didates and the methods used in setting
course requirements in individual cases.
As well, the fulfillment of the Board's
requirements through training in a clini-
cal setting was introduced by Dr. Barry
Francis of Kitchener-Waterloo Hospital
and by Dr. Denton Buchanan of the Royal
Ottawa Regional Rehabilitation C(entre,
and acknowledged by the Board as a valid
alternative.

There was a general consensus that such
retraining programs would meet a real
need and that other institutions should
be encouraged to extend similar oppor-
tunities to the number (estimated to be

be small) of post-doctoral candidates who
would wish to obtain training in some
area of applied psychology. Ur. Eugene
Stasiak of OPA indicated UPA would pur-
sue, through its liaison with the Minis-
try of Health and other ministries, its
efforts to acquire funding that could
also be used for post-doctoral intern-
ships by psychologists seeking retrain-
ing.

UBEP was asked to furtner define its cri-
teria for adequate retraining of candi-
dates seeking registration. In addition
the Board was asked to consider the ques-
tion of appropriate supervision, particu-
larly for candidates attempting to change
their area of expertise. The Board
agreed to do this.

All participants agreed that the exchanye
of ideas had peen helpful in pinpointing
areas of concern and in clarifying some
hitherto confusing points. It was suy-
gested that a yearly meeting might be
useful.

THE HESELTINE REPORT

In March of this year, the Board was in-
vited to respond to a policy document en-
titled “Towards a Blueprint for Change:
A Mental Health Policy and Program Per-
spective". A discussion paper commis-
sioned by the Ministry of Health and au-
thored by Ur. G.F. Heseltine, the docu-
ment was to review and assess mental
health services in Untario. In addition,
the paper was to recommend policy direc-
tions for the development of these ser-
vices over the next ten years.

The Board's main criticism of the docu-
ment is its admitted medical bias. While
the author acknowledges the contributions
of the various professions and occupa-
tions in the mental health care system,
the medical bias affects the analysis and
recommendations made. The author appears
to have made little effort to inform him-
self about non-medical professions and
occupations. For example, he describes
medicine as "the only profession which
has a nationally defined body of know-
ledge and skills, ... a code of profes-




sional ethics and standards established
by a single qualifying examination".
Such misinformed statements seem to echo
the submission of the Council of the
Ontario Psychiatric Association to the
Health Professions Legislation Review
Team (Phase I).

The recommendations in the Heseltine re-
port included increased funding for the
training of psychiatrists, the increased
use of psychiatrists as consultants, edu-
cators, and supervisors to mental health
service providers and the creation of a
Council of Therapists. This Council
would establish a classification system
for mental health workers and set stan-
dards or criteria for the classification
of the therapists. This recommendation
again illustrates the author's lack of
knowledge of the established professions
working in the mental health field.

Using material from its submissions to
the Health Professions Legislation Review
Team, the Board presented its comments on
the Heseltine document to the Ministry of
Health.

STATUS OF PSYCHOLOGISTS PROVIDING SHORT-
TERM SERVICES IN ONTARIO

At a recent Board meeting the Board ex-
pressed concern that some psychologists
who are registered/licensed in other
jurisdictions are providing short-term
services in OUntario without seeking
registration. At least two psychologists
per year seek Ontario registration as
they intend providing services of some

type in Untario on a periodic basis.

Tne Act contains no provision for exempt-
ing psycholoygists providing services on a
temporary basis and the Board is inter-
ested in obtaining information from the
psychological community in order to
determine the extent of this problem.
Your estimate of the number of psycholo-
gists who fall into this category would
be appreciated, as well as your comments
or suggestions on the position the Board
should take. Please provide your com-
ments in writing and send them to the

Board office. A summary of the responses
will be published in a later issue of the
Bulletin.

THE YOUNG OFFENDERS ACT

In April, 1984, the Young Offenders Act
came into force, replacing the Juvenile
Delinquents' Act. Prior to that, the
Board had become concerned about the pos-
sible inconsistency between the Psycholo-
gists' Registration Act and section 13 of
the Young Uffenders' Act. Section 13(11)
reads as follows:

13(11) In this section, “qualified per-
son" means a person duly quali-
fied by provincial law to prac-
tise medicine or psychiatry or
to carry out psycnological exa-
minations or assessments, as the
circumstances require, or, where
no such law exists, a person who
is, in the opinion of the youth
court, so qualified, and in-
cludes a person or a person
within a class of persons desig-
nated by the Lieutenant Governor
in Council of a province or his
delegate.

The problem was the possibility of having
other persons designated by the courts to
carry out “"psychological examinations or
assessments".

The interpretation given to the Board by
the Chief Judge of the Provincial Courts
(Family Division), the Honourable Judge
Andrews is summnarized below:

Section 13(11) defines qualified person
as one who can carry out psychological
examinations or assessments. The ques-
tion is whether "or" is to be conjunctive
or disjunctive. It is clear that the
word, “"examinations" is modified Dy the
word "“psychological". If Yor" s read
disjunctively, the word "assessment" 1S
not modified by "psychological". There-
fore, there is a distinction between the
two. Section 13(3) of the Act would sup-
port the theory that the “or®;is Lo be
read disjunctively. It addresses the




issue of time periods which may be
required "to complete an examination or
assessment",

Since there is no law in Ontario gover-
ning who can or cannot do assessments,
the courts of Lieutenant Governor in
Council may designate persons qualified
to carry out assessments.

Judge Andrews argues that the legislation
creates four categories of referral re-
quests in Section 13; a medical examina-
tion and report, a psychiatric examina-
tion and report, a psychological examina-
tion and report and an assessment and re-
port.

There is a problem when section 13(1) of
th Young Offenders Act is scrutinized.
It reads:

13(1) For the purposes of -- (con-
sidering an application for
transfer to ordinary court, de-
termining fitness to stand trial,
making or reviewing a disposi-
tion) -- a youth court may, at
any stage of proceedings against
a young person -- where the court
believes a medical, psychological
or psychiatric report in respect
of the young person might be
helpful -- by order require that
the young person be examined by a
qualified person and that the
person who conducts the examina-
tion report the results thereof
in writing to the court.

This section provides for only three
types of reports - medical, psychological
and psychiatric. At the same time, the
section refers to qualified person.
Since the Interpretation Act of Canada
states that the provisions of any legis-
lation “shall be given such fair, large
and liberal construction and interpreta-
tion as best ensures the attainment of
its objects", the fourth type of report
as listed above is allowed.

Thus, psychologists will carry out
“psychological examination" but others
may be designated to carry out
"assessments and reports”.

SPRING EXAMINATIONS

On April 13 the written Examination for
Professional Practice in Psychology was
held in Toronto, London, Ottawa, Sudbury
and Halifax. The Board is grateful to
Mrs. Naomi Jeffs, Dr. David Evans, Prof.
Gilles Chagnon, Dr. Brian Bigelow and Dr.
Victor Day who served as proctors.

Tne oral examinations were held in
Toronto on May 23 and 24. Assisting the
Board in conducting these examinations
were the following psychologists:

Harvey Brooker, Ph.D., Senior

Psychologist and Director, Rehabilitation
Services, Clarke Institute of Psychiatry;
Adjunct Associate Professor, York
University;

G. Ray Engel, Ph.D., Consultant, Private

Practice, loronto;

Christine Hansen, Ph.l., Psychologist,
Centre for Counselling and Career
Development, Seneca College;

Baldev R. Luther, Ph.D., Senior
Psychologist, Kingston General Hospital;
Associate Professor, Queen's University;
Mary Anne McCarty-Mayor, Ph.l.,
PsychoTogist, Metropolitan Separate
School Board;

Catherine Petrimoulx, Ph.D.,
Psychologist, The Child's Place, Windsor;
Part-time Private Practice;

Sergio J. Piccinin, Ph.D., Associate
Professor, school of Psychology,
Secretary, Faculty of Social Sciences,
University of Uttawa;

Barry H. Schneider, Ph.D., Assistant
Professor, Child study Centre, University
of Ottawa;

A. lan Smith, Ph.D., Psychologist,
Private Practice, Windsor;

Jane Staub, M.A., Director of
Psychological services, Ontario Crippled
Children's Centre.




ORAL EXAMINATION DATES

For those who are eligible for the oral
examinations to be held later this year,
the dates will be Wednesday, December 12,
Thursday, December 13, and possibly Fri-
day, December 14, 1984. While the Board
staff tries to accomodate special re-
quests for specific dates and times, it
is often impossible to fulfill such re-
quests. Therefore, we ask those who are
eligible for their oral examinations to
plan accordingly. Invitations to attend
the oral examinations will be issued in
late October to those who qualify.

NEW PERMANENT REGISTRANTS SINCE
NOVEMBER, 1983

Dennis Alfano Sharon Marcovitch

Gary Austin John Memmott

Nehama Baum Denise Messier

Arthur Blouin Aurelda Michaud-Achorn
Roy Cameron August Scheid

Thane Crossley Yvonne Smith

Michael Dewson James Sofia

Jean Dumas Eugene Sunday

Riley Hinson Peter Sussman

Robert Hoge Melanie Telegdi

Gary Keleher Jeannie Tryphonopoulos
-Ann McCabe Michael Vallis

Kenneth MacKinnon Hanna Zdanowicz
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