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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

There is a growing concern among educators that the
traditional methods for providing psychological services
in the schools are not adequately meeting the mental
health needs of students. Current emphases on testing
and.diagnosis have been criticized as yielding irrelevant
information to teachers and negligible change in student
behavior (Bersoff, 1971; Singer, Whiton, & Fried, 1970;
Wolfensberger, 1965). In addition, the emphasis on in-
dividual diagnosis and treatment has resulted in huge
backlogs of case referrals since there are not enough
mental health professionals to meet the demand (Albee,
1959; Alpert, 1976; Bardon & Bennett, 1967; and Kennedy,
1971).

A wide variety of consultation techniques (Bergan,
1977; Caplan, 1970; Gallesich, 1974; Meyers, Parsons, &
Martin, 1979; Schein, 1968) have been proposed as alterna-
tive models of service delivery to better meet the mental
health needs of children. These preventative approaches
have in common the goal of reducing the potential number
of future problems by developing ongoing problem-solving

relationships with teachers, administrators, and other



professional educational personnel. The school psy-
chologist's effects are magnified by providing indirect
services through these other agents who have long term
relaticnships with large numbers of children.

There is already substantial evidence that both
school psychologists (Barbanel & Hoffenburg-Rutman,
1974; Cook & Patterson, 1977; Giebink & Ringness, 1970;
Meacham & Peckham, 1978) and other school personnel
(Fairchild, 1976; Kirchner, 1971; Lambert, Sandoval, &
Corder, 1975; Waters, 1973) consider non-assessment
functions as important job roles for school psycholo-
gists. The belief is held by many that school psy-
chologists can become more effective change agents serv-
ing greater numbers of students by adopting the more
proactive consultatién method of delivering psychological
services. This approach necessarily results in reducing
school psychologists' involvement in traditional in-
dividual testing while concomitantly increasing their
involvement in consulting with teachers and other school
personnel.

The proposed consultant role for school psycholo-
gists has often met with resistance in tradition~rich
educational organizations. There is apt to be a lack of

fit between the assignment imposed by schools having a



long history with the more traditional testing model of
service delivery and the goals of a school psychology
consultant (Bardon, in press). This so-called "port-of-
entry" problem has been discussed by several theoreti-
cians (Glidewell, 1959; Meyers, 1973; and Sarason, Levine,
Goldenberg, Cherlin & Bennett, 1966).

Schmuck and Miles (1971) contend that "entry, as
the first step in the planned organizational change ef-
fort, is very important and deserves systematic treat-
ment." They further thecrize, along with others (Galle-
sich, 1973; Schein, 1969), that there are significant re-
lationships between organization characteristics, con-
sultant entry, and effectiveness within that organization.
An increased understanding of relevant organizational
variables should help consultants to properly channel
their entry efforts as they work to overcome organiza-
tional resistance to change.

These hypotheses have not yet been empirically
tested, however, as there have been few studies which
have investigated organizational variables as they relate
to usage of consultation services by professional schéol
personnel. Preliminary research (Kuehnel, 1975) indi-

cates that the more "open" the organizational climate of



a school, as perceived by teachers, the more receptive
school personnel are to mental health consultation in
general.

Another variable which has been frequently cited as
being important to the organizational functioning of schools
is leader behavior (Sarason, 1971; Williams, Wall, Martin, &
Berchin, 1974). The leader behavior of the principal cer-
tainly would seem to have an impact on the acceptance and
usage of consultation services. As Sarason (1971) has
pointed out, "We begin with the principal because any kind
of system change puts him in the role of implementing the
change in his school." The leadership style or behavior of
the principal as it influences the provision of consultation
services in schools, however, has not been investigated.

Gallesich (19273) theorizes that the consultant's com-
petencies, as they interact with organizational variables,
also contribute to the entry process. Although it seems
likely that consultant skill contributes to teacher usage
of consultation services, this variable has only recently
begun to be empirically investigated (Curtis and Zins, 1979;
Savage, 1979). The predictive power of consultant skill to
consultation usage as well as its joint contribution with
organizational variables to predicting consultation usage
remains a research question that warrants further investi-

‘ gation.
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In summary, while there is general theoretical agreement
that a consultant's entry into a school organization is a
complex function of the consultant's skills, the organiza-
tional characteristics of the school, and the leader behavior
of the principal, there has thus far been little investigation
of these interrelationships. The empirical explication of
these relationships is crucial to school psychologists who
function as consultants. Such knowledge would help consult-
ants to know how best to allocate their entry efforts in order
to maximize their consultative effects.

The specific problem of this study was, what are the re-
lationships which exist between consultant skill, organiza-
tional openness of schools, and principal leader behavior;
and a school's preference for and use of consultation serv-
ices? Furthermore, how are consultant pefceived organizational
variables related to teacher perceived organizational vari- 
ables?

The exploratory intent of the study was to examine
whether existing measures of the aforementioned variables
are valid for answering the problem. Moreover, the nature
of this study was to explore leads for further research as
well as to suggest to school psychologists how their school-

based consultative efforts might best be allocated.



Chapter II

LITERATURE REVIEW

The traditional medical model approach to deliver-
ing psychological services in schools has increasingly
been challenged by psychologists and educators as offer-
ing little benefit to children (Gutkin & Tieger, 1979).
Recognition of the inadequacies of the medical model
as well as the potential preventive role that schools
can play in deterring mental health problems has
lead to the development of consultation as a viable al-
ternative model of service delivery (Bardon, 1968;
Meyers, 1973; Mevers, Parsons, & Maftin, 1979; Reger,
1967).

Unfortunately, the current enthusiasm for the con-
sultation approach in schools is based more on unproven
theory than it is on empirically supported evidence
(Bloom 1977, and Mannino & Shore, 1975). A major weak-
ness in previous research has been the lack of clear
descriptions of the specific consultation techniques
utilized by consultants (Meyers, Pitt, Gaughan, & Freid-
man, 1978). Since there are a diversity of consultation
"models" revorted in the literature (Gibbins, 1978), one

has little basis for comparison of studies. In addition,



much of the previous consultation research has been con-
ducted in military, business, or medical contexts, all
of which have questionable applicability to school-based
consultation (Berkowitz, 1971; Lambert, 1974; Schmuck,
in press).

previous studies have had 1imited success in iden-
tifying variables which predict school personnel's use
of consultation. Haas (1977) investigated several
theoretically-derived organizational and individual
parcmeters as they related to the use of consultation
put found that the variables hypothesized to predict con-
sultation use explained very 1ittle of the variance.
Even so, Haas concluded that, "The results indicate that
further investigation of the context in which consulta-
tion is sought may yet pay dividends in the increased
understanding of consultation's place in the array of
help sources available to teachers." Similarly, Savage
(1979) reported "There seems to be institutional factors
or variables affecting the initiation of consultation but
these were not identifiable." Savage, whose study primar-
ily focused on corsultant variables which had relevance
to facilitating the request for assistance, also recom-
mended further research to identify institutional factors

which influence teacher request for psychological



consultation.

There clearly is a need for further research in
the schools which will elucidate institutional or in-
dividual characteristics which enhance the probability
of providing effective consultation programs. Such re-
search must describe the specific consultation tech-
nigues employed in operational terms so that the methods
are readily replicable.

Problem Characteristics and Use of Consultation

Research investigating types of referral problems
and their relationship to consultation use has yielded
equivocal results. Haas (1977) found that the mere pres-
ence of probiems was a poor predictor of consultation
usage. Gutkin, Singer, and Brown (in press) investigated
teacher preference for consultation versus traditional
services as a function of the type (i.e., academic, act-
ing out, withdrawal), perceived severity of presenting
problems, and the availability of a consultant in the
school. Their findings indicated that the teachers'
preference was not a function of problem type nor was it
a function of the availability of a consultant. They did
find, however, a slight, but significant (r = .27) re-
lationship between the severity of the presenting prob-

lem and teachers' preference for non-consultative,



referral services. Since the relationship was small,

the authors concluded that consultation services were

seen by teachers as being useful for a wide variety of
problems along the severity dimension.

Because there has been a paucity of research con-
ducted in this area, conclusive judgments cannot yet be
made. Present evidence suggests, however, that problem
characteristics bear only a negligible relationship with
the degree to which school personnel utilize consultation
services.

Consultee Characteristics and Use of Consultation Services

Use of consultation services has been related by
theorists and researchers to several individual consultee
characteristics. 1In general, however, these relation-
ships have not been consistently supported in the exist-
ing literature. For example, the age and experience of
the teacher have correlated both positively (Baker, 1965;
Gilmore & Chandy, 1973) and negatively (Iscoe, Pierce-
Jones, & McGearty, 1967; Sonlit & Stark, 1971) with
teachers' use of consultants in their schools.

Various consultee personality traits and attitudes
have also been discussed and investigated with little
additional insight gained in understanding the nature of

"willing" consultees. Grieger (1972) identified six
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teacher-held attitudes which tend to undermine behavioral
consultation efforts, but he offered no empirical evi-
dence to support his observations. Based upon 224 per-
sonally administered interviews with 31 elementary

school teachers, Friedman (1976) theorized that four
qualitatively different consultee "1ocus of control con-=
sultation styles" exist which may relate to "gituational
_expectancies for professional role power." However,
evidence supplied by Goldman and Cowan (1976) from a
small sample suggests that teachers who used consultation
were no different in locus of control than teachers who
used little or no consultation.

Preliminary research does seem to indicate a pos-
sible link between consultee anxiety and the outcomes of
consultation. The consultee's anxiety during consulta-
+ion has been shown to be related to some consultation
outcomes by leyers, Freidman, Gaughan, and Pitt (1978).
That is, more anxious teachers showed greater reduction
of negative verbal classroom pehavior after consultation.
There is no present evidence, however, that links con-
sultee anxiety levels with their usage of consultation
services.

Other personality factors have not discriminated

well between consultation users and non-users. Haas'
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(1977) findings typify the ambiguities which still exist
with regard to consultee characteristics as they relate
to the use of consultation. He found that consultee
characteristics hypothesized to predict the difference

in use were insufficient to do so. The degree to which
teachers considered attention to psychosocial issues ap-
propriate aspects of their job, the degree to which
teachers were interested in enlarging their skills as
teachers, and the teachers' tolerance for novel, unstruc-
tured, or puzzling situations all were inadequate vari-
ables for explaining who did and who did not use consul-
tation services. Thus, no clear-cut differences between
users and non-users of consultation have yet been identi-
fied.

Consultant Characteristics and Use of Consultation

There have been a number of studies which have in-
vestigated how consultant characteristics relate to
teacher use of consultation. Present evidence suggests
that particular consultant skills may indeed influence
teacher perceptions and use of consultation. After re-
viewing the relevant literature Savage (1979) theorized
that three consultant variables seemed to be relevant
to "facilitating the request for assistance." His em-

pirical results suggested, however, that proximity of
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the consultant to teachers (his/her presence and avail-
ability), the consultant's degree of agreement with
teachers (agreement between their goals and objectives),
and the authority of the consultant (his/her power and
influence within the system) as rated by teachers on an
author-devised guestionnaire were not generally predic-
tive of a teacher's request for consultation.

Curtis and Zins (1979), on the other hand, found
a strong positive relationship (r = .82) between a con-
sultant's perceived effectiveness as measured by the total

score on the Consultant Observational Assessment Form (COAF)

(Curtis & Anderson, 1976) and the willingness of teachers
to work with that consultant. Bergan and Tombari (1276)
identified more specifically those consultant skills
which relate to effectiveness. With the aid of regression
analysis, they found that a consultant's efficiency in
rendering service (average time from the referral to the
initial interview and psychologist caseload), a consult-
ant's interviewing skills (as coded by a consultation-
analysis technique (Bergan & Tombari, 1975)), and a con-
sultant's flexibility in applying psychological prin-
civles (defined in terms of the variety of psychological
principles applied by the consultant), influenced the

iritial problem identification phase of the consultation
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process. Moreover, those consultants lacking in the
aforementioned skills not only failed to identify con-
sultee problems but, as a result, failed to reach plan
development and implementation.

Following this line of research, Cirbes (1979)
evaluated the consulting skills of eight special edu-
cation teachers using the COAF. Cirbes formed a high-
skilled group of consultants and a low-skilled group and
found that there was significant improvement in con-
sultee problem identification skills when placed with
high-skilled consultants, while some consultee skills
actually decreased when assigned to low-effective con-
sultants.

Research thus seems to indicate that specific con-
sultant skills dc have an effect on the consultation
process and on the outcomes of consultation intervéntions.'
The&eforé, it is reasonable to hypothesize a link between
consultant skills and the use of consultation services.

Organizational Characteristics and Use of Consultation

Research addressing the impact of individual
characteristics upon the use of consultation services has
resulted in a less than complete understanding of those
factors which influence the use of consultation in

schools. Many theorists believe that the behavior of
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individuals in school settings mav be best understoocd in
terms of the organizational characteristics of the school
in which the individual resides. For example, Sarason
(1971) asserts, ". . . in many situations it is likely
that one can predict an individual's behavior far better
on the basis of knowledge of the social structure and his
position in it than one can on the basis of his personal
dynamics." Similarly, general systems (Miller, 1955),
organizational (Getzels & Guba, 1957), and ecological
(Barker, 1968; Minor, 1972) theories call for an analysis
of organizational characteristics as well as those
characteristics associated with individuals for the pur-
poses of predicting individual behavior within an organ-
ization. Thus, it becomes important tq explore a
school's culture or climate as an important variable
which may influence a school's acceptance and use of
consultation services.

Organizational Climate

Organizational climate has been recognized as a
concept which can be helpful in understanding the func-
tioning of organizations. After a comprehensive review
of the relevant literature, Helriegel and Slocum (1974)
defined this concept as, "a set of attributes which can

be perceived about a particular organization and/or its
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subsystems, and that may be induced from the way that organ-
ization and/or its subsystems deal with their members and
environment."_ A more intuitive description of "climate" has
been offered by Halpin (1966):

Anyone who visits more than a few schools notes
quickly how schools differ from each other in
their "feel". 1In one school the teachers and the
principal are zestful and exude confidence in what
they are doing. They find pleasure in working
with each other; this pleasure is transmitted tc
the students, who thus are given at least a fight-
ing chance to discover that school can be a happy
experience. 1In a second school the brooding dis-
content of the teachers is palpable; the principal
tries to hide his incompetence and his lack of a
sense of direction behind a cloak of authority,

and yet he wears this cloak poorly because the
attitude he displays to others vacillates randomly
between obsequious and the officious. And the
psychological sickness of such a faculty spills
over on the students who, in their own frustra-
tion, feed back to the teachers a mood of despair.
A third school is marked by neither joy nor despair,
but by hollow ritual. Here one gets the feeling of
watching an elaborate charade in which teachers,
principal, and students alike are acting out parts.
The acting is smooth, even glib, but it appears to
have little meaning for the participants; in a
strange way the show just doesn't seem to be "for
real". And so, too, as one moves to other schools,
one finds that each appears to have a "personality"
of its own. It is this "personality" that we
describe here as the "Organizational Climate" of
the school. Analogously, personality is to the
individual what Organizational Climate is to the
organization (p. 131).

There have been many studies of organizational climate
using different definitions and measures of climate. Most
of these studies agree, however, that organizational climate

can be considered z2n employee's subjective impressions or
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perceptions of his organization (Lawler, Hall & Oldham,
1974).

The Open Climate

Even as one regards minds as open or closed, so

can we view Organizational Climates. Nor does

our conceptualization differ very much in es-

sence, from Lewin's hypothesis about the structure

of the "mind". To use Lewin's terms, we can

describe the Open Climate as marked by "functional

flexibility", and the Closed Climate as distin-

guished by "functional rigidity" (Halpin, 1966,

p. 170).
The "open" organizational climate has been significantly
related to job satisfaction (Schneider, 1972; Pritchard &
Karasick, 1973) as well as job performance (Friedlander and
Greenberg, 1971; Schneider, 1973). Open climates in schools
have been noted to be indicative of a positive mental health
orientation (Ford, 1977). Moreover, Christian (1972) states
that the literature generally supports the hypothesis that
a positive relationship exists between openness of organiza-
tional climate and a high degree of school innovativeness.
Thus, it seems plausible to conclude, as did Halpin (1966),
that, ". . . it becomes clear to us that the 'best' climate
is the Open one." There have been few studies, however,
that have specifically investigated the relationship be-
tween organizational climate and acceptance or use of con-

sultation.

One such study was done by Kuehnel (1975) who assessed
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the organizational climate of 12 elementary schools by using

the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ)

(Halpin & Croft, 1963). sShe found that certain dimensions
of climate were related to schools' use of consultation
services. Specifically, the less a faculty felt it was
hindered by busywork and the more they saw the principal as
doing little close supervision or directing of their activ-
ities, the more use they made of consultation services.
Furthermore, the more open the climate of a school, the more
schools reported liking mental health consultation in gen-
eral. Kuehnel's (1975) pioneering research on use of mental
health services supports the hypothesis that the open school
climate is more conducive to utilizing mental health re-
sources.

Principal Behavior and Use of Consultation

The leader behavior of the principal has traditionally'
been held to be the greatest influence on the overall feel-
ing-tone or atmosphere of the school (Brown and House, 1967).
Supportive evidence is offered by Kuehnel (1975) who found
that faculties' perception of the way they interacted with
their principal was the most important variable in predict-
ing faculties' liking for an expert versus a co-equal re-
lationship with a consultant. Additional empirical evi-

dence of the principal's impact on the school was supplied
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by Anderson (1965) who found a correspondence between prin-
cipal personality and the overall openness or closedness of
the school climate. Principal behavior would therefore seem
to be an important factor to consider in understanding the
school organization's acceptance and use of consultation
services.

"The system is faulty and must be changed"--this is

the most freguent comment one hears, and I, for one,

cannot disagree. However, what is missing in these

proposals for change (and missing in those instances

T have observed where some of these proposals have

been put into effect) is any recognition that the

principal is the crucial implementor of change.

That is to say, any proposal for change that intends

to alter the quality of life in the school depends

primarily on the principal (Sarason, 1971, p. 148).
Remarkably, the behavior of the principal has been a variable
whose influence on the acceptance and use of consultation
has been virtually ignored. Other than Kuehnel's work which
related certain OCDQ subscales to teachers’ liking for an
expert versus a co-equal relationship with a consultant, this
area has been unexplored.

The Getzels-Guba Model (Getzels, Lipham & Campbell,
1968) identifies two broad categories of behaviors which
describe a principal's role as a leader. One category in-
volves the principal's efforts to fulfill the expectations
the school as an organization has for him. The other cate-

gory has to do with the principal being concerned with the

needs and expectations of his staff members. Hemphill and
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Coons (1950) developed an instrument, the Leader Behavior

Description Questionnaire (LBDQ), that measures these two

broad categories of leader behavior. The two categories are
named Initiating Structure and Consideration, respectively.
The LBDQ has been utilized in numerous studies which have
examined the impact of leader behavior on organizational
functioning (Erickson, 1967; Williams, Wall, Martin, &
Berchin, 1974). Much remains to be investigated, however,
with regard to the principal's impact upon the preference
for and use of consultation by school personnel.

Current Study

This study investigated the relationship between in-
dividual and organizational variables as they relate to
teacher preference for, and use of, consultation services.
Previous research suggests that psychologists' skills as
consultants may be an important variable in predicting a
school's collective response to the availability of con-
sultation services. Based on the theory and research cited
in this literature review, measures of organizational cli-
mate and principal leader behavior may also be particularly
useful in analyzing teacher use or nonuse of psychological
consultation services.

Prior research concerning organizational climate and

principal leader behavior has typically been based on the
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perceptions of teachers. Unfortunately, instruments
measuring these dimensions are often seen as threatening
by many school personnel and thus have limited applicabil-
ity in many school settings. It would be particularly
enlightening, therefore, to determine whether psychological
consultants themselves could utilize instruments to measure
organizational climate and principal leader behavior as an
entry phase assessment of schools to predict the attitudinal
acceptance and actual usage of consultation by school per-
sonnel.

This study sought to answer the following guestions.
Are a school's organizational climate, principal’'s leader
behavior, and school psychologist's consultation.skills
related to school personnel's acceptance and use of con-
sultation services? If there is a relationship among these
variables, what is the strength and direction of these re- .

lationships?
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Chapter III

METHODS

The Methods chapter includes in order a description
of the subjects utilized in this study, a description of
the procedures employed, a discussion of the instrumenta-
tion employed, a description of the independent and depend-
ent variables of this study, and an explanation of how
anecdotal data was gathered and from whom it was solicited.
A list of the hypotheses of this study concludes the
Methods chapter.

Subjects

Subjects for this study were drawn from‘12 schools.
Each school.was assigned a graduate school psychology stu-
dent (one student served both the elementary and secondary
buildings of a parochial school) to serve as 2 psychologi-~
cal consultant in conjunction with a consultation practicum 
course. The sample consisted of the entire professional
staffs from these 12 schools (12 principals and 185
teachers). The 11 graduate students each had, at a minimum,
previously completed graduate coursework in: a) Systems of
Consultation, including didactic instruction, audio-record-
ings of consultation sessions, group discussions, and role
playing, b) special education (two semesters), c) psycho-

educational assessment (two semesters), d) human behavior
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analysis, e) practicum in behavior management techniques,
f) developmental psychology, and g) psychopathology of
childhood and adolescence.

Procedures

The consultants spent two half days each week for 14
weeks in their assigned schools. The consultants did not
test children while working in the schools, as any testing
necessary was accomplished by the regularly assigned school
psychologist. The consultants participated primarily in
consultation-related interactions while at their schools.
Assignment of the consultants to their schools was accom-
plished by the consultation practicum instructor in collab-
oration with administrators from each respective school
district. The instructor asked for schools in which the
principal might be open to having student consultants pro-
viding psychological consultation services. Prior to the
consultants entering their respective schools, the super-
visor of the consultation practicum contacted each princi-
pal and made a preliminary explanation of the consultation
services to be provided.

Initial Entry Contacts

During the first few weeks in their assigned schools,
each consultant began the entry proceés by:

1) meeting with the principal, during which he/she
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explained his/her role as a consultant, 2) meeting with
other administrative personnel (counselors, team leaders,
etc.) to explain his/her role as a consultant, and 3) sub-
sequently providing a short inservice at a faculty meeting
to explain to teachers his/her role as a consultant. The
explanation of the consultant's role was aided by, and
structured around, a handout entitled, "consulting in Edu-
cational Settings: A collaborative Approach” (Curtis &
Anderson, 1976 (Appendix #)). This standard method for
entering the schools was followed by each consultant and
ensured a basic uniformity in their initial approaches to
their schools.

Ongoing Consultation Contacts

Throughout the 14-week intervention, each consultant
was available for consultation in his/her school at the
times most opportune for teacher contacts as determined
by the school's principal (e.g., before or after school,
during lunch). The specific consultation approach employed
by the consultants aligned very closely with that described
by Meyers, Parsons, and Martin (1979):

Consultation is a technique that, at a minimum,

always has the following six characteristics:

(1) it is a helping or problem-solving process;

(2) it occurs between a professional help-giver

and a help-seeker who has responsibility for the

welfare of another person; (3) it is a voluntary
relationship; (4) the help-giver and help-seeker
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share in solving the problem; (5) the goal is to

help solve a current work problem of the help-

seeker; and (6) the help-seeker profits from the

- relationship in such a way that future problems

may be handled more sensitively and skillfully

(p. 4).

The help-giver, who may also be referred to as the consult-
ant, thus acted more as a collaborative resource to the
help-seeker (consultee) than as an authoritative expert.
That is, the consultative relationship was between co-equal
professionals who shared responsibility for solving prob-
lems. The consultant assisted the consultee (teacher) to
make appropriate environmental alterations for remediating
the student's problem rather than the consultant working
directly with the student. Thus, the operational level was
indirect service to the student by helping the teacher deal
more effectively with the student problem.

The problem-solving process which.each consultant fol-
lowed in their consultation contacts was similar to that
sequence described by D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971). More
specifically, the sequence included the following steps:

1. Establish a calm, rational atmosphere.
2. Define and clarify the problem.

A. State the problem in concrete behavioral terms.

Be specific.

B. When appropriate, divide the problem into its

component parts and determine which component or
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combination of components should be dealt with first.
C. Clarify the terminal_ goals.

Analyze the forces impinging on the problem.

A. Identify major forces which may contribute to
the problem or may impede its solution.

B. Identify major forces which may contribute to
the problem's solution.

C. TIdentify major forces which are neutral but which
must be taken account of.

When appropriate, identify and prioritize the com-
ponent dimensions of the problem.

Brainstorm multiple alternative solutions for the
problem (or for each dimension).

Choose among the alternatives.

Specify specific responsibilities.

Implement the solution(s).

Evaluate the effectiveness of the action and re-

cycle if necessary.

In various situations the consultants were not always able

to cover every step of the problem solving sequence nor did

they always follow the same order. They did, however, at-

tempt to follow the aforementioned sequence as closely as

possible in each case.
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Instruments

Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire

There are a number of available organizational climate
measures, most of which are intended for use in business
organizations (Hellriegel and Slocum, 1974). The OCDQ was
chosen for the present study because it was specifically
designed for use in school systems, it has adequate psycho-
metric properties for the purposes of the present study, it
taps the desired "Openness" dimension of orgénizational
climate, and it has been widely used in related research.

Based upon a factor analysis of the Organizational Cli-

mate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ), three subtests of the

OCDQ were used to measure the "Openness" of organizational
climate in each school. Each school's score for Openness was
obtained by adding the sSchool mean scores for Esprit and
Thrust and subtracting the school mean score for Disengage-.
ment (Halpin, 1966, p. 189). The Organizational Climate
Openness Scale thus consists of a total of 29 Likert-type
questions (Appendix D). Halpin (1966) explains,

Esprit refers to teacher morale. The teachers feel
that their social needs are being satisfied, and
that they are, at the same time, enjoying a sense
of accomplishment. Disengagement refers to the
teachers' tendency to be "not with it." This di-
mension describes a group which is "going through
the motions", a group that is "not in gear" with
respect to the task at hand. "Thrust" refers to
behavior by the principal which is characterized
by his evident effort in trying to "move the organ-
ization." Thrust behavior is marked not by close
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supervision, but by the principal's attempt to

motivate the teachers through the example which he

personally sets (pp. 150-151).

The internal reliability estimate for the Openness
factor score equals .83. This was calculated using subtest
reliabilities and inter-correlations reported by Halpin
(1966, . 155 & p. 160) and a formula explained by Tellegen
and Briggs (1967). The OCDQ Openness factor score has been
used successfully by Christian (1973) in predicting an ele-
mentary school's rate of introduction and utilization of
innovative educational practices. Furthermore, Kuehnel's
(1975) findings indicate that the more Open the climate of
a school as measured by the 0CDQ, the more positive are
teachers' attitudes towards mental health consultation.
Other studies which have used the OCDQ were reviewed by Brown
and House (1967) and Hellriegel and Slocum (1974).

Lake, Miles, and Earl (1973) point out the possible re-
sponse set, social desirability, and fakeability problems
+hat could influence the 0CDQ and that no attempt has been
made to examine these problems. It is felt, however, that
emphasizing the absolute confidentiality of individual re-
sponses should alleviate any such problems with teachers and

+here should be no reason to doubt the authenticity of the

consultants' OCDQ responses in the present study.
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Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire

The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ)

consists of two dimensions, Initiating Structure and Consid-
eration, which were identified on the basis of a factor an-
alytic procedure (Halpin, 1966). Halpin further explains

that:

Initiating Structure refers to the leader's behavior

in delineating the relationship between himself and

members of the work-group, and in endeavoring to

establish well-defined patterns of organization,

channels of communication, and methods of procedure.

Consideration refers to behavior indicative of

friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth in

the relationship between the leader and the members

of his staff (p. 86).

There are 15 items on each dimension so that there are a total
of 30 Likert-type items (Appendix E). The estimated reliabil-
ities (corrected by the Spearman-Brown formula) are reported
by Halpin (1966) to be .93 and .86 for each dimension,
respectively.

Halpin (1966) reports several studies which have success-
fully employed the LBDQ and Erickson (1967) provides a review.
Williams, Wall, Martin, and Berchin (1974) found a signifi-
cant relationship between teacher's perceptions (using the
LBDO-Form XII) of a principal as more concerned with their
personal dispositions than with the role expectations of the

institution and the ability to achieve organizational change.

The form of the LBDQ employed in the present study will
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evaluate the same two dichotomous leader behavior dimensions.

Consultant Observational Assessment Form

The Consultant Observational Assessment Form (COAF) was

used by two consultation experts to measure each consultant's
consultation skills. The mean of the two experts' ratings
for each consultant was used as the measure for consultation
skills. The COAF utilizes a 5-point Likert-type rating
system and consists of 21 specific consulting dimensions
which, when summed, yield a Total Score (Appendix B).'

Ttems 16, 17, and 18 of the COAF, which relate to the
development of problem solving strategies, were not, how-
ever, included in the total score. Since the consultant's
skills were rated in a l5-minute standardized interview, the
problem solving process did not usually go beyond the prob-
lem identification stage. Even'éb, Bergan and Tombari (1976)
showed that the problem identification stage is by far the -
most crucial consultation stage in determining the implementa-
tion and outcomes of consultation. They demonstrated that
97% of those consultants who succeeded at the problem identi-
fication stage were able to generate useful solutions through
the consultation process. Therefore, it was felt that con-
sultant's consultation skills could be validly assessed in
a 15-minute interview and without items 16, 17, and 18 of

the COAF.
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Correlations between individual dimensions of the COAF
and its Total Score range from .52 to .83 and interrater
reliability for the Total Score as rated by experts has been
shown to equal .74 (Curtis and Zins, 1979). Concurrent
validity of the COAF with the Index of Content Relevancy on

the Consultation Analysis Record (Bergan and Tombari, 1975)

was determined to be .84 (Curtis and Watson, 1979). The
COAF has been used to evaluate the effect of high and low
skilled consultants on consultee problem identification
skills (Cirbes, 1979) and Curtis and Zins (1979) have shown
that there are no significant differences between COAF
ratings by experts and classroom teachers, or between
teacher groups preferring differing approaches to consulta-
tion.

School Psychology Service Nelivery Preference Scale

The School Psychology Service Delivery Preference Scale

(SPSDPS) (Appendix G) was specifically developed for use

in this study to measure each principal's and each teacher's
self-reported preference for the consultation model of
service delivery as opposed to the traditional testing model.
The CPS contains written descriptions of the major distin-
guishing characteristics of the two major approaches to
service delivery. Descriptions of the two approaches were

designed to differ along the dimensions of psychologist role
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(authoritarian expert vs. collaborative resource), target
(student centered vs. teacher centered), and operational
level (direct vs. indirect service) (Gallesich, 1974). The
social desirability of each written description was eval-
uated by two measurement experts at the University of
Nebraska-Lincoln to insure that they were equivalent along
this dimension.

Teachers stated their preference for one of the written
descriptions on the SPSDPS along a 7-point Likert Scale.
Each school's mean rating of the consultation model on the
SPSDPS thus yielded a measure of its collective preference
for the consultation approach.

Consultation Use Score

To facilitate accurate recordings of consultation

contacts, the consultants completed a Consultation Con-

tact Record Form (Appendix I) on a daily basis. Two con=

sultation experts evaluated all written records of consulta-
tion contacts turned in by the consultants in terms of the
operational definitions of a consultation contact listed in
Appendix H. The total number of consultation contacts for

a school as determined by the average of the post hoc ratings
of the two consultation experts divided by the number of pro-

fessional educators in the school yielded a consultation use

score.
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Independent Variables

Assessment of Consultant Skills

During the final week of the intervention, the consulta-
tive skills of each consultant were rated by two experts in

consultation technigues using the Consultant Observational

Assessment Form (COAF) (Curtis and Anderson, 1975) (Appendix

B). The experts had successfully completed one year of
formalized training in consultation, had acquired at least one
vear of fulltime experience as a school psychologist follow-
ing the completion of training, and were not knowledgeable
of any of the study's hypotheses. A videotape of a 1l5-minute
consultation interview between each consultant and the same
consultee was viewed and rated by these consultation experts
using the COAF. Prior to viewing and rating the consultation
videotapes, the experts were given a set of operational
definitions for the dimensions included in the COAF (Appen-—
dix C). The expert raters were given the opportunity to
view a practice session of a consultation interaction and
rate the consultant on the COAF to familiarize themselves
with the assessment instrument.

The consultee, who was used in all 11 sessions, was a
school psychologist equally familiar to all of the consult-
ants. The case discussed in each of the sessions was based

on an actual child related problem experienced by a teacher.
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Before each session the consultant was given a brief adapta-
tion period to adjust to the observation room. Prior to
ecach session, each consultant was presented a standard set
of information which included the consultee's name, approxi-
mate age, class taught, name of the school, and the general
characteristics of the community in which the school was
located.

Assessment of Organizational Climate and Principal Leader

Behavior

During the l4th week of the consultation intervention,
which is deemed an adequate amount of time to, "grasp the
systemic complexities and internal norms that govern the
system" (Broskowski, 1973), the consultants evaluated their
respective schools by completing the "Openness" factor of

the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (0CDQ)

Halpin, 1966) (Appendix D) and the Leader Behavior Descrip-

tion Questionnaire (LBDQ) (Halpin, 1966) (Appendix E).

Several weeks later, the "Openness" factor of the 0CDQ

and the LBDQ were administered to the teachers and princi-

pal in each school by disinterested volunteers who had been
trained in their proper administration. The volunteers in-
troduced the questionnaires to each school staff following

the guidelines listed in Appendix F.
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Dependent Variables

Assessment of Consultation Preference

At the same time that the "Openness" factor of
the OCDQ and the LBDQ were administered to school fac-

ulty, the School Psychology Service Delivery Question-

naire (SPSDQ) (Appendix G) was also administered by a
disinterested volunteer. The order of the presentation
of qﬁestionnaires was counterbalanced to control for
possible sequence effects.

Assessment of Consultation Use

Each graduate student consultant kept an ongoing
record of all consultation contacts throughout the 14-
week intervention period. Consultation contacts, for
the purposes of this study, are operationally defined
in Appendix H. Two disinterested consultation experts
rated all written records of consultation contacts turned
in by the consultants according to the guidelines listed
in Appendix H.

Collection of Anecdotal Data

Approximately 3 to 4 weeks after all questionnaires
were administered and collected, each consultant, each
principal, and a teacher from each school were inter-

viewed. A "funnel" form of open-ended questioning was
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used in which the interviewer started with an open gen-
eral guestion and then followed with more specific, closed
questions (Kerlinger, 1973). The broad opening question
asked was, "What, in your mind, were some of the most sig-
nificant factors which contributed to the consultant being
utilized?" The probing which followed varied depending
upon the initial answer and who the interviewee was (con-
sultant, principal, or teacher). However, there were sev-
eral guestions which were consistently asked of the inter-
viewees at some point during the interview. These centered
on the interviewee's evaluation of the impact of organiza-
tional, principal, and/or consultant characteristics upon
teacher utilization of consultation services. Pertinent
anecdotal data gathered in this way is presented in the
Discussion section.

Hypotheses

Predicting Use of Consultation Services

1. There is no relation between the dependent var-
iable, Use of Consultation by professional school personnel
and the independent variables, consultant Skill and consult-
ant-perceived organizational variables (Openness, principal
Initiating Structure, and principal Consideration) taken

together.
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5. There is no relation between the dependent vari-
able, Use of Consultation by professional school personnel
and the independent variables, consultant Skill and teacher-
perceived organizational variables (Openness, principal
Initiating Structure, and principal Consideration) taken
together.

3. There is no relation between the dependent vari-
able, Use of Consultation by professional school personnel
and the independent variables, consultant Skill and both
consultant-perceived and teacher-perceived organizational
variables (Openness, principal Initiating Structure, and
principal Consideration) taken together.

Predicting Preference for Consultation Services

4. There is no relation between the dependent vari-
able, Preference for Consultation of professional school
personnel and the independent variables, consultant Skill
and consultant-perceived organizational variables (Open-
ness, principal Initiating Structure, and principal Con-
sideration) taken together.

5, There is no relation between the dependent vari-
able, Preference for Consultation of professional school
personnel and the independent variables, consultant Skill

and teacher-perceived organizational variables (Openness,
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principal Initiating Structure, and principal Considera-
tion) taken together.

6. There is no relation between the dependent vari-
able, Preference for Consultation of professional school
personnel and the independent variables, consultant Skill
and both consultant-perceived and teacher-perceived organ-
izational variables (Openness, principal Initiating Struc-

ture, and principal Consideration) taken together.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
' All statistical analyses were based upon a sample of
ten eiementary schools and did not include two available
junior high schools because of substantial organizational
differences between elementary and secondary schools and be-
cause of vast differences in the experiences of the consult-
ants assigned to the two junior high schools as opposed to
those consultants assigned to the ten elementary schools.
Information concerning the two junior high schools will,
however, be discussed in terms of solicited anecdotal data.

Descriptive Statistics

Group means and standard deviations of all independent
and dependent variables were coﬁputed for the ten elementary
schools (See Table 1). Each mean can be compared with the
possible score ranges of each instrument. An exception to
this rule is the Use of Consultation score which had no upper
limit. This score was based upon the total number of con-
sultation contacts at each school divided by the number of
school personnel.

Correlational Analyses

Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients were com-
puted for all the variables investigated in the study (See
Table 2). Several hypotheses-generating relationships were
noted. First, the only statistically significant relation-

ship found between the four predictor variables and the two



Table 1

Elementary School (N=10) Means and Standard Deviations
for Independent and Dependent Variables

Range Standard
Possible Mean Deviation
Independent Variables*
Climate (C) =21 to 66 45.20 8.77
Consideration (C) 0 to 60 42.60 5.95
Initiating
Structure (C) 0 to 60 40.70 5.79
Climate (T) =21 to 66 44.49 5.10
Consideration (T) 0 to 60 43.97 5.59
Initiating
Structure (T) 0 to 60 42.04 4.13
Consultant
Skill 18 to 90 61.15 10.57
Dependent Variables
Preference for
Consultation 1l to7 5.45 0.85
Use of
Consultation NA 1.70 0.66

*yariables followed by a (C) are based upon the consultants' per-
ceptions while those followed by a (T) are based upon the
teachers' perceptions.
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criterion variables was one between the teacher rating of
the‘principal‘s Initiating Structure and the teachers’
preference for the consnultation model of psychological
service delivery (r=-.68, p<.05). Surprisingly, this re-
lationship was in a negative direction. The consultants'
rating of the Initiating Structure variable also yielded
a strong negative correlation with teachers' preference
for the consultation model, (r=-.62, ns), thought it was not
statistically different from zero (®=.05).

Another important set of relationships are those be-
tween the consultants' and teachers' ratings of the same
variables in the same schools. These findings indicate
strong positive relationships between consultants' and
teachers' ratings of organizational openness (r=.84, p<.01),
the principals' Consideration (r=.72, p<£ .05), and the prin-
cipal's Initiating Structure (r=.78, p< .0l1). Analyses of .
these data suggest that consultants perceive the aforemen-
tioned organizational variables quite similarly to the
teachers' perceptions even though the consultants' time in
each school was limited to only two half days per week for
14 weeks before making this assessment.

Perhaps the most striking correlation was that found
between the two dependent variables, Preference for Consul-

tation and Use of Consultation (r=.19, ns). This finding
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indicates no significant relationship between a self-report
measure of teachers' preference for the consultation model
of school psychological service delivery and their actual
usage of such services.

Other secondary statistically significant relation-
ships were noted between the consultants' rating of each
school's climate (Organizational Openness) and both the con-
sultants' rating of principal Consideration (r=.69, p{ .05)
and the teachers' rating of principal Consideration (r=.65,
p¢ .05). Also, the teachers' ratings of principal Initiating
Structure correlated significantly with the teachers' rating
of climate (r=.67, p¢ .05). Finally, a strong negative re-
lationship found between consultant Skill and the teachers'
rating of principal Consideration (r=-.71, p<£.05) was in-
dicative of the systematic assignment by the instructor of
the consultation practicum of more skilled consultants to
schools with principals who were rated low on the Considera-
tion variable.

Multiple Regression Analyses

Preliminary data analyses revealed a small correlation
(r=.19, ns) between the two measures employed as dependent
variables. Consequently, multivariate multiple regression
analysis was not used as planned. Rather, research ques-
tions were answered through six multiple regression analyses

which examined the ability of the independent variables as



43
perceived by the teachers, consultants, oOr both to predict

each dependent variable separately.

Use of Consultation:

Table 3 presents the results of the multiple regression
analysis where consultant skill and consultant-perceived
organizational variables (Openness, principal Consideration,
and principal Initiating structure) were the independent
variables and Use of Consultation was the dependent variable.
Although the global test (F4’5 = 3.44, ns) was not signifi-
cant, indicating that Hypothesis One should be retained, the
four independent variables, taken together, accounted for a
meaningful proportion of the variance of consultation use
(i.e., 73%).

Table 4 presents the results of the multiple regression
analysis where consultant Skill and teacher-perceived organ-
izational variables were the independent variables and Use
of Consultation was the dependent variable. Again, the
global test (F4'5 = 2.08, ns) was not significant, indicating
that Hypothesis Two should be retained. It should be noted,
however, that a majority of the variance of consultation use
was accounted for by these predictor variables (i.e., 62%).

To evaluate the interrelationships between consultant
and teacher rated independent variables, both consultants'
and teachers! perceptions of organizational variables were

regressed on the Use of Consultation variable (Table 5).
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The global test was not significant (F = 3.60, ns), in-

dicating that Hypothesis Three should be retained.
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Interestingly, the first three independent variables en-
tered in Table 5 were consultant Skill, consultant rating
of principal Consideration, and consultant rating of prin-
cipal Initiating Structure, in that order. These three
predictors accounted for approximately 70% of the variance
of consultation use, while all six independent variables
cumulatively accounted for 93% of the variance.

Preference for Consultation:

Table 6 presents the results of the multiple regression
analysis where consultant Skill and consultant-perceived
organizational variables (Openness, principal Consideration,
and principal Initiating Structure) were the independent
variables and preference for consultation was the dependent
variable. The global test (F4’5 = 0.88, ns) was not signifi-
cant for these variables indicating that Hypothesis Four
should he retained. The regression analysis produced three 
steps using consultant ratings of organizational variables
which accounted for only 41% of the variance of teacher pref-
erence for consultation. By far the largest share of that
amount was attributable to the Initiating Structure variable
(i.e., 38%).

Table 7 presents the results of the multiple regression
analysis where consultant Skill and teacher-perceived organ-
izational variables were the independent variables and pref-

erence for consultation was the dependent variable. The
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global test (F = 2.66, ns) was not significant, indicating

4,5
that Hypothesis Five should be retained. However, the pre-
dictor variables in this analysis accounted for a meaningful
amount of the variance of preference for consultation (i.e.,
68%). Again, the Initiating Structure variable contributed
the largest portion of that amount (i.e., 46%).

Table 8 provides a method for evaluating the interrela-
tionships between consultant and teacher rated independent
variables for predicting teacher Preference for Consultation
since both consultant and teacher rated organizational vari-
ables were employed as independent variables in this multiple
regression analysis. The global test (F7,2 = 1.20, ns) was
not statistically significant for these variables indicating
that Hypothesis Six should be retained. However, it should
be emphasized that the first three independent variables en-
tered accounted for a substantial proportion of the variance
(i.e., 76%) of Preference for Consultation and the teacher
rating of principal Initiating Structure accounted for the

bulk (i.e., 46%) of that amount.
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Chapter V

DISCUSSION

This exploratory investigation was conducted to deter-
mine whether a school's Organizational Openness, principal's
leader behavior (Consideration and Initiating Structure),
and school psychologist's consultation Skill are related to
school personnel's preference for and use of school psychologi-
cal consultation services. Furthermore, this study was under-
taken to determine the concurrent validity of consultant-
perceived organizational variables as related to teacher-
perceived organizational variables.

The results of this study indicate that the aforemen-
tioned predictor variakles were able, in concert, to ac-
count for a substantial portion of the variance of both
dependent variables, Preference for Consultation and Use
of Consultation. However, in spite of some rather large
correlations between some independent and dependent
variables, none of the multiple regression analyses reached
statistical significance due largely to the small sample
size. Since none of the global tests reached statistical
significance, interpretations must be made with cau-
tion. Nevertheless, the very high amounts of variance
accounted for are believed to be meaningful. Therefore, the
results are discussed in terms of the ordering of the inde-
pendent variables as well as their relative contribution to

the variance of each dependent variable, Further support is
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offered by both correlational and anecdotal data. The two
dependent variables, Preference for Consultation and Use of
Consultation are examined separately since they were not
sufficiently correlated to be examined as a construct in a
multivariate analysis.

Prediction of Preference for Consultation

The results indicate that nearly half of the total vari-
ance of teacher Preference for Consultation can be accounted
for by one predictor variable, the principal's Initiating
Structure score as rated by the teachers themselves (See
Table 7). Surprisingly, this statistically significant re-
lationship is in a negative direction (See Table 2). That
is, the higher the teachers rated the principals' Initiating
Structure behavior, the lower was their Preference fof Con-
sultation score.

In light of the assumption that "effective leadership is
characterized by high Initiation of Structure" (Halpin, 1966;
p. 126), why should this trait be related to teachers' lower
preference for the consultation model of psychological
service delivery? It is apparent from anecdotal evidence,
as acquired through post-treatment interviews with the con-
sultants, that those principals who were rated high on the
Initiating Structure factor were those who tended to have a
strong need for control in their schools. Comments such as,

"Every time I started a behavior modification project I had
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to check with the principal first" or "He sent me into rooms
where the teacher was definitely not receptive" were typi-
cal descriptions of the principals who were rated high on
Initiating Structure in this study. It follows that this
type of principal leader behavior would be incongruous with
the requirements of a consultation service delivery model
which emphasizes a voluntary, confidential, and collaborative
relationship between consultant and teacher.

It seems then that the Initiating Structure score may
not simply be a measure of a principal who "endeavors to es-
tablish well-defined patterns of organization, channels of
communication, and methods of procedure" (Halpin, 1966, p.
86), but it may also describe a principal who initiates ac-
tion to the extent that s/he interferes in professional inter-
actions where his/her input is not sought. Certainly, items
such as "He assigns staff members to particular tasks" or
"He sees to it that the work of staff members is coordinated"”
could be interpreted to be descriptive of this latter type of
principal. Teachers finding themselves in a school with a
controlling principal would realize that the relationship
required in the consultation model might be more trouble
than it was worth. They would therefore prefer a service
delivery model offering less collaboration with the psycholo-
gist, who might be construed as an intruder into the princi-

pal's domain.



56

Prediction of Use of Consultation

Results indicate that the relative contributions of the
independent variables in predicting the Use of Consultation
were in the following order: 1) Consultant Skills, 2)
teacher and consultant perceived leader behavior, and
3) Organizational Openness (See Table 5). Moreover, in both
the case of consultant-rated organizational variables and
teacher-rated organizational variables, consultant Skill
proved to be the best predictor of the Use of Consultation
services (See Tables 3 and 4).

Anecdotal data supplied by post-treatment teacher in-
terviews provided support for the notion that the consult-
ant's skill, style, or personality was of preeminent impor-
tance to the teachers' actually using the services which the
consultant offered. Six out of ten elementary teachers in-
terviewed stated that the consultant was the single most
important factor in determining whether consultation serv-
ices were utilized in their school and eight out of ten
elementary teachers at least mentioned the consultant as
an important factor. Eight out of ten principals interviewed
also mentioned the consultant's skill as one of the determin-
ing factors in their school's use of consultation services.

One particularly facilitative principal at a particu-
larly "open" school said, "After the team leaders and I did

our utmost to encourage teacher utilization of the
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consultation services, it was really up to the consultant
then to sell himself and his services if the utilization
was to continue for any length of time." Another experi-
ence related by a high-skilled consultant points up the
importance of consultant skill to the utilization of con-
sultation services in a school which had the lowest Organ-
izational Openness score and the principal with the lowest
Consideration score in this sample. "I didn't feel that
the principal trusted the consultation approach. He even
said, 'come back when you can pring your test kit.' But,
I didn't let the principal affect me too much. I just went
ahead and worked with the teachers. I just did it."

Teachers indicated that certain personality traits

were conducive to the consultant's being utilized: "He was
very open and easy to talk to. . .", "He was friendly, out-
going, and not threatening. . .", or "She wasn't pushy and

waited until we came to her." One other comment heard re-
peatedly was, "An empathy existed since he had been a
teacher" or "She hadn't been a teacher, but she just knew
what we could handle." All of the aforementioned comments
are as much a description of the proper implementation of
the consultation model by skillful consultants as they are
descriptions of consultants' "personality" traits.

The relative importance of the principals' behavior in

contributing to the utilization of consultation services was



58

apparent not only in the regression ordering (See Table 5),
put in the comments of consultants as well. Seven out of
ten consultants placed primary emphasis on the principal’s
role in determining the eventual outcome of their consulta-
tion experience. The remaining three mentioned the princi-
pal as a definite factor. In one consultant's experience,
as many as 50% of the consultation contacts were initiated
by the principal. 1In another, the consultant felt that be-
cause the principal was not particularly supportive, "I came
as an outsider and left as an outsider." Perhaps the ulti-
mate facilitator was the principal who, "of fered to take the
teacher's class while I consulted with her." All in all,
both statistical and anecdotal evidence seem to provide some
support for Sarason's (1971) observation that "the principal
is the crucial implementor of change."

Comparative Validity of Teachers' and Consultants' Ratings

There were two major findings of this study with regard
to the comparative validity of teacher and consultant ratings.
First, a high degree of interrater agreement was demonstrated
between teacher and consultant assessments of all three or-
ganizational variables (See Table 2). Upon viewing the
instruments for assessing organizational variables, the con-
sultants voiced reservations that they lacked adequate ex-—
posure to the formal and informal structures of their schools

to reliably complete them. However, it is apparent that
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their relatively brief involvement was sufficient to give
them a reasonably accurate picture of their school at least
as compared with the picture painted by teachers who are
assumed to have had substantially longer and more intimate
involvement. Thus, there is now empirical evidence that
the Openness factor of the Organizational Climate Descrip-
tion Questionnaire and both factors of the Leader Behavior
Description Questionnaire, all of which were designed to be
utilized by teachers, may also be validly employed by
psychological consultants to assess school organizational
factors after a relatively brief entry period (e.g., two
half days per week for 14 weeks).

The second major finding was that consultant-rated
organizational variables generally accounted for as much
variance of teacher Preference for Consultation and Use of
Consultation services as did teacher-rated organizational
variables. In the case of predicting teacher Preference for
Consultation, the results indicate that the teachers' rating
of principal Initiating Structure had only a slightly stronger
relationship with Preference for Consultation than did con-
sultants' ratings of principal Initiating Structure (See
Table 3). In the case of teacher Use of Consultation, the
results indicate that after consultant Skill, the regression
analysis ordered consultant-rated principal behaviors fol-

lowed by teacher-rated principal behaviors. Consultant and
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teacher ratings of Organizational Openness were ordered
last (See Table 5). Thus, it appears t+hat consultants are
as effective as teachers in predicting teacher Preference
for Consultation and Use of consultation by utilizing the
instruments employed in this study. The implications of this
finding are that consultants may, after only a short stay, be
able to determine which schools will prefer and/or utilize
consultation services.

Secondary Findings

There are a number of interesting and some unexpected
secondary findings of this study (See Table 2). One inter-
esting association found was a strong positive relation-
ship between principal Consideration and the Openness of
his/her school. This finding indicates that behavior
indicative of friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth
in the relationship between the principal and his faculty
seems to correlate with an open climate in schools.

The teachers' perceptions of the principal's Initiating
Structure behavior was also positively related to the Open-
ness of the school's climate while the consultants' percep-
tions of principal Initiating Structure behavior was not
related to the school's Organizational Openness. This dis-
crepancy may be explained by the teachers' more intimate and
perhaps more accuraté evaluation of their principal's be-

havior. 1In any case, these results further underscore the
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influence which principals may exert on the overall climate
of their schools.

- The relationship between actual adoption and use of
educational innovations and Organizational Openness has
not been shown to be consistently positive or negative in
previous research (Kuehnel, 1975). Present results add no
further clarification to this issue as Organizational Open-
ness was not significantly related to Preference for Con-
sultation or Use of Consultation. However, present results
do seem to support the contention (Christian, 1973; Kuehnel,
1975) that the faculties' relationship with the principal
may be of more importance than the openness of organizational
climate in influencing their attitudes and behavior.

Another finding which was not anticipated was the
small relationship found between teacher Preference for
Consultation and teacher Use of Consultation. Perhaps this
finding should not have been surprising since it is con-
sistent with evidence summarized by Guilford (1959) and a
viewpoint expressed by Nunnally (1970) that, "A verbalized
attitude usually does not correlate highly with behavior
pertaining to the attitude (p. 422)." In any case, these
findings raise serious questions about the validity of self
report measures of teacher acceptance of the consultation
model of psychological service delivery. Apparently,

. teacher statements to the effect that they prefer the
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consultation approach do not necessarily translate into ac-—
tual usage of such services.

This finding should, however, be interpreted with
caution since consultants had a relatively brief exposure
to their schools in this study. t is entirely possible
that the relationship might be stronger had the consultants
been at their respective schools for a longer period of
time. This line of logic is supported by Bardon (1977} and
Cherniss (1978) who state that teacher Preference for Con-
sultation could be a function of their mental set or pre-
paredness. Bardon explains that since teachers are not
trained how to be consultees in teacher preparation insti-
tutions, there is the unfortunate and time consuming need
for consultants to explain the consultative relationship
via inservices and prolonged discussions with individual
teachers. It follows that much of the lé4-week consultation 
intervention in the present study could have been inexpedi-~
ently spent on preparing consultees rather than actually
delivering consultation services. By the end of the inter-
vention period, teachers may have developed informed opin-
ions about consultation, but may not yet have utilized
available consultation services to the extent indicated by
their avowed preferences.

Finally, anecdotal evidence indicates that schools

which had adopted the "open-education" concept were
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particularly conducive to the utilization of psychological
consultation services. This finding is consistent with
Ford and Migles (1979) statement that, "open education
users have a significantly stronger preference for the
school psychologist as an active co-participant or collabor-
ative consultant than do other teachers, in keeping with
the emphasis in ‘'open education' on team-teaching, util-
izing all available teaching resources, and providing for
experiential learning so as to maximize students' long-term
growth (p. 376)."

Limitations

The study would have been strengthened had there been
a larger sample of research participants. It is apparent
that one important reason that none of the regression
analyses reached statistical significance was the small
sample size available for this study. The problem of ac-

quiring a large sample is characteristic of field research

widely adopted in the field. To date, such is the status

of research examining psychological consultation services

in the schools. It is felt, therefore, that the present
exploratory study was warranted and necessary to lay the
groundwork for subsequent more rigorous testing of hypotheses.
It should be emphasized that present findings should be rep-

licated before their validity may be accepted.



64

Another shortcoming of this study is the limited degree
to which the findings may be generalized beyond the sample
populations. The subjects used as consultants were grad-
uate students who may not be representative of the target
pooulation of school psychologists. However, the use of
practicum students as consultants allowed considerable con-
trol over their consultative approaches to the schools.

The random selection of practicing schocl psychologists as
consultants may have afforded more external validity but
less experimental control and probably would have been
more of a liability than an asset.

As the reader will recall, sample schools were
selected for the assignment of consultants by central cf-
fice administrators in each respective school system. In
each case, the principal accepted the services of a
psychological consultant on a voluntary basis. Thus,
there may have been an unknown degree of self-selection
involved. That is, the sample of principals may have been
relatively "open" to have voluntarily submitted themselves
to the services of "outsiders." In actuality, this did not
seem to be a problem as both empirical and anecdotal evi-
dence indicated a high degree of variance in the school
and principal attributes investigated.

The elimination of the junior highs from data analy-

ses was necessary in order to narrow the focus to elementary
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schools so that any conclusions drawn might have more
validity. As previously mentioned, not only are organi-
zational structures of secondary schools appreciably dif-
ferent from elementary schools (Kramer & Nagle, 1980),
but as a result the experiences of consultants vary as
well. In the present study, one of the consultants as-
signed to a junior high stated, "It was difficult to find
a time to explain the consultation model to the faculty.
Only about half of the faculty attended the initial explan-
atory meeting because many had after-school duties. For
the most part, the faculty seemed strongly disinclined to
discuss problems after school which was one of the few
times I had access to them." Another problem which is
particularly characteristic of secondary schools is the
increased numbers of professional support personnel en-
countered. With the increased numbers of professional
staff (i.e., assistant principals and guidance counselors)
comes a greater risk of role overlap for the psychological
consultant. One junior high principal noted, "Our coun-
selor handles most of the behavior problems. Since she is
here every day the teachers tend to go directly to her."
The consultant in this school stated that he facilitated
the counselor's consultative involvement and his own in-
volvement in the school consisted primarily of presenting

inservice projects.
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The consultants assigned to junior highs also noted
that secondary teachers are generally responsible to
teach only one academic area, for less than one hour,
to as many as 130 students each day. Thus, teachers
at this level, unlike elementary teachers, may not see
themselves as responsible for the overall development of
their students. As a result of this constricted view
of their role in student's lives, secondary teachers
may be less interested in a time-consuming consultative
relatioﬂship.

Since including junior highs with elementary schools
seemed tantamount to mixing apples with oranges, the deci-
sion was made not to include the junior high data in the
statistical analyses. This further limits the sample
size but improves the gquality of inferences made.

Suggestions for Further Research

Since the study reported here was exploratory and did |
have methodological limitations, the findings herein are
tentative and should be replicated to verify their validity.
Future replications might ideally employ representative
(randomly selected) samples of principals, teachers, and
psychological consultants from the target populations.

The sample sizes also need to be large enough to
minimize the possibility of biased sampling and reduce the

likelihood of error or deviation from population values.
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In addition to a more refined sampling effort, it might
be profitable to refine the instruments employed to measure
organizational and principal traits with regard to their
use by psychological consultants. Instruments which are
designed for use by teachers ask some questions which are
not within the realm of the normal experience of consult-
ants. Though consultants in this study compared well with
teachers by answering such questions with their "best
estimate" based upon their consultative experiences, the
reliability and validity of instruments like the Organiza-
tional Climate Description Questionnaire and the Leader
Behavior Description Questionnaire might be improved for
use by consultants through an item analysis.

Theée also suggest a more detailed examination of
the discrepancy between teacher self-reported prefer-
ences for service delivery systems and their actual
usage of such systems in future research. Although a con-
certed effort was made to remove the possible influence of
social desirability in the Preference for Consultation
scale employed in this study, it remains a possible ex-
planation for the incongruence between teacher self-
reported Preference for Consultation and teacher Use of
Consultation. Perhaps other measures of such attitudes
could be compared with the scale employed in this study.

As previously mentioned, one other plausible explanation



for the trivial relationship between Preference
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for Con-

sultation and Use of Consultation is that the treatment

period in this study (14 weeks) was not long enough to get

a valid picture of teacher Use of Consultation services.

Future research might extend the consultation intervention

4 3 1}
to full year in order tc get a better picture

collective response to an available consultant.
The results indicate that consultant Skill

with the Use of Consultation better than any of

of a school's

correlated

the organ-

izational independent variables employed in this study.

This would suggest that a major focus for future research

should be on delineating those specific skills which are

especially important to the consultant's services being

utilized.

Future studies might also profitably focus

on princi-

pal leader behavior as a critically important variable in

determining the Organizational Openness of a school as well’

as the school's collective response to the availability of

a consultant. Further delineation of relevant principal

behaviors is needed as well as ways to modify those be-

haviors so that the principal might improve the likelihood

of a consultant being used.

Summarx

The focus of the present research was to identify re-

lationships which might exist between openness of
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organizational climates, principal leader behavior, and con-
sultant skill; and a school's preference for, and use of
consultation. This study was designed to begin to address
the question posed by Gallesich (1973) concerning the in-
teraction between consultant variables and organizational
variables as they relate to consultation in schools. More-
over, the exploratory intent of the study was to point out
leads for further research as well as to suggest to school
psychologists in a broad sense how best to allocate their
efforts when attempting to gain entry as a consultant
into a school or school system. As Alpert, Ludwig, and
Weiner (1979) have pointed out, "Since consulting with one
consultee limits a consultant's professional time and energy
to consult with other consultees, the pre-entry'issues of
with whom will we consult need to be carefully concep-
tualized. . ." (p. 65).

The results of the study provide tentative evidence
that consultant Skill had more predictive power than or-
ganizational variables in predicting the Use of Consulta-
tion by professional school personnel. Follow-up inter-
views with teachers and principals also supported this f£ind-
ing. Results indicated that principal leader behavior
influenced not only the climate of a school but also the
preference by teachers for consultation services. The

critical influence of the principal was also supported by
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anecdotal data gathered from consultants. Unexpectedly,
the Organizational Openness of schools was found not to
be related to Preference for Consultation or Use of Con-
sultation. Anecdotal evidence did support, however, the
contention (Ford & Migles, 1979) that open education users
prefer the consultation approach.

In conclusion, this study resulted in findings with
implications for practice and further research. These find-
ings support Sarason's (1971) assertion that the principal
is a crucial implementor of change in schools. Consultants
need to be cognizant of the role that principals can play
in facilitating the utilization of their services.

For consultants to maximize their system-wide effect,
they must be able to make a reliable and valid assessment
of each organization in which they are contemplating work-
ing. Anecdotal evidence from this study indicates that
available instruments to assess organizational factors in
schools need refinement for use by consultants.

Perhaps most importantly, both empirical and anecdotal
data from this study provide some evidence that the consult-
ant may be the ultimate determiner of his/her own destiny
with regard to the use of his/her consultation services.

A major focus for future research should be the delineation
of specific skills which the consultant may acquire to im-
prove the likelihood that his/her services will be utilized

when offered.
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Footnote
1. According to Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, and

Bent (1975) in the Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences, "The Adjusted R2 is an R? statistic adjusted
for the number of independent variables in the equation
and the number of cases. It is a more conservative esti-
mate of the percent of variance explained, especially

when the sample size is small." (p. 358).
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CONSULTANT OBSERVATIONAL ASSESSMENT FORM (COAF)

Operational Definitions

Expert-Facilitator - focuses on the consultant's approach
to solving the problem. "Expertness" is shown by advice
giving, taking over the responsibility for problem reso-
lution, and analyzing the problem according to the con-
sultant's frame of reference. Facilitation is shown by
the consultant's attempts to elicit the consultee's ob-
servations, ideas, what s/he has already tried. The
consultee is a significant part of the problem of clari-
fication and solution.

Relationship - focuses on the way the consultant seems to
View the consultee. 1Is the consultee viewed as a col-
league or contributor to the process? Or is the consultee
viewed only as a recipient of the consultant's ideas and
information?

Value - Do the questions and/or suggestions of the con-
sultant convey a clear bias regarding the consultant's
values toward the problem, specific remedial approaches,
actions of the consultee, etc? Or does the consultant ac-
cept the possible differences between self and consultee
matter-of-factly?

Empathy - statements or nonverbal actions which do or do
not reflect an effective understanding of the consultee's
feelings. Does the consultant try to terminate or inter-
rupt the consultee's descriptions of concern or refocus

on the actual too soon. Does the consultant identify with
the consultee's effect?

Support - moral support - does consultant convey agreement
with the consultee over the reality of the problem, its
difficulty, and reinforce the consultee's efforts to ob-
tain assistance in dealing with the problem? Is there
reinforcement for positive things that the consultee is
already trying?

Interest (Non-verbal) - Does the consultant convey interest
and involvement in the problem-solving process through such
nonverbal indicators as eye contact, body posture, hand
fidgeting, note taking (too much or too little), and/or
facial expression?

Interest (Verbal) - Is interest suggested thrbugh asking
questions which show that the consultant has been listening
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carefully to the consultee? Is consultant's voice mono-
tone or does it show inflection? Does the consultant ac-
tually express interest in the discussion?

Trust - Does the consultant receive the consultee's opin-
ions or statements etc. without apparent surprise? Does

the consultant avoid evaluating statements or opinions of
the consultee?

Ventilation - Does the consultant allow the consultee to
express feelings of frustration, concern, confusion and
acknowledge the reality of those feelings, yet try to keep
the consultee's feelings from compounding themselves to the
point where the consultee is unable to objectively discuss
the problem? Does the consultant relate to the feelings,
and then refocus on the problem?

Data Generation - Was the consultant successful in drawing
out information which was relevant and helpful in gaining a
better understanding of the problem in focus? Did the con-
sultant ask questions which seemed to be "off target" or
did not generate information which helped to clarify such
things as the specific problem of concern, the onset,
frequency, duration, or social context of the problem?

Follow-Through - Did the consultant probe for further in-
formation as a result of specific comments by the ccnsultee?
Does the consultant start with such phrases as "You said
earlier that..." and proceed with a question that draws out
additional information which relates to the consultee's
earlier statement?

Questioning - Does the consultant phrase gquestions in such
a way that they stimulate the consultee to carefully re-
view the problem or a particular aspect of the problem?
Are the guestions "closed", i.e., do they allow for essen-
tially a yes or no answer? Are the questions more "open"
in structure to facilitate more thought on the part of the
consultee in answering them? Does the questioning gen-
erally contribute to the effectiveness of the problem-
solving process or do they just seem to fall flat?

Summarization - Did the consultant periodically try to sum-
marize or briefly review information or developments to
that point? Did the consultant effectively encapsulate
several pieces of information into one or two concepts?

Did the summarization help to clarify or focus some of the
discussion? Was the summarization too frequent so as to
interrupt or disrupt the conversation?
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Thought Clarification - Did the consultant check his/her
understanding of comments by the consultee? Did s/he use
phrases such as "Do you mean that he...?" or "When you
said that he..., did you mean that...?"

Problem Clarification - Was the consultant able to identify
the specific concern of the consultee? If the consultee
expressed more than one concern, was the consultant able

to identify or clarify the concern which was of the most
importance or highest priority to the consultee? Was the
consultant able to clarify specifics relating to the prob-
lem in focus, e.g., exactly what behaviors the child ex-
hibited, when the problem occurs, what is happening just
before the problem, the onset of the problem, etc.?

Strategy Generation - Did the session result in any specific
ideas for dealing with or solving the problem under discus-
sion? Strategies might relate to further clarification of
the problem and other factors which might be of import.

Responsibility - Rather than dictating or using "I think"
statements to suggest the strategy to be used, did the con-
sultant help the consultee explore various considerations
relating to the most workable solution and its implementa-
tion? Did the consultant share information, but not "pres-
sure" the consultee to choose one particular strategy?

Follow-Up - Did the consultant impose him- or herself in
following up on the session? Did the consultant express a
willingness and interest in further contact with the con-
sultee, but leave the decision of whether there should be
additional sessions and when to the consultee? :

Evaluator - Did the consultant make statements which seemed
to be evaluative or critical of the consultee, or his/her
ideas, actions, or attitudes? Did the consultant non-
verbally demonstrate an evaluative attitude through smiles,
frowns, body posture, etc.?

Consultee Feelings - Did the consultant act more like a
counselor or therapist than like a consultant? Did s/he
seem to focus more on the feelings of the consultee than
on the problem or concern that the consultee was describ-
ing? Did the consultant ask questions like "How did that

make you feel?", "Does that frustrate you when he acts
like that?", or makes statements such as "You seem to be
expressing a great deal of anger toward him." The con-

sultee's feelings become the focus, rather than the problem
that the consultee wants to discuss.
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Threat - Did the consultant's questions, statements, or
nonverbal actions seem to be threatening to the consultee?
"The principal said you were having a lot of problems and
asked if I would stop in and see what I could do." "Have
you always had this much trouble with the slower kids?"
“"Are you treating him like you do all the other kids?"
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GUIDELINES FOR ADMINISTRATION OF QUESTIONNAIRES

Report directly to the principal. Give your name and explain
that you are there to administer the questionnaires for Mr.
Bossard at the faculty meeting.

When introducing the questionnaires to the faculty, explain
that (a) they are being asked to participate in a research
effort on a volunteer basis, (b) responses will be completely
confidential, (c) results will be reported in terms of group
averages and not individual responses, and (d) gquestionnaires
will take about 20 minutes to £ill out.

Hand out the guestionnaires; the principal's copy to the prin-
cipal and the rest to the teachers. Ask them all to read the
top agreement form, sign and date it if they agree to par-
ticipate, and then tear it off and send it in to you immedi-
ately. After collecting all of the signed agreement forms,
hand out the participant's copy of the agreement form to all
of those who want it. (State that results of the entire study
will be sent to each of the 12 schools to be posted or what-
ever. Results will deal with relationships between variables
and will not identify individual schools.)

Hold up one packet of questionnaires that you have kept for
yourself. State that there are 3 questionnaires which have
been stapled together in different orders. Each questionnaire
is self-explanatory, but note that:

(a) The School Psychology Service Delivery Preference Scale
(hold it up and ask them to find it) asks that they circle one
number and one number only at the bottom.

(b) The 3C questions concerning the leader behavior of the
principal have a 5 choice format (0, 1, 2, 3, & 4), while

(c) The questionnaire that begins with page 71 in its upper
right hand corner has a 4 choice format (L, 2, 3, & 4).

(d) State that it is very important that every item be an-
swered and that if they have trouble knowing the answer to just
put down their "best estimate.”

(e) Point out the demographic information on p. 72 and ask
that they all f£ill it out so that the researcher has an aver-
age description of teachers in each school.

Collect all of the completed questionnaires and thank the prin-
cipal and the faculty for their cooperation.
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Operational Definition of Consultation Contacts

The following should be counted as consultation con-
tacts:

A. The contact may be with a single consultee or a
group of consultees. There must be a problem focus
(student problems, organizational problems), and the
consultant must take an active part in either prob-
lem-solving or process consultation.

B. Each problem focused upon will be counted as a
consultation contact. Thus, there may be several
consultation contacts within a single meeting be-
tween consultant and consultee.

C. Not only will initial consultation contacts be
counted, but all followup contacts concerning a par-
ticular problem will be counted, as long as they
can be considered one of the steps of the problem-
solving seguence.

The following should not be counted as consultation
contacts:

A. Any inservice or explanation to individuals about
the consultation model of service delivery.

B. Attending regularly scheduled faculty or group
meetings unless there is a problem focus at that meet-
ing and the consultant has taken an active part in
problem-solving or as a process consultant.

C. Consultant's attendance at social functions.

D. Exchanging greetings.
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Consultation Contact

Consultant:

Record
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Consultee:

Focus:

Date:

Facts of Consultation:

Interpretation of Events:

Planned Follow-up:




