J Child Fam Stud (2017) 26:1029-1039
DOI 10.1007/s10826-016-0621-4

@ CrossMark

ORIGINAL PAPER

Barriers to Adherence to Child Assessment Recommendations

Lilia E. Mucka' - Jon Hinrichs' - Fredrick Upton' - Lesley Hetterscheidt' -

Jeffrey Kuentzel' - Marla Bartoi' - Douglas Barnett'

Published online: 21 November 2016
© Springer Science+Business Media New York 2016

Abstract We conducted a one-year follow-up study of
child psychoeducational assessment cases to examine
whether and how the assessments were helpful to families.
The current report focuses on parents’ views of their child’s
assessment as well as the parents’ adherence with the
written recommendations provided to them following their
child’s assessment. Fifty-one of 72 eligible parents whose
child received an assessment in an urban, Midwest
university clinic participated. Based on semistructured
interviews with the parents about the assessment recom-
mendations, we grouped the recommendations and any
barriers to adherence the parents mentioned into categories,
and we also rated the clarity and complexity of the recom-
mendations. Findings showed that, on average, parents
identified the assessment process as useful and attempted or
fully adhered to 71.5% of recommendations. Parents
reported the lowest adherence when referrals were recom-
mended for their child to be seen by other professionals
such as a pediatrician or psychiatrist; and they cited sig-
nificantly more stigma barriers for recommendations to seek
counseling/therapy or psychotropic medication than for
recommendations pertaining to changes at home or school.
Higher parental compliance was predicted by a combination
of parents reporting fewer barriers and receiving more
home based recommendations. The results support the
utility of psychological assessments from parents’ perspec-
tives and suggest ways in which psychologists may
increase the likelihood that parents will adhere to their
recommendations.
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Introduction

An integrative psychoeducational assessment is an early
step toward getting help for children and adolescents. By
integrating information from various domains (e.g., cogni-
tive, academic, behavioral) and informants (e.g., parent,
teacher, child), an assessment strives to increase parental
understanding of their child’s functioning, decrease anxiety
and helplessness by specifying child strengths and weak-
nesses, draw diagnostic conclusions, and provide interven-
tion recommendations (Finn 2007). Though there exists a
literature examining child and adolescent treatment adher-
ence (e.g., Lindsey et al. 2014; Nock and Ferriter 2005;
Pellerin et al. 2010), the process of parents adhering to
assessment recommendations has received less attention.
Assessment recommendations typically involve collaborat-
ing with teachers, aids, or tutors, accessing educational,
self-help, or parenting resources, or modifying home
dynamics (Sattler 2008). Recommendations may also
include suggesting that the parent initiate professional or
clinical services for themselves and their child. A review of
the literature revealed only two direct examinations of
parental adherence to assessment recommendations (Dreyer
et al. 2010; MacNaughton and Rodrigue 2001). This gap in
research has been termed a “disturbing reality” (Geffken
et al. 2000, p. 499) and researchers have emphasized the
need for evidence-based assessment in addition to evidence-
based treatment (Barlow 2005; Hayes et al.1987; Hunsley
and Mash 2011; Mash and Hunsley 2005).
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Previous studies (Dreyer et al. 2010; MacNaughton and
Rodrigue 2001) found that parents adhered to approxi-
mately 70 % of psychological assessment recommenda-
tions. These investigations interviewed parents 4 and
4-6 weeks after receiving assessment recommendations for
their child and ultimately underscored the importance of the
type of recommendation when predicting adherence. For
example, MacNaughton and Rodrigue 2001 found that
adherence was highest for professional non-psychological
recommendations (81 %; e.g., referrals to pediatricians,
occupational therapists, speech and language therapists),
followed by recommendations geared toward school (69 %;
e.g., consultation with the child’s teachers, classroom
behavioral plans, tutoring, remedial academic program-
ming), self-help activities (59 %; e.g., bibliotherapy, com-
munity support groups, home-based behavioral strategies),
and psychological services (47 %; e.g., individual, family,
or group psychotherapy, behavior management training,
additional psychological evaluation). Similarly, Dreyer
et al. 2010 determined that parents receiving an ADHD-
specific assessment for their child more readily adhered to
recommendations encouraging self-help or consultation
with a non-psychological professional than a school-based
or psychological service recommendation. Other studies
that examined recommendation adherence outside of the
psychological assessment process corroborated adherence
variability based on the type of recommendation, with more
parents of children diagnosed with ADHD adhering to
medication recommendations (72 %) compared to psy-
chotherapy recommendations (54 %) (Bennett et al. 1996).
Similarly, among a sample of suicidal adolescents in an
inpatient hospital, 67 % of the adolescents and their families
adhered to a recommendation for medication follow-up, 51
% adhered to a recommendation for individual psy-
chotherapy, and 33 % adhered to a recommendation for
parent guidance or family therapy (King et al. 1997). In
addition to considering recommendation types, it is
important to examine barriers influencing adherence.

Assessment recommendation nonadherence has been
examined in terms of barriers, or “variables that may serve
as practical obstacles in the completion of provider
recommendations” (MacNaughton and Rodrigue 2001,
p.- 263). Two separate studies (Dreyer et al. 2010; Eiraldi
et al. 2006) found that total number of barriers was the best
predictor of nonadherence. Specific barriers reported by
parents in these studies included limited resources, child-
care difficulties, access to care issues, transportation pro-
blems, delays in insurance authorization, a lack of time to
complete the recommendation within the 46 week follow-
up period, other competing time demands, parental stress, a
lack of teacher cooperation in carrying out school-based
recommendations, a lack of communication between the
parent and teacher, and the perception that a
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recommendation would not be helpful. Methodological
limitations in these studies included a follow-up period of
only 4-6 weeks that might underestimate adherence, chal-
lenges in conceptualizing and measuring adherence, and
utilization of primarily Caucasian samples.

As a primary gateway through which children and ado-
lescents access treatment, several parent factors have been
examined as potential enabling/inhibiting variables when
predicting adherence. For example, cultural attitudes or pre-
ferences, including perceived stigma, are considered potent
barriers to treatment adherence, especially when treatment
involves contact with a psychologist (Munson et al. 2009;
Pumariega et al. 2005). Research on parent adherence to
recommendations for professional treatment specifically has
found that adherence to recommended treatment is less when
parents view the recommended treatment as irrelevant, feel
blamed, ignored, or experience a negative relationship with
the health provider, have uncertainty about the services
available for their children, question the credibility of the
treatment or likelihood of successful intervention, do not
consider their child’s behavior as problematic or warranting
intervention, judge the treatment to be too costly or time-
consuming, or if their child has internalizing or less severe
symptoms (Bussing et al. 2003; Cunningham et al. 2000;
Fonagy et al. 2002; Kazdin et al. 1997; Logan and King
2001; Miller and Prinz 2003; Morrissey-Kane and Prinz
1999; Shanley et al. 2008). Psychological distress, often
exacerbated by fewer financial resources and/or lower self-
efficacy, may lead parents to view recommendation adher-
ence as another stressor to avoid (Kazdin 2000).

Other possible barriers include parental demographic
characteristics, with research showing that minority children
and their families were less likely to be engaged in mental
health services compared to non-Hispanic Caucasian
families (Freedenthal 2007; Garland et al. 2005; Lépez
2002; Miller et al. 2008; Zimmerman 2005) with minority
children having made fewer mental health treatment visits
(Harpaz-Rotem et al. 2004). These trends may be because
minorities, on average, have less access to health care and
financial resources as well as less access to ethnically or
linguistically matched providers (US Census Bureau 2003;
McMiller and Weisz 1996; Weisz and Weiss 1991; Wood
et al. 1990; Yeh et al. 1994). Kazdin 2000, who proposed a
“barriers to treatment” model, found that stress and socio-
economic disadvantage accounted for most of the racial and
ethnic differences in treatment dropout. While the authors
are not aware of any current studies that consider ethnicity
in regard to adherence to assessment recommendations,
researchers have suggested that culturally-specific percep-
tions of mental health likely influence treatment adherence,
with mental illness often perceived in a negative way by
minority groups including Asian Americans (Hampton et al.
2007), Filipino Americans (Sanchez and Gaw 2007),
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African Americans (Alvidrez 1999; Thompson et al. 2004)
and Latino Americans (Alvidrez 1999).

Furthermore, another area of interest involves whether
recommendation nonadherence may be due to factors rela-
ted to the assessment findings, parental satisfaction with the
assessment, or the presentation of the written recommen-
dations themselves. Disconfirmation of a diagnosis or a
negative assessment experience may lead parents to distrust
the clinician, dismiss the results, and not adhere to the
recommendations. Generally, researchers have not exam-
ined the manner in which recommendations were written by
clinicians. Presumably, recommendations presented in a
clear, concise manner with few technical terms and a
readability level appropriate for the general public would
improve parental comprehension (Miller and Watkins
2010). However, variables related to the written recom-
mendation itself that might influence parents’ receptivity,
understanding, memory, and ultimately adherence to the
recommendation (e.g., recommendation complexity and
clarity), have not been investigated.

To further examine the utility of children’s psychological
assessments, we conducted a follow-up study of families
one year after they received their assessment results. The
purposes of this study were (a) to examine parental satis-
faction with their child’s assessment, (b) to explore the
extent to which parents adhered to the assessment recom-
mendations, (c) to identify barriers reported by parents, (d)
to ascertain whether parent satisfaction with the assessment
and experienced barriers differentially predicted recom-
mendation adherence, and (e) to examine whether type of
recommendation and type of barrier were associated. Con-
sistent with the findings of similar studies (Dreyer et al.
2010; MacNaughton and Rodrigue 2001), we predicted that
parents would report adherence to an estimated 70 % of
recommendations, with higher adherence to recommenda-
tions involving a non-psychological professional or a self-
help resource. Guided by the barriers to treatment model
(Kazdin 2000), we predicted that the total number of bar-
riers would be the biggest predictor of recommendation
nonadherence. Other hypotheses included a negative asso-
ciation between recommendation complexity and recom-
mendation adherence, as well as higher adherence when
children were given a diagnosis at their initial time of
assessment, given that parent motivation is often influenced
by problem validation (MacNaughton and Rodrigue 2001).

Method
Participants

Children and parents who originally sought out and
requested a psychological assessment at a Midwestern

urban university psychology training clinic (either inde-
pendently or through a professional referral) were invited to
participate in the follow-up study 12 or more months (M =
22.05, SD =5.94) after their respective assessments. To
qualify for the study, children had to have completed the
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children—Fourth Edition
and had to be seeking an assessment because of concerns
related to problems with behavioral or academic function-
ing. Graduate students ranging from Bachelor to Masters
level with 1-3 years of testing experience conducted the
original standardized assessments. A second set of graduate
students conducted the semi-structured follow-up inter-
views and assessments reported herein. In total, 72 families
were eligible and were invited, and 51 (70 %) completed
participation. Reasons for non-participation included lack of
interest, busy schedules, and an inability to make the time
commitment for research. Families who declined partici-
pation were asked to complete the satisfaction survey over
the phone or via mail to assess whether or not the non-
participating group differed from the participating families
in their satisfaction with services. When asked, none of
those who declined to participate expressed being dis-
satisfied with their assessment experience, however, only 4
of 21 surveys sent were returned, and thus no statistical
comparison could be made. Qualitatively, non-participating
families who returned surveys reported high levels of
satisfaction with the evaluation that was completed at the
psychology clinic.

Among the 51 family participants, children ranged in age
from 8 to 16 years (M =11.2, SD=2.38) with 35 boys
(69 %). Twenty-seven of the participants were African
American children (53 %), 22 children were Caucasian (43
%) and 1 child identified as Hispanic. For each family, the
mother participated as the primary caregiver. Among the 51
participating children, 17 (33 %) did not receive an official
diagnosis, 10 (20 %) were diagnosed with ADHD, 13
(25 %) with a Learning Disorder (Reading, Writing or
Math), 5 (10 %) with Mood Disorders, 1 (2 %) with
Oppositional Defiant Disorder or Conduct Disorder (ODD/
CD), and 5 (10 %) with another concern (e.g., enuresis,
borderline 1Q). Overall, 8 (16 %) children received sec-
ondary diagnoses such as ADHD (14 %) and ODD/CD
(6 %). Data on socioeconomic status were not obtained.

Procedure

The study was approved by the university Institutional
Review Board. After parents completed informed consent,
they participated in semi-structured interviews that asked
about why they had initially come to the psychology clinic,
findings from the assessment, their satisfaction with the
assessment, memory of the recommendations, and their
experiences adhering to the assessment recommendations.
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As partial compensation for their time and travel, families
were paid $50.

Measures
Parent Satisfaction with Psychoeducational Assessment

In order to assess satisfaction with the assessment services,
parents were asked to complete a 13-question, face valid
survey using a four-point Likert scale ranging from very
unsatisfied to very satisfied. Questions included “Overall
usefulness of the assessment process,” “Overall quality of
our service,” “Quality of the report,” and “Competence of
your child’s clinician.” Cronbach’s alpha for the measure
was a=.99.

Recommendation Type

There were a total of 337 numbered recommendations
received by the 51 participants. The following nine category
system was created to group the recommendations after
preliminary review of recommendations in this sample: (a)
home activities, (b) home-school integration, (c) parent
education, (d) school, (e) special education, (f) extra-
curricular activities, (g) non-psychology referrals (e.g.,
speech pathologist), (h) medication, and (i) therapy/coun-
seling referrals (see Fig. 1). These categories were then
collapsed into three final categories: (a) home, (b) school,
and (c) other/professional. The home category included
home activities, home-school integration, and parent edu-
cation recommendations. Home activities included recom-
mendations like playing educational games; any at home
monitoring of academic activities like reading, visual or
other skills; any homework assignments or specific home-
work techniques; and any recommendation involving a
routine or behavior plans. The recommendations could be
targeted at the parent or the child. The home-school inte-
gration category acted as a broad classification that included
recommendations targeting multiple systems, such as a
suggestion to work on reading skills in order to help a child
at home and school. Parent education was used for

School (n=91)
Home (n =76)

Therapy/Counseling (n = 48) | ————
Home/School Integration (n = 39) | - ——
Non-Psychology Referrals (n =27) | —
Parent Education (n = 17) |—
Extracurriculars (n = 15) /—
Special Education (n = 12)
Medication (n = 12) jm—

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Fig. 1 Initial recommendation categories by percent
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recommendations that specifically asked the parent to learn
more about their child’s diagnosis, such as reading books,
magazines, articles, or going online.

The school category included school and special educa-
tion recommendations. School recommendations related to
both parent and child involvement in the school, such as
communication with teachers, tutors, taking home progress
reports, or locating other help at school. This recommen-
dation category also included accommodations to be pro-
vided by the school or teacher such as longer test-taking
time, sitting closer to the board, or receiving modified
instructions. Special education recommendations advised
finding special education teachers or resource rooms, as
well as any formal education plans (e.g., an individualized
education plan (IEP) or 504).

The other/professional category included extracurricular
activities, non-psychology referrals, medication, and ther-
apy/counseling recommendations. Extracurricular activities
included team sports, clubs and other organizations like
karate, boy scouts, art, dance, and baseball. Non-
psychology referrals included recommendations for par-
ents to take their child to a doctor/specialist, speech
pathologist, occupational therapist, etc. This category
included medical professionals that do not offer mental or
behavioral health counseling services. Medication recom-
mendations specifically mentioned starting or continuing
medication, which may have suggested psychiatric referral.
Finally, therapy/counseling recommendations suggested
therapy (individual or group) or counseling. Recommen-
dations to see a psychologist or counselor fell under this
category. Additionally, any recommendations for further
assessment or reassessment fit into this category. For the
purpose of statistical analyses, the number of recommen-
dation categories was reduced from nine to the following
three: (a) home, (b) school, and (c) other/professional
categories. In total, 117 recommendations were categorized
as home (35 %), 117 as other/professional (35 %), and 103
as school recommendations (30 %).

Recommendation Clarity

Clarity was coded by two raters (including the first author)
using a three-point scale from O to 2 with a rating of “0”
indicating an unclear, confusing, ambiguous recommenda-
tion. For example, an unclear recommendation may read,
“To increase verbal recognition, X should be given hard
work at school.” This recommendation provides no clear
examples and does not leave a parent with a clear idea of
what to do for their child. A rating of “1” suggested a
recommendation was clear and not too confusing for par-
ents to follow but lacked in examples and details. A rating
of “2” was assigned to a recommendation that was clear,
easy to understand, well detailed, and included examples.
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For instance, a clear recommendation may instruct parents
to seek speech therapy and provide a location and phone
number to a few places where they may find services. Rater
reliability for classifying the 337 recommendations into one
of three clarity categories was k =.56 (95 % CI, .43 to .68),
p <.001. The average clarity of the report’s recommenda-
tions was used in analyses with 82.5 % of recommendations
ranked as clear (code = 2).

Recommendation Complexity

Complexity refers to the number of discrete activities
assumed within a given recommendation. Complexity was
coded using a tally system with each tally equaling one
unique, individual activity. Ratings coded by raters ranged
from one to five. Specific examples for how to follow a
recommendation did not qualify as an additional tally. For
example, the recommendation “Maintain a bedtime by
avoiding late night snacking and TV-watching,” would have
a complexity rating of “1” (the one recommended activity is
to maintain a bedtime). An example of a recommendation
with a complexity rating of “3” was: “Work on phonics over
the summer with workbooks (1), ask the teacher for
worksheets related to math (2), and request a tutor with
specialization in reading problems (3).” To collapse com-
plexity, ratings across recommendations were summed and
a total score was assigned to each participant. Across the
337 recommendations, 76 % were rated “1,” 18 % were
rated “2,” and 6 % were rated “3” or higher for complexity.

Adherence

The adherence code referred to the extent a recommenda-
tion was completed. Adherence was coded on a three-point
scale from O to 2. Parents were read a recommendation and
asked “did you try the recommendation.” A rating of “0” was
given to families that did not adhere to the recommendation
in any way. A rating of “1” was given if some evidence of
adherence existed, such as an attempt (one session) or
partial adherence (adhered to half of a recommendation).
For example, a family that attended an intake for therapy
but never returned would receive a score of 1. A rating of
“2” was given if families fully adhered to the recommen-
dation and/or there was evidence of following the recom-
mendation for a significant amount of time (e.g., greater
than one month). Rater reliability for classifying the 337
recommendations into one of three adherence categories
was k=.87 (95% CI, .82 to .92), p<.001. To collapse
adherence in order to run analyses by participant (N =51),
an average percent adherence score was assigned to each
participant. These scores were obtained by summing a
participant’s adherence ratings for each of their recom-
mendations and then dividing by the total adherence score

possible. For example, a participant with 8 recommenda-
tions (total possible adherence score of 16) who fully
adhered to five recommendations and partially adhered to 1
(sum of 11) had 69 % adherence.

Barriers

Coders also recorded the barriers described by parents in
response to the question “did you try the recommendation?”
If the answer was yes, parents responded to three additional
questions: (a) for how long, (b) did you think this recom-
mendation helped, please explain, and (c) would you sug-
gest any changes to this recommendation? If the answer was
no, parents responded to two additional questions: (a) why
did you choose not to follow this recommendation, and (b)
is there anything that would have helped you use this
recommendation. Based on preliminary qualitative analysis
of reported barriers in the sample, barriers fell into four
distinct categories: (a) limited resources, (b) low priority, (c)
stigma, and (d) relationship/personal challenges. Limited
resources included limited insurance, finances, availability,
and information or resources. It also included transportation
problems or far distance to reach a recommended site, long
wait lists delaying ability to start treatment, and unclear
recommendations or the lack of a specific location to seek
services. Barriers provided by parents such as “we didn’t
have time,” “we forgot,” “we felt no need for that recom-
mendation,” “we have hectic schedules,” “that was incon-
venient,” and “we were not motivated to complete that
recommendation” were categorized into the low priority
category. Stigma barriers included parents reporting fear of
embarrassment or any form of opposition or concern of
negative consequences (e.g., through labeling) for their
child through recommendation adherence. Opposition to the
use of medication or psychotherapy also fell in this cate-
gory. For example, one family explained that they knew the
child’s father was “opposed to medication,” so they would
not consider it. Finally, barriers cited by parents such as a
negative prior experience, lack of parent-teacher commu-
nication, opposition to the recommendation from their child,
and difficult, unrelated issues in their own personal lives
were grouped into the relationship/personal challenges
category. This category encompassed relationship difficul-
ties whether with the child, teacher, or psychologist.
For example, not getting along with their child or their
child’s teacher would both fall into this category.

Data Analyses
Analyses were conducted in order to determine the degree

of reliability between raters for this study. Two raters
categorized all recommendations with Cohen’s k calculated
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to examine inter-rater reliability. Rater reliability for clas-
sifying the 337 recommendations into one of the 9 cate-
gories was x =.74 (95 % CI, .68 to .79), p <.001. For the
purpose of statistical analyses, the number of recommen-
dation categories was reduced from nine to the following
three: (a) home, (b) school, and (c) other/professional
categories. Agreement between the two raters on the three
collapsed categories increased to k =.80 (95 % CI, .75 to
.86), p <.001. Disagreements were resolved through dis-
cussion and the final categories were used for analyses.

Two separate raters completed coding for recommenda-
tion clarity and complexity, adherence, and barriers. Dis-
agreements were not discussed and as such, codes
completed by the first author were used for all analyses. The
intraclass correlation coefficient for average clarity across
raters using the participant data set (N=51) was .99.
Agreement between two raters on complexity among the
337 recommendations was k=.76 (95 % CI, .67 to .84),
p < .001. Ratings were summed, and the average measures
of intraclass correlation coefficient between raters (N =151)
was .99. The intraclass correlation between raters for
adherence in the N=51 data set was .99. Agreement
between the two raters on barriers mentioned across the 337
recommendations was k=.71 (95% CI, .64 to .77),
p <.001.

Results

All analyses were completed using SPSS 22. A linear
regression using the averaged data by participant (N =51)
assessed whether parent satisfaction with the assessment,
recommendation type, and total experienced barriers dif-
ferentially predicted adherence. Descriptive analyses were
run to examine recommendations and parental satisfaction
with their child’s assessment more than a year after the
assessment. Chi square analyses evaluated parental adher-
ence to assessment recommendation types. Adherence
analyses were conducted using averaged data by participant
(N=>51) as well as with data across recommendations (n =
337). Finally, chi squares examining barriers reported by
parents by recommendation type were conducted and cor-
relations between recommendation and barrier type were
evaluated.

A linear regression was conducted to assess the relative
contributions of satisfaction, recommendation type (total
home, school, and other/professional services), and total
barriers on adherence percentage. The predictors in the
model explained 36 % of the variance, R?= .36, F (5, 43) =
4.87, p=.001 with total barriers negatively (f=-.62,
p<.001) and home type recommendations positively
(f = .33, p=.02) significantly predicting adherence.
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Review of participant satisfaction surveys revealed
satisfaction ranging from 2.23 to 4.00 on the 4-point scale
(M =3.62, SD=.37). Satisfaction was high among both
Caucasian (M =3.68; SD=.26) and African American
(M =3.56; SD=.42) participants and percent adherence
was not significantly different between Caucasian (M=
67.0 %; SD =.21) and African American (M =57.5 %; SD
=.21) participants (¢t (48)=1.51, p=.14). The average
percentage of recommendations fully (code of 2) adhered to
by parents was 61.7 % (SD =.21). There was no significant
association between satisfaction with the assessment and
adherence, r (49)=.10, p = .51.

Participants received between 2 and 16 recommendations
(M=6.61, SD=2.68) and endorsed between 1 and 14
barriers (M =4.98, SD =3.06). There was no association
between number of recommendations a family received and
their average adherence (r (51)=.02, p =.92); however,
adherence was significantly associated with the number of
barriers parents mentioned, r (51) =-.53, p <.001. There
was a nonsignificant statistical trend when we examined the
differences in adherence between parents whose child
was and was not given a diagnosis t (49)=1.83, p=.07.
Surprisingly, examination of means for this trend revealed
that parental adherence was 58.0 % (SD =.22) for children
who were given a diagnosis vs. 69.4 % (SD=.19) for
children who did not receive a diagnosis.

The next group of analyses were conducted at the level
of each of the 337 individual recommendations. Parents
were rated as partially (code of 1) or fully (code of 2)
adhering to 71.5 % of the 337 assessment recommendations
with 51.9 % of recommendations rated as 2 (fully adhered).
A chi square examining adherence by the three recom-
mendation categorization was significant (y*(4, n =337) =
48.00, p <.001) with a rate of 35 % full adherence for the
other/professional recommendation type vs. 64.1 % for
school and 58.1 % for home recommendation types (see
Table 1). Percent adherence using the nine recommendation
type categorization is presented in Fig. 2. Meanwhile, chi
squares examining adherence by complexity (y*(8, n=
337)=14.11, p=.08) and clarity (y*(4, n=337)= .48,
p =.98) were not significant.

Parents spontaneously mentioned between 1 to 14 bar-
riers (M =4.98, SD =3.06) in the semi-structured interview
when describing their experiences with recommendations.
These barriers were coded into four distinct categories with
participants endorsing limited resource barriers for 68
recommendations (20.2 %), priority barriers for 74 recom-
mendations (22.0 %), stigma barriers for 19 recommenda-
tions (5.6 %), and relationship/personal challenges barriers
for 67 recommendations (19.9 %). A chi square examining
adherence by the presence of barriers was significant (y(2,
n=337)=138.51, p<.001) with higher “full” adherence
for recommendations with no parental reported barriers (see
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Table 1 Results of chi square test for adherence by recommendation

Table 2 Results of chi square test for adherence by barrier

type identification

Adherence Home School Other/Professional Adherence No barriers Barriers
None 18 (15 %) 18 (18 %) 60 (51 %) None 2 (1 %) 94 (50 %)
Partial 31 (27 %) 19 (18 %) 16 (14 %) Partial 18 (12 %) 48 (26 %)
Full 68 (58 %) 66 (64 %) 41 (35 %) Full 129 (87 %) 46 (24 %)

Note. ;{2=48.OO*, df=4. Numbers in parentheses indicate column
percentages.

#p <001

Percent Adherence
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Fig. 2 Percent adherence by recommendation type

Table 2). It is noteworthy that of the 337 recommendations,
parents reported no barriers for 149 (44 %). To examine
when stigma was most likely to be mentioned by parents, a
chi square examining the relation between the presence/
absence of stigma and the three recommendation categories
was conducted and found to be significant (y*(2, n =337) =
13.53, p <.001). Most of the parents’ reported stigma arose
when the recommendation was to seek professional help
(73.7 % compared with 15.8 % for home recommendations
and 10.5 % for school recommendations). Similarly, a chi
square conducted to examine whether parents reported
greater stigma for certain recommendation types was sig-
nificant (%8, n=337)=33.49, p <.001) with 47.4% of
stigma barriers cited for therapy/counseling recommenda-
tions and 15.8 % for medication recommendations.

Discussion

This study examined several aspects of child assessment
from the parent-consumers’ point of view, including satis-
faction, recommendation type, barriers, and adherence,
more than one year after their child’s psychological
assessment. We found that parents saw the assessments as
helpful and reported high satisfaction with the assessment
process and results. In addition to the high satisfaction
ratings, parental adherence was also high with a rate of 71.5
% for partial or full adherence. For families with higher
reported barriers, adherence rates were significantly lower,

Note. ;{2=48.OO*, df=4. Numbers in parentheses indicate column
percentages.

#p < .001

suggesting that even when satisfied with their assessment
experience, barriers still influenced recommendation
adherence. Based on these findings, we recommend clin-
icians proactively assess for potential barriers (i.e., resour-
ces, priority, stigma, and relationship/personal challenges)
during the assessment process so overcoming potential or
anticipated barriers can become part of the feedback when
discussing recommendations with clients. Research on
engagement in child therapy indicates that families who
openly discuss and problem solve potential barriers with
their clinicians show increased treatment adherence
(King et al. 2014). Efforts to increase adherence proactively
may be more effective preventatively than waiting until
nonadherence ensues (Schwalbe et al. 2012). Moreover,
certain types of recommendations (e.g., child psycho-
therapy and medication) were less likely to be adhered to
and were also more likely to elicit stigma. A larger sample
size that consists of more children with diagnoses may aid
in better understanding the role of stigma in the assessment
process and may aid in increasing the generalizability of
these results across children with various presenting
problems.

Perhaps because satisfaction and adherence were gen-
erally at high levels (i.e., restricted variance), satisfaction
was not associated significantly with adherence to recom-
mendations. However, adherence was associated with the
number of barriers and total home recommendations, sug-
gesting that both barriers and recommendation type con-
tributed to adherence. We were surprised to see that
providing complex or unclear recommendations did not
detract from parent adherence. A more direct question
regarding recommendation clarity may provide researchers
with a better understanding of whether or not a parent
perceived the recommendation to be clear. Similarly, par-
ents who received recommendations with multiple pieces
appeared to have been able to break the recommendation
down and adhere to its multiple parts. While we found that
parents were able to understand and unpack the recom-
mendations offered, further research is needed investigating
both recommendation clarity and complexity in order to
understand their role in recommendation adherence.
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Surprisingly, we found a trend such that adherence was
lower for families whose children received a diagnosis.
Perhaps this was because parents of children who received
a diagnosis may have been inclined to believe that
psychosocial recommendations would not have been as
helpful. Contrastingly, failing to receive a diagnosis did not
appear to detract parents from adherence. It may be that
parents of children who were not diagnosed were more
receptive to psychosocial recommendations as opposed to
parents of children with a diagnosis that may suggest
biological root causes for problem behaviors or carry
stigma. Further research is needed to understand how par-
ents react to their child’s diagnoses and how their reactions
may have an impact on their interactions with their
child. Additionally, our results indicated that adherence
rates did not differ between Caucasian and African
American participants. Given the lack of literature on
adherence to assessment recommendations across race and
ethnicity, these results provide an initial look at race and
adherence. However, more research is needed to understand
whether this finding holds true in larger and more
diverse samples and what the potential implications may be
for practice.

This study has a few notable limitations, including our
measure of adherence. Though the dimensional coding
system allowed for a closer look at parental adherence, the
partial adherence code (rating of one) may be biased toward
indicating higher rates of adherence (i.e., a family who
attended one therapy session received a partial adherence
score despite not consistently attending therapy). Future
studies may consider establishing a clear cutoff of adher-
ence (e.g., a certain number of therapy or tutoring sessions).
Parental adherence to assessment recommendations was
solely measured with a semi-structured, face valid inter-
view. Although the dimensional rating of adherence
allowed for a somewhat nuanced assessment, we see a need
for further efforts to validate parent-reported adherence data
with independently verifiable measures (e.g., checking with
providers, teachers, or other family members) to see
whether the suggested recommendations were followed.
Also, what it means to “adhere” varied by type of recom-
mendation and was not clearly comparable. For instance,
consulting with a teacher is not equivalent to beginning
psychotherapy, reading a parenting book or pursuing a
change in a child’s medication. That is, adherence to
some recommendations takes significantly more time
and effort than adherence to others, and some recommen-
dations will be a better or easier fit with some parents’
personality, style, or preferences than others. Furthermore,
the number of recommendations varied based on the
needs of the child and family and the styles of the clinician-
supervisor dyads. However, a parent who adhered to one of
one vs. nine of nine recommendations received the same

@ Springer

percentage score for adherence. On the other hand, we did
not find a relation between number of recommendations and
adherence.

A further caveat to interpreting the adherence findings of
this study relates to demand characteristics. Specifically, a
parent who did not adhere to the assessment recommenda-
tions may have felt a greater need to defend, justify, and
explain their poor adherence by identifying more barriers
than parents who were adherent. Similarly, the way barriers
were assessed during follow-up may have limited the
number of barriers acknowledged by parents who noted yes
to “did you try the recommendation.” A specific item such
as “Tell us about the barriers you encountered” asked of all
parents, not just those who denied adherence, is suggested
for future research in this area. Moreover, professionals
need to respect, if not trust, parents’ judgments about what
their child’s needs are at any particular time, which may be
different than what is recommended by a psychologist.
Furthermore, the lengthy follow-up interval may have had a
downside, as some degradation may have occurred in par-
ents’ memories after a year. It is possible that our partici-
pants struggled to accurately inform us, both regarding their
levels of satisfaction with the assessment process, and in the
extent to which they actually adhered to recommendations,
especially initially.

A related type of limitation of the study refers to the
measurement of satisfaction. Parents were interviewed
about satisfaction in a semi-structured format by a set of
face valid questions developed by our research team. Future
investigations could also include validated measures of
satisfaction, such as the client satisfaction questionnaire
(CSQ-8; Larsen et al. 1979). In order to prevent a bias
toward satisfied consumers completing the study, we gave
everyone, including those who declined participation, an
opportunity to indicate their satisfaction. Four parents who
declined participation in the follow-up study reported high
satisfaction with their assessments, yet it is unknown how
satisfied the remaining families were and replication is
needed to understand this fully. Moreover, it should be
noted that parents paid a significantly reduced fee (i.e.,
some as low as $100) for their assessments at the training
clinic. Consequently, it is unclear whether higher costs
would have influenced the parents’ satisfaction ratings.
Additionally, given the increased likelihood for socially
desirable responses for compliance, future research may
consider comparing compliance rates based on an interview
vs. responses on a blinded questionnaire. We hope the
current study encourages further research on factors that
contribute to customer satisfaction with assessment. Simi-
larly, due to the inability to compare codes between the two
raters for recommendation clarity, complexity, and adher-
ence, the current study utilized ratings completed by the first
author. Future investigations should aim to ensure separate
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coders compare responses and reach consensus on any
disagreements.

Finally, it is noteworthy that the sample size for this
study was only 51 families and a larger sample would
increase statistical power. Although families in this study
were seeking services for a wide variety of presenting
problems, the sample included only mothers. Interviewing
fathers would also be informative. Including more details
about family socioeconomic status (e.g., parent education
and income) would have added to our understanding of
adherence and barriers as well. We encourage future
investigations to gather this information as well as infor-
mation about how the child responded to recommendations
and what role parent functioning played.

Notable strengths of our study included interviewing a
self-referred, general, clinical sample from an urban area
with a variety of presenting concerns after a year or more
follow-up interval. Additionally, satisfaction was rated
highly and our dimensional rating of adherence provides a
framework for operationalizing adherence. Although
assessing satisfaction and adherence are important first
steps, in order to further understand the assessment process,
future research needs to operationalize the clinical utility of
assessment and understand the degree to which assessments
contribute to treatment outcomes. Research on evidence-
based practice has been focused largely on interventions
while ignoring assessment (Barlow 2005; Hayes et al. 1987,
Hunsley and Mash 2011; Mash and Hunsley 2005). Instead,
assessment research has focused primarily on the reliability
and validity of assessment measures. Nonetheless, pre-
liminary findings suggest that psychological assessments
are positively therapeutic (Poston and Hanson 2010). We
call for an increasing shift in assessment research to
examine the utility of assessment. Such efforts will put
psychologists in a better position to know when and to what
degree assessments are useful and how their utility can be
increased. When parents, children, and clinicians agree on
diagnoses, research suggests therapy is more likely to be
successful (Hawley and Weisz 2003). Consequently, psy-
chological assessments would seem to be an important first
step in developing consensus before formal psychotherapy
or other interventions begin.

Our study has a number of other clinical implications for
children and families receiving a psychological assessment.
First, we recommend that clinicians attend to the types of
recommendations being provided to families and consider
whether recommendations are linked to stigma or other
barriers for the client. To help energize parents to complete
recommendations and increase parental engagement in
seeking child psychotherapy, future studies may consider
the use of motivational interviewing techniques, psychoe-
ducation, problem-solving, and therapeutic assessment
(Finn 2007; Miller and Rollnick 2013). For instance,

clinicians may ask parents how motivated they are to
complete each recommendation. Moreover, during the
feedback, clinicians can integrate psychoeducation on child
therapy including when, how and for what it is effective.
This rationale may provide families with information and
can aim to decrease the stigma associated with beginning
psychotherapy. In addition, other potential barriers and
concerns regarding seeking treatment could be explored
(e.g., insurance issues, cost, transportation), followed by the
identification of possible solutions to those barriers. Simi-
larly, assessing motivation and barriers during a post
assessment phone call may help set families up for success.

Compliance with Ethical Standards

Conflict of Interest
peting interests.

The authors declare that they have no com-

References

Alvidrez, J. (1999). Ethnic variations in mental health attitudes and
service use among low-income African American, Latina, and
European American young women. Community Mental Health
Journal, 35(6), 515-530. doi:10.1023/A:1018759201290.

Barlow, D. H. (2005). What's new about evidence-based assessment.
Psychological Assessment, 17(3), 308 doi:10.1037/1040-3590.17.
3.308.

Bennett, D. S., Power, T. J., Rostain, A. L., & Carr, D. E. (1996).
Parent acceptability and feasibility of ADHD interventions:
Assessment, correlates, and predictive validity. Journal of
Pediatric  Psychology, 21(5), 643-657. doi:10.1093/jpepsy/
21.5.643.

Bussing, R., Zima, B. T., Gary, F. A., & Garvan, C. W. (2003).
Barriers to detection, help-seeking, and service use for children
with ADHD symptoms. The Journal of Behavioral Health Ser-
vices & Research, 30(2), 176—189. doi:10.1007/BF02289806.

Cunningham, C. E., Boyle, M., Offord, D., Racine, Y., Hundert, J.,
Secord, M., & McDonald, J. (2000). Tri-ministry study: Corre-
lates of school-based parenting course utilization. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 68(5), 928-933. doi:10.
1037/0022-006X.68.5.928.

Dreyer, A. S., O’Laughlin, L., Moore, J., & Milam, Z. (2010). Parental
adherence to clinical recommendations in an ADHD evaluation
clinic. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 66(10), 1101-1120.
doi:10.1002/jclp.20718.

Eiraldi, R., Mazzuca, L., Clarke, A., & Power, T. (2006). Service
utilization among ethnic minority children with ADHD: A model
of help-seeking behavior. Administration and Policy in Mental
Health and Mental Health Services Research, 33(5), 607-622.
doi:10.1007/s10488-006-0063-1.

Finn, S. E. (2007). In Our Clients’ Shoes: Theory and Techniques of
Therapeutic Assessment. Mahwah, NJ: Earlbaum: Psychology
Press.

Fonagy, P., Target, M., Cottrell, D., Phillips, J., & Kurtz, Z. (2002).
What works for whom?: A critical review of treatments for
children and adolescents. New York, NY, US: Guilford Press.

Freedenthal, S. (2007). Racial disparities in mental health service use
by adolescents who thought about or attempted suicide. Suicide
and Life-Threatening Behavior, 37(1), 22-34. doi:10.1521/suli.
2007.37.1.22.

@ Springer


http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1018759201290
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.17.3.308
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.17.3.308
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/21.5.643
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/21.5.643
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02289806
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.68.5.928
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.68.5.928
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jclp.20718
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10488-006-0063-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/suli.2007.37.1.22
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/suli.2007.37.1.22

1038

J Child Fam Stud (2017) 26:1029-1039

Garland, A. F., Lau, A. S., Yeh, M., McCabe, K. M., Hough, R. L., &
Landsverk, J. A. (2005). Racial and ethnic differences in utili-
zation of mental health services among high-risk youths. Amer-
ican Journal of Psychiatry, 162(7), 1336-1343. doi:10.1176/
appi.ajp.162.7.1336.

Geffken, G. R., Keeley, M. L., Kellison, L., Storch, E. A., & Rodrigue,
J. R. (2006). Parental adherence to child psychologists’ recom-
mendations from psychological testing. Professional Psychology:
Research and Practice, 37(5), 499-505. doi:10.1037/0735-7028.
37.5.499.

Hampton, N. Z., Yeung, T., & Nguyen, C. H. (2007). Perceptions of
mental illness and rehabilitation services in chinese and vietna-
mese americans. Journal of Applied Rehabilitation Counseling,
38(2), 14.

Harpaz-Rotem, 1., Leslie, D., & Rosenheck, R. A. (2004). Treatment
retention among children entering a new episode of mental health
care. Psychiatric Services, 55(9), 1022—-1028. doi:10.1176/appi.
ps.55.9.1022.

Hawley, K. M., & Weisz, J. R. (2003). Child, parent and therapist (dis)
agreement on target problems in outpatient therapy: The thera-
pist's dilemma and its implications. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 71(1), 62=70. doi:10.1037/0022-006X.71.1.
62.

Hayes, S. C., Nelson, R. O., & Jarrett, R. B. (1987). The treatment
utility of assessment: A functional approach to evaluating
assessment quality. American Psychologist, 42(11), 963-974.
doi:10.1037/0003-066X.42.11.963.

Hunsley, J., & Mash, E. J. (2011). Evidence-based assessment. In C.R.
Snyder & S.J. Lopez (Eds.), Oxford Handbook of Clinical Psy-
chology, Oxford University Press, USA, 76-97

Kazdin, A. E. (2000). Perceived barriers to treatment participation and
treatment acceptability among antisocial children and their
families. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 9(2), 157-174.
doi:10.1023/A:1009414904228.

Kazdin, A. E., Holland, L., Crowley, M., & Breton, S. (1997). Barriers
to treatment participation scale: Evaluation and validation in the
context of child outpatient treatment. Journal of Child Psychol-
ogy and Psychiatry, 38(8), 1051-1062. doi:10.1111/j.1469-7610.
1997.tb01621.x.

King, C. A., Hovey, J. D., Brand, E., Wilson, R., & Ghaziuddin, N.
(1997). Suicidal adolescents after hospitalization: Parent and
family impacts on treatment follow-through. Journal of the
American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 36(1),
85-93. doi:10.1097/00004583-199701000-00021.

King, G., Currie, M., & Petersen, P. (2014). Review: Child and parent
engagement in the mental health intervention process: A moti-
vational framework. Child and Adolescent Mental Health, 19(1),
2-8. doi:10.1111/camh.12015.

Larsen, D. L., Attkisson, C. C., Hargreaves, W. A., & Nguyen, T. D.
(1979). Assessment of client/patient satisfaction: Development of
a general scale. Evaluation and Program Planning, 2(3),
197-207. doi:10.1016/0149-7189(79)90094-6.

Lindsey, M. A., Brandt, N. E., Becker, K. D., Lee, B. R., Barth, R. P.,
Daleiden, E. L., & Chorpita, B. F. (2014). Identifying the com-
mon elements of treatment engagementinterventions in children’s
mental health services. Clinical Child and FamilyPsychology
Review, 17(3), 283-298. doi:10.1007/s10567-013-0163-x.

Logan, D. E., & King, C. A. (2001). Parental facilitation of adolescent
mental health services utilization: A conceptual and empirical
review. Clinical Psychology: Science and Practice, 8(3),
319-333. doi:10.1093/clipsy/8.3.319.

Lépez, S. R. (2002). Mental health care for Latinos: A research agenda
to improve the accessibility and quality of mental health care for
Latinos. Psychiatric Services, 53(12), 1569-1573.

MacNaughton, K. L., & Rodrigue, J. R. (2001). Predicting adherence
to recommendations by parents of clinic-referred children.

@ Springer

Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 69(2), 262
doi:10.1037/0022-006X.69.2.262.

Mash, E. J., & Hunsley, J. (2005). Evidence-based assessment of child
and adolescent disorders: Issues and challenges. Journal of
Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 34(3), 362-379.
doi:10.1207/s15374424jccp3403_1.

McMiller, W. P., & Weisz, J. R. (1996). Help-seeking preceding
mental health clinic intake among African-American, Latino, and
Caucasian youths. Journal of the American Academy of Child &
Adolescent  Psychiatry, 35(8), 1086-1094. doi:10.1097/
00004583-199608000-00020.

Miller, G. E., & Prinz, R. J. (2003). Engagement of families in
treatment for childhood conduct problems. Behavior Therapy,
34(4), 517-534. doi:10.1016/S0005-7894(03)80033-3.

Miller, W. R., & Rollnick, S. (2013). Motivational Interviewing:
Helping People Change (3rd edn.). NY, US: Guilford Press.
Miller, J. A., & Watkins, M. W. (2010). The use of graphs to com-
municate psychoeducational test results to parents. Journal of
Applied  School  Psychology, 26(1), 1-16. doi:10.1080/

15377900903175911.

Miller, L. M., Southam-Gerow, M. A., & Allin, Jr, R. B. (2008). Who
stays in treatment? Child and family predictors of youth client
retention in a public mental health agency. Child & Youth Care
Forum, 37(4), 153-170. doi:10.1007/s10566-008-9058-2.

Morrissey-Kane, E., & Prinz, ,R. J. (1999). Engagement in child and
adolescent treatment: The role of parental cognitions and attri-
butions. Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 2(3),
183-198. doi:10.1023/A:1021807106455.

Munson, M. R., Floersch, J. E., & Townsend, L. (2009). Attitudes
toward mental health services and illness perceptions among
adolescents with mood disorders. Child and Adolescent Social
Work Journal, 26(5), 447-466. doi:10.1007/s10560-009-0174-0.

Nock, M. K., & Ferriter, C. (2005). Parent management of attendance
and adherence in child and adolescent therapy: A conceptual and
empirical review. Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review,
8(2), 149-166. doi:10.1007/s10567-005-4753-0.

Pellerin, K. A., Costa, N. M., Weems, C. F., & Dalton, R. F. (2010).
An examination of treatment completers and non-completers at a
child and adolescent community mental health clinic. Community
Mental Health Journal, 46(3), 273-281. doi:10.1007/s10597-
009-9285-5.

Poston, J. M., & Hanson, W. E. (2010). Meta-analysis of psycholo-
gical assessment as a therapeutic intervention. Psychological
Assessment, 22(2), 203-212. doi:10.1037/a0018679.

Pumariega, ,A. J., Rogers, K., & Rothe, E. (2005). Culturally com-
petent systems of care for children’s mental health: Advances and
challenges. Community Mental Health Journal, 41(5), 539-555.
doi:10.1007/s10597-005-6360-4.

Sanchez, F., & Gaw, A. (2007). Mental health care of Filipino
Americans. Psychiatric Services, 58(6), 810-815.

Sattler, J. M. (2008). Assessment of children: Cognitive foundations.
San Diego, CA: M Sattler.

Schwalbe, C. S., Gearing, R. E., MacKenzie, M. J., Brewer, K. B., &
Ibrahim, R. (2012). A meta-analysis of experimental studies of
diversion programs for juvenile offenders. Clinical Apsychology
Review, 32(1), 26-33. doi:10.1016/j.cpr.2011.10.002.

Shanley, D. C., Reid, G. J., & Evans, B. (2008). How parents seek
help for children with mental health problems. Administration
and Policy in Mental Health and Mental Health Services
Research, 35(3), 135-146. doi:10.1007/510488-006-0107-6.

Thompson, V. L. S., Bazile, A., & Akbar, M. (2004). African
Americans’ perceptions of psychotherapy and psychotherapists.
Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 35(1), 19.
doi:10.1037/0735-7028.35.1.19.

US Census Bureau. (2003). 2000 census of population and housing.
Bureau of Census. United States, Washington, D.C


http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.162.7.1336
http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.162.7.1336
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0735-7028.37.5.499
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0735-7028.37.5.499
http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.55.9.1022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.55.9.1022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.71.1.62
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.71.1.62
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.42.11.963
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1009414904228
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.1997.tb01621.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.1997.tb01621.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00004583-199701000-00021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/camh.12015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0149-7189(79)90094-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10567-013-0163-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/clipsy/8.3.319
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.69.2.262
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp3403_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00004583-199608000-00020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00004583-199608000-00020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7894(03)80033-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15377900903175911
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15377900903175911
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10566-008-9058-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1021807106455
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10560-009-0174-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10567-005-4753-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10597-009-9285-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10597-009-9285-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018679
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10597-005-6360-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2011.10.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10488-006-0107-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0735-7028.35.1.19

J Child Fam Stud (2017) 26:1029-1039

1039

Weisz, J. R., & Weiss, B. (1991). Studying the ‘referability’ of child
clinical problems. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychol-
ogy, 59(2), 266-273. doi:10.1037/0022-006X.59.2.266.

Wood, D. L., Hayward, R. A., Corey, C. R., Freeman, H. E., &
Shapiro, M. F. (1990). Access to medical care for children and
adolescents in the United States. Pediatrics, 86(5), 666—673.

Yeh, M., Takeuchi, D. T., & Sue, S. (1994). Asian-American children
treated in the mental health system: A comparison of parallel and

mainstream outpatient service centers. Journal of Clinical Child
Psychology, 23(1), 5-12. doi:10.1207/s15374424jccp2301_2.

Zimmerman, F. J. (2005). Social and economic determinants of dis-
parities in professional help-seeking for child mental health pro-
blems: Evidence from a national sample. Health Services
Research, 40(5pl), 1514-1533. doi:10.1111/j.1475-6773.2005.
00411.

@ Springer


http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.59.2.266
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp2301_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6773.2005.00411
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6773.2005.00411

Journal of Child & Family Studiesis a copyright of Springer, 2017. All Rights Reserved.



	Barriers to Adherence to Child Assessment Recommendations
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure

	Measures
	Parent Satisfaction with Psychoeducational Assessment
	Recommendation Type
	Recommendation Clarity
	Recommendation Complexity
	Adherence
	Barriers

	Data Analyses
	Results
	Discussion
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	References


