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SPRING EXAT\4INATIONS

In April the written Examination for
Professional Practice in Psychology was
held in Toronto, Ottawa, London,
Halifax and Thunder Bay. The Board is
grate f ul to l4s . Jane Grigg , Mrs . Joy
Reddy, Mr.  Gi l les Chagnon, Dt.  Gerald
Stone, Mr.  Victor Day and Dr.  Hugh
Mcleod. who served as proctors.

The Board was assisted in conducting the
oral exarnination of candidates in l"lay
by the f  o l lowing psychologists:
Edward Bauman, Assoc. Professor,  Dept.
of Psychology t Lakehead University;
J.  Carson Bock, Chief  Psychologist ,
Workmen's Compensation Board; Martha G.
Breidenbaugh, Professor,  Universi ty of
Water loo,  Dept of  Psychology; Helen G.
Brown, Chi ld Development Service,
Chi ldren's Hospi ta l  of  Eastern Ontar io;
Harold O. Lobb, Chief  Psychologist ,
CRPI,  London; Wi l l iam L. Marshal l ,
Assoc .  Professor,  Queen'  s Universi ty,
Dept .  o f  Psycho logy  ,  Ass is t .  Pro fessor ,
Dept.  of  Psychiatry,  Consul tant,
Canadian Penetent iar ies i  Anne E. MeIIers,
Cl in icaI  and Organizat ional  Consul tant,
Independent  Prac t ice ;  Char les  T .  Net ley ,
Chief  Psychologist ,  Hospi ta l  for  Sick
Ch i ld ren ,  Assoc .  Pro fessor ,  Un ivers i ty
of  Toronto;  Char les N. Newstrom,
Consul tant,  Rohrer,  Hibler & Replogle;
Arthur E. Wolfgarth,  Director of  Treat-
ment,  Chief  Psychologist ,  Mi l lbrook
Correct ional  Centre.

PERMANEIflT REGISTRANTS

On June L, L979 the Board approved
admission of the following persons
the Permanent Register:

AI\4ENDI4ENT TO REGULATION 698

A regulation to amend Regulation 698
of Revised Regulat ions of  Ontar io,
L97O, made under The Psychologists
Registrat ion Act was f i led on May 18,
L979 in the Office of the Registrar
of Regulations as Ontario Regulation
328/79 and published in the Ontario
Gazette on June 2, L979. The amend-
ments are printed below.
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Harvey Anchel
Garry Baker
Rosemary Barnes
Helen  Best
Thomas Blakely
Marek Celinski
Will iam Chernets
Paul Davidson
Robert De Vries
Anthony Fellbaum
Howard Granvil le
Paul Harwood
Douglas Jackson
Barton Jessup
Verner Knott
James Lane
Ivlaureen Lovett

TEMPORARY REGISTRANTS
SINCE FEBRUARY L979

James Belfrage
Gi l les Boulais
David Chan
Patricia Chartres
Stephen Chris
Bruce Connel l
Patrick Croskerry
Will iam Cupchik
Myran Francis
Stephen Klaiman

Rol land MaI let te
Charles Marino
Mary Anne t"lcCarty
Frank Pace
Ruth Pike
Ken Scapinel lo
Jeffrey Sherman
Ed.ward. Staples
Barry Stein
Leonard. Stein
Carey Stevens
Sarah Usher
Howard Waiser
Paul Wang
Ronald Warner
Judith Wiener

Ji I l  Larkin
Marie Maneckjee
Joan McAndrew
Colin Meredith
Beth Nicota
Michael  Ur ie l
Paul Wang
Peter t{est
Melvin Wiener
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of Regu-
of

following

1. - (1 )  Subsec t ion  I  o f  sec t ion  5

lation 698 of Revised Regulations

Ontario, I97O is revoked and the

substituted therefor:

issued a new certif icate under
the conditions set out in sub-
section I upon Payment of a
reinstatement fee of  $75.

4. Subsection 2 of section I of the said

Regulation, as remade by section 2 of

ontario Regrulation 455/77, is revoked

and the following substituted therfor:

The fee for an examination is

$ 2 0 0 -

5. Form 2 of the said Regulation is

revoked.

NOTE ON RENEWAL FEES

The above amendments to Regrulation

698 are currently in force and
psychologists who renewed at the old

rate are reminded that anY balance

owing is now payable. It should al

be noted ttrat wallet cards wil l no

longer be issued but psychologists

requiring proof of current regis-

tration could consider using the
receipts issued by the Board office.

COMI'IENT: THE BOARD ' s ROLE AS ADVOCATE

This note is intended to clarify the

role of the Board of Examiners as an

advocate for the professional concerns

of registered psychologists.  I t  is
prompted by communications from regis-

tered psychologists who, by the nature

of what ttrey siY, assume that one of

the functions of OBEP is to act as an

advocate for registered psychologists.

OBEP is an administrative entity whose

responsibil i t ies and functions are

defined by the Registration Act. The

Act is a mutual benefit to the public

and to psychologists to ttre extent that

both gain by having standards of admis-

sion to the profession, and standards
of practice after admission. The
primary duties of t}re Board are to see

that applicants do, in fact, meet the
professional qualif ications defined in

the Act, and that registered psycho-

(I) An applicant for a certif icate

of registration shall PaY a fee

o f  $ 7 5 .

(2) Subsect ion 3 of  the said sect ion

5 is revoked.

2. Subsections 2 and 3 of Section 6 of

the said Regulation, as remade bY

section I of Ontario Regulation 357 /
7'7 , are revoked and the following

substituted therefor:

(2\  A cert i f icate of  registrat ion

may be renewed bY PaYing a

renewal fee of $150 before

the certif icate exPires -

( 3) Notwittrstanding subsection 2 ,
a holder of a certif icate of

registration who is residing

outside of Ontario and is not

rendering services in PsYcho-
logy in ontario maY renew his

cert i f icate of  registrat ion

by paying an annual renewal

fee of  $SO before t t re cert i -

f icate expires.

3.  Sect ion 7 of  the said Regulat ion,  as

remade by section 2 of Ontario Regu-

lation 357 /77, is revoked and the

following substituted therefor :

7-  (  1)  Where a cert i f icate of  regis-

tration e:rPires and within

two years after the exPiration

of the certif icate the former

holder of the certif icate of

registration, a new certif icate

shall be issued upon Payment
of  a reinstatement fee of  $175.

(2) Notwithstanding subsection 1,

a holder of a certif icate of

registration who is residing

outside of Ontario and is not
rendering services in PsYcho-
logy in Ontario, shall be
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logists carry on their practices in a
maruler consistent with the stand,ards
impl ied in the Act.  Because of  i ts  essen-
tially administrative role, the Board
cannot properly play the role of an
advocate. for the interests of registered
psychologists, except insofar as these
interests coincide with ttre spirit of
the Registration Act. In this sense, the
Board has a duty to express its views on
action or proposals that would subvert
the intent of the present Act. For
example, it is presently preparing argu-
ments against new Ministry of Education
regulations that potentially could be
interpreted in a way that would destroy

the meaning of  the t i t le "psychologist" .

On the subject  of  new legis lat ion,  the

Board does not interpret its role so

literally that it is opposed to any form

of  new leg is la t ion .  I t  does  be l ieve ,
however, that it has a duty to ensure
that any new legislation at the very
least protects the benefits embodied in
the present legislation, and preferably

strengthens those benef i ts.  But even

here,  the Board must l imi t  i tsel f  to
arguments based on its practical exper-
ience from years of administering the
present legis lat ion.  I t  cannot,  fox

example, act as a representative of the

views of  registered psychologists.

The Board, bottt as a body and as indivi-
dual members, does l isten to registered
psychologists, and is sympattretic to
their  v iews. But registered psycholo-
gists must recognize the Board's pract ical

and legal l imitations in how f ar it cEIn
take the role of  advocate.

Final ly,  a lmost al l  legal ly regulated
professions include two bodies. One of

these, l ike OBEP, is responsible for
administer ing the profession's legis-

lation. The other body is a fraternal
professional  organizat ion,  one of  whose

functions is to advocate and promote
the interests of  i ts  members.  Usual lyt
ttre fraternal organization' s membership
is made up almost exclusively of people

who are regulated by the administrative
body. OBEP is aware that while regis-

tered psychologists are members of a
variety of professional organizations,
none of these organLzations is made up
exclusively of  a l l  the registered psycho-
logists in Ontar io.  Nevertheless,  th is
fact cannot be used as an argument for
the Board to attempt to play by default
the role of such an organLzation.

ROYAL CO},IMISSION OF INQUIRY INTO THE
CONFIDENTIALITY OF HEALTH RECORDS
IN ONTAFJO

On May 29 , L979 ttre Board of Examiners
presented a brief to the Commission
examining the question of the confiden-
t ia l i ty  of  heal th records in Ontar io.
In its submission ttre Board placed
particular emphasis on the problems in
protecting the privacy of the client
faced by psychologists who are employees
of organizations whose standards may
differ from their own.

DISCIPLINARY HEARINGS

1. On November 22 , 23 , 24 , 25 and
December 2,  L978, the Ontar io Board of
Examiners in Psychology held a formal
Hearing into charges of  professional
misconduct or conduct unlcecoming a
psychologist against Dr. Marvin Goodman.
The charges al leged that,  in his assoc-
iation with a corporation known as
Executive Career Management, Inc.
(hereinafter referred to as "ECM"),  he
failed to correct misrepresentations
by ECM of the nature and extent of his
professional  associat ion wi th the
services offered by that company; he
failed to safeguard the best interests
of  h is c l ients wi th respect to the
financial arr€rngements made by them with
ECM; as a provider of psychological
services as one member of a collabora-
t ive ef for t ,  he fa i led to part ic ipate
in the development and implementation
of the overall service plan and to
provide for its periodic review and to
supervise the work of non-professionals
in the program; and that he permitted
the misuse of his influence in ttre
course of his participation in career
planning conferences with consultants
of ECM and clients of the company.
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After evidence and argument, the Board

found that ttre facts with respect to the

first three charges had been made out and

that Dr. Goodman was guilty of conduct

unJcecoming a psychologist, though not of

professional misconduct. The fourtlt

charge was dismissed.

The Board ordered a suspension of one

monttr to begin on August 1, 1979 ' An

appeal of the decision of ttre Board to

ttre Divisional Court was serrred on

March 5, L979 (and presently operates as

a stay of the Board's order, with the

result ttrat the ultimate outcome of this

matter rests with the Court) , but that

appeal was abandoned on May 24, L979 with

the result that ttre decision of the Board

in the matter is f inal.

2. On February 2L, L979 the Board held

a formal Hearing into charges of profes-

sional  misconduct against  Mr.  C'  Al len

Beech. The charges alleged that he

knowingly allowed another individual to

claim a superrrisory relationship wittt

him when such was not the case t he know-

ingty allowed this individual to misrep-

resent the relationship wittr himself so

that benefits could be received from an

insurance comPany; he, knowing the

individual was not a psychologist'

allowed him to provide purportedly

psychological serrrices to a client; he

failed to adequately assume professional

responsibil i ty and accountabil ity for

the services provided the individual '

After evidence and argument, the Board

found that the facts with respect to

ttre last three charges had been mad'e out

and that l '1r. Beech was guilty of profes-

sional misconduct- The first charge was

dismis sed .

The Board ordered a suspension of one

week to begin on APril 10, L979 '

3 .  On APr i l  26 ,  L979,  the

of Examiners in PsYchologY

of professional misconduct

Ontario Board'
heard charges
against

Dr._ who, acting as an exPert

witness, wrote reports, gave opiniont

evidence and made diagnoses and recom-

mendations in Court concerning a mother

and her children without proper prepara-

tion and investigation.

It was alleged ttrat these acts consti-

tuted professional misconduct under the

common law and were in breach of

Principle I of Ehe EthieaL Startdard's of

PsyehoLogists {o977 Revision) .

f lre particulars of tJle allegations con-

tained in the Notice of Hearing were

presented by Counsel for ttre Board of

Examiners in PsychologY, and Counsel for

D r . was in substantial agreement.

TLre Board of Examiners heard and accepted

the plea of guilty to the charges set

out in the Notice of Hearing. On agree-

ment of both counsel, the Board issued a

reprimand warning Dr. of the

inappropriateness of the actions. The

Board concluded nevertheless ttrat the

matter was of a sufficiently serious

nature to warrant publication of the

facts of the case and the findings ' but

agreed to withhold the publication of

the name.

COMPLAINTS AGAINST PSYCHOLOGISTS

Supervision at a Distance

From time to time it has been brought

to ttre Board I s attention tltat some

psychologists offer psychological

services, through the use of psychome-

tr ists or other assistants,  not  a l l  of

whorn are adequately trained, and with-

out the psychotogists providing adequate

supervis ion.  In some instancest

arrangements appear not to have been

made for ttre psychologist to have any

direct contact with the Patient or

family, and the "sutr>ervision at a

distance" is accomplished ttrrough tele-

phone calls and'/ox written corresPon-

dence with the PsYchometrist -

A complaint was received of one of

these situations which, when investi-
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gated by a Board meniber, produced satis- or not the client shoultl be referred to
factory evidence that the psychologists another Practitioner.
involved haal ' thenselves, recognized the
system as unsatisfactory anal had discon- On this thirdl point, the Psychologist
tinued their arrangements. Iiowever, the who finds him or herself leading the
Board draws to the attention of psycho- client through a series of services and

logists that such practices do not, in interventions is vulnerable to being
the Board's view, provitte adequate accused of taking advantage of the
psychological services or sufficient clientrs pocketbook.
protection of the public 

rn sumnary, it is the Boardrs experience

Lack of Unalerstanaling of Service Goals that failing to ensure that the client
is lrell inforrned about service goals

A significant proportion of complaints and outcones is potentially a situation
about psychologists arise because the leading to a frustrated client.
psychologist did not ensure that the
client understood the goals and likely For further reading on this topic, see

outcomes of the service or trealanent. "Rights of Clients' ResPonsibilities of

Such complaints usually surface when the Therapists" (by Rachel T. Hare-Mustin,

ctient finds that the service outcomes American Psycholoqist, January 1979.3).

have faLlen short of e)<pectations, or
the service has taken an unexPected twist.

In investigating cases like these, it usu
usualLy turns out that there has been
no serious misconduct by the psycholo-
gist insofar as the actual service or
treatfient is concerned. However, there
is a conmon pattern of failing to
discuss and understand the service goals
in such a way that the client will have
no big surprises coning.

It is perfectty usual and acceptable for
a given presenting probLem to lead ulti-
nately to rather different goals than
those originally envisaged. However,
the process can be extrenrely frustrating
for the client. Much of this frustration
could be avoialed by remenbering to apply
the follow rules:

I. Establish service goals andl likely
outcomes. If the ctient is unwiLling or
una.ble to set goals, concentrate on
possible outcomes and their inPlications.

2. Perioalically review progress.

3. when a new service or a different
treatnent appears to be approPriate '
carefully review why the Present service
j-s not achieving its goals' and rthether


