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ABSTRACT
PARENTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS' USE OF SX0GROWER
AND INTERPERSONAL INFLUENCE IN SCHOOL CONSULTATION FORHILDREN
WITH AUTISM SPECTRUM DISORDERS
by
SETH SEBOLD

Advisor: Professor Ida Jeltova

This study explored parents’ attitudes towards school psychologists’ useabfsveer
and interpersonal influence in the school consultation process for children wisimAspiectrum
Disorders. Previous research has examined school psychologists’ perceptiggibaas
teachers’ perceptions, of social power and interpersonal influence in schootatomsubut to
date, parents’ perceptions in this regard have been given limited attentionitertitere. Study
guestions addressed (a) which social power techniques parents perceived #fectivstvehen
used by school psychologists to elicit their compliance, (b) how parentsppernseof these
techniques compared to school psychologists and teachers, whom were both studied previously
(c) whether a soft-harsh, two-factor solution among these power techniigtesl @mong
parents, and (d) whether parents’ ratings on the soft power techniques prediutgsdofat
consultant effectiveness and ratings of satisfaction with children’s catisalbutcome.

One-hundred and sixty-nine parents of children diagnosed with Autism Spectrum
Disorders completed measures of social power (IPI-Form CE; Erchul, Raven,chahti
2001), consultant effectiveness (CEF; Erchul, 1987), and satisfaction with theiecisildr
consultation outcome (GAS; Kiresuk, Smith, & Cardillo, 1994). Results indicated thatgare
like school psychologists and teachers, generally endorsed soft social pategjiess, compared

to those that are harsh or coercive, with the exception of impersonal reward power, a



traditionally harsh social power strategy. The results of an Explorfasmtyr Analysis on the
IPI-Form CE did not reveal a clear, soft-harsh, two-factor solution among tlaé soeer
techniques, as parents’ ratings on several of the individual strategies did nattebyrganform
to the expected model structure. In addition, multiple regression models revadlpdrents’
ratings on positive expert power, one of the five soft power strategies, sigtiifipredicted
their ratings of consultant effectiveness, but that no significant retaijgs existed between
parents’ ratings on the five soft power strategies and ratings on theiagaisfwith their
children’s consultation outcomes. Implications for school psychologists workihghis
unique parent population are provided, as well as study strengths, limitations, arslisngder

future research.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Consultation is an integral component of school psychology graduate trainirgchese
and practice. Itis a highly complex interpersonal process (Hughek&1R8l1), involving
multiple stakeholders in students’ lives, and consultants must possess strongatolabad
problem solving skills to promote and effect change (Ysseldyke et al., 2006). Caons@xadts
in many forms (e.g., mental health consultation, behavioral consultation, conjointdsaehavi
consultation, instructional consultation, organizational consultation), and two pervasivest
emerging from the different models are relationship building and the mainéeofinc
collaborative relationships between two or more professionals (e.g., the scrabwllpgist as
the consultant and the teacher as the consultee) (Fagan & Wise, 2007). This prougss ias
it represents an indirect service delivery model, illustrating the paxadmature of consultation
in school psychology (Gutkin & Conoley, 1990). In essence, school psychologists aréaiepe
on teachers and parents to directly implement their interventions and recomorenotathe
classroom and home. Accordingly, consultation is viewed as an interpersonal influeress,
and school psychologists regularly attempt to influence other adults to adopt vaposcaes
with different students (Hughes, 1992). If such attempts are unsuccessful, studentes may
be adversely affected.

While consultation is an important job function for the school psychologist, Cummings
(2002) stated that the consultant role of the school psychologist fails to be thulétized”
because of the time demands for assessment of referred students (p. 252jallfzssent
assessment practices often supersede consultation practices, prindudarthere is a high

student-to-school psychologist ratio (Curtis, Grier, & Hunley, 2004; Curtis, Hu&l&rier,



2002). Survey research has indicated that school psychologists spend over 50% ofetheir tim
engaging in assessment activities (Reschly & Wilson, 1995). Hosp and Reschly (2002)
examined regional differences in school psychology practice and found that scloball @gigts
spend 23% of their 40-hour week engaging in problem-solving and systems/orgaaizati
consultation, with no significant regional differences. Regarding prédfenstes, these school
psychologists reported wanting to spend over 33% of their time consulting, and over 29% of
their time directly intervening with students. Similarly, Stoiber and Vamaled (2008) reported
that school psychologists employed in an urban school district value consultation and
intervention activities more than traditional assessment activitiesteldspir greater

involvement and higher perceived competence in traditional assessmatieactReschly

(2000) described how in the future, school psychologists will still spend over 50% oirtieeir t
on assessment, but that assessment will be more intervention-oriented, amubthat polving
consultation will increase accordingly. Reducing the disparity betweeal éiche spent in
consultation and preferred time spent in consultation may positively affect eansidhsultee
relationships, and in effect, facilitate intervention selection, adherencédaliy (Telzrow &
Beebe, 2002). According to Fagan and Wise (2007), consultation can strengthen the likelihood
of optimal services being provided to students.

Research on consultant-consultee relationships, social/interpersonalaeflaed its
application to school psychology can be traced back over 40 years. Reger (1964) and Rich and
Bardon (1964) outlined ways that school psychologists and teachers can buildesffecti
professional relationships through cooperation, serving as mutual sources of iioioyenad for
school psychologists, acknowledging the strengths and expertise thatddheheselves have.

Regarding the importance of school psychologists learning from both teactestuidents,



Reger (1964) aptly stated that if the school psychologist “assumes the pdstossver-man and
all-around expert, he fails to recognize his own limitations and the wealth ofesqes...in
front of his eyes” (p. 18). In addition to the wealth of mental health knowledge school
psychologists possess, interpersonal skills and mutual respect are ivegderédcilitate parent-
teacher-child relationships and help students profit most (Lambert, 1973).

The study of interpersonal influence and social power originated withiretdef social
psychology. French and Raven (1959) authored a seminal papeciahpowey where they
defined that term as, “the maximum potential ability of O (i.e., the sagaaltato influence P
(i.e., atarget individual) ia (i.e., a system) (p. 1525ocial influencdi.e., interpersonal
influence) occurs when a social agent eff@stgchological changim a target individual,
meaning that the target individual exhibits changes in behavior, opinions, attitudesptrean
relevant area of psychological functioning. In addition to defining these afoienmeghterms,
French and Raven delineated the following 5 power bases used by socialragertspower
(i.e., the promise of reward for changa)ercive powefi.e., punishment for failure to change),
legitimate powei.e., the obligation to comply with the agent because of his or her status or
position),referent powe(i.e., the identification, feeling of similarity, and/or desire to identify
with the agent), andxpert powe(i.e., the knowledge or expertise the agent maintains). Raven
(1965) added a sixth power basdgprmational poweli.e., the information content provided by
the agent itself eliciting change), to the French and Raven (1959) typolog{ly, Ra&en
(1992, 1993) differentiated these social power bases into various forms creatinghltétal
social power bases, along with describing a power/interaction model of interplardluence.

The French and Raven (1959) and Raven (1965, 1992, 1993) social power base typology

was first applied to school consultation by Martin (1978). In his analysis, Marglediout



expert and referent power as the only two social power bases utilized by sclobol pgigts to
influence the consultees, because school psychologists hold staff positions, antenot “li
positions.” (p. 50). Several studies were conducted during the 1980s and early 1990s elaborating
on the usage and promise of expert and referent power specifically (Cienki, 1982; Co8&;
Kinsala, 1985; Kruger 1984; Martin & Curtis, 1980; Roberts, 1985; Short, Moore, & Williams,
1991). Several of these studies were unpublished doctoral dissertations with methadologi
concerns, and findings were inconsistent. Martin and Curtis (1980), Roberts (1985), and Cienki
(1982) found positive relationships between the use of expert and referent power and
consultation outcomes. However, Kinsala (1985) found moderate correlations between only
referent power and consultation outcome, and Short, Moore, and Williams (1991) found that
only expert power (i.e., consultant possessing a doctorate) was linked to confeittineress.

The Crowe (1982) and Kruger (1984) studies found no significant connections between expert
and referent power and consultation outcome.

When Raven (1992, 1993) expanded the social power base typology and created a
power/interaction model of interpersonal influence, a second wave of studeesamelucted
examining interpersonal influence in school consultation. The impetus for thischeses a
noteworthy paper by Erchul and Raven (1997) that provided a contemporary view of the Frenc
and Raven (1959) and Raven (1965, 1992, 1993) social power model. Erchul and Raven (1997)
indicated that additional social power bases may be available to the school pggtimlo
consultation. This resurgence of research was conducted to understand how school
psychologists perceive social power bases in consultation (Erchul, Raver, 0R4&), how
both school psychologists and teachers perceive the social power bases (Enadmyl S8R

Whichard, 2001), how gender impacts consultants’ perceptions of the social power bases



(Erchul, Raven, & Wilson, 2004), the likelihood of the use of the social power bases (Wilson,
Erchul, & Raven, 2008), and how gender of the consultant and consultee affect consulthnt use o
selected social power bases (Getty & Erchul, 2009). These studies answetiedgjoashe

promise of particular social power bases, consultant and consultee perceptionsludtbhese

and the relevance of consultant and consultee gender, but additional research wag&shtou
further comprehend how the social power basis typology and interpersonal iafapgig to

school consultation (Erchul & Raven, 1997; Erchul, Grissom, & Getty, 2008).

While this line of research to this point has focused on perceptions of school
psychologists and teachers as members of school consultation dyads, notabtyfnoissthe
study of social power and interpersonal influence in school consultation isp)@enceptions
of their role as consultees. Parents often play an instrumental role in schatiatimms
Specifically, the behavioral consultation model of conjoint behavioral consultati®; (C
Sheridan & Kratochwill, 2007) is well-known for the vital role that parents plapgalith
school psychologists and teachers, in all stages of the consultation processadesasable
academic, social, and/or behavioral outcomes for their children. The CBC m®dad|F with
ecological approaches in school psychology, which consider the multitude oflattsir
systems (e.g., school, home), within which children function (e.g., Anderson, 1983; Sheridan &
Gutkin, 2000). The CBC model itself is also well accepted by both parents and teachers a
approach for academic, behavioral, and social-emotional problems (Freets&\\VE999), and
exploratory research demonstrated school psychologists’ very positive suppo of CB
procedures (Sheridan & Steck, 1995). In addition, research reviews have demdtistrat
efficacy of CBC as a parent consultation model, with regard to school-related osi{¢utie

2005), as well as in home and school settings (Sheridan, Eagle, Cowan, & Mickelson, 2001).



Since parents, just like teachers, are often involved in planning, implementing, and
monitoring interventions for their children, an examination of how they perceive henoé
attempts of school psychologists is warranted. Parent perceptions of sociabpdwer
interpersonal influence in school consultation may be different than those ofrseactieschool
psychologists, and some strategies used by the school psychologist toelgiiance might be
viewed by parents as ineffective, while viewed as effective by teacBarsing a better
understanding of parents’ perceptions of school psychologists’ influence attampisprove
collaboration and communication among consultants and consultees, and guide intervention
planning and implementation. In the process, school psychologists may becoméunectta
the acceptability and maintenance of interventions by parents (e.g., ReimekgrVCooper, &
De Raad, 1992) in order to reduce parental resistance to consultative eftprt€émpbell,
1993). Certain strategies used in influence attempts may also facilt@teotiaction and
promote treatment integrity (e.g., Noell, 2008; Telzrow & Beebe, 2002), in lihebegt
practices.

With this in mind, the present study is designed to contribute to the literature on
interpersonal influence and social power in school consultation by examining parents
perceptions of school psychologists’ influence attempts. In other words, theypiomas of
this study will be on assessing parents in the role of the consultee, as oppossiets tea
consultees, which was done previously (e.g., Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001; Erchul, Raven, &
Whichard, 2001). In this investigation, a sample of parents with children with AugisotrSm
Disorders would be utilized, as these individuals often work closely with thedirehis school
psychologists and maintain high levels of involvement in their children’s educaticmskenfa

their special needs.



Major goals of this study are to determine which specific power bases aredegothe
strongest for eliciting this unique group of parents’ compliance in school psyatslogi
influence attempts, and to explore how the social power base ratings camtiateose on two
social validity measures (i.e., consultant effectiveness, sat@fagtih consultation outcome).

An important benefit of completing this investigation is that school psychologrstsecame
aware of which social power strategies are more or less effectige twith parents of children
with Autism Spectrum Disorders, to tailor their influence attempts in a mfmened manner.
Appropriate use of social power bases well-received by these parents pnayarfamily-school
partnership building and maintenance, intervention planning, implementation, monitadng, a
treatment integrity, and most importantly, students’ academic, behaworational, and/or
social outcomes resulting from consultation.

The research questions this study seeks to answer are as follows:

1. Which social power bases from the French and Raven (1959) and Raven (1965, 1992)
social power base typology do parents of children with Autism Spectrum Disorders
perceive as effective versus ineffective in eliciting their compéidgaacschool
psychologists’ influence attempts in school consultation?

2. Are these parents’ ratings of the social power bases from the French and Raven
(1959) and Raven (1965, 1992) social power base typology similar or different to
those of school psychologists (Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001) and those of teachers
(Erchul, Raven, & Whichard, 2001), whom were both studied previously?

3. Does a two-factor solution of soft power bases and harsh power bases exigt am

this sample of parents, as it did previously for samples of school psychologists (e.g.,



Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001) and in supervisor-subordinate samples from
organizational field studies (e.g., Schwarzwald, Koslowsky, & Agassi, 2001)?

. Do these parents perceive positive expert power more favorably than poséreatref
power, when used by school psychologists, in accordance with Martin’s (1978)
assertion that internal consultants who have little contact with consultg@esar on
expert power in influence attempts, compared to referent power, which must be built
up over time?

. Do these parents’ ratings of perceived effectiveness of the soft social p@ssr ba
from the French and Raven (1959) and Raven (1965, 1992) social power base
typology predict parents’ ratings on measures of consultant effectiyamess

satisfaction with child outcomes from consultation?



CHAPTER I
LITERATURE REVIEW

This literature review focuses on several topics relevant to school cosylsaicial
power, interpersonal influence, and consultant and consultee perceptions of this. proces
Definitions of consultation and collaboration are provided to lay the foundation for gotiescri
of several prominent models of school consultation. The French and Raven (1959) and Raven
(1965, 1992) social power base typology, and power/interaction model of interpersonal enfluenc
(Raven, 1992, 1993) are then presented prior to discussing its application to school consultation
(Erchul & Raven, 1997; Martin, 1978). Empirical studies stemming from this thednetck
are subsequently analyzed. The measurement of social power and interpersmmaeans
described as well. Finally, parent-school partnerships, the acceptabdigffecacy of parent
consultation, and the characteristics of children with autism are discussedttatd the critical
role parents play in effecting positive school consultation outcomes. Based onlyses aridhe
literature, the rationale for the current study is presented, along witirecbsgiestions and
hypotheses that this study will address.

Definitions of Consultation, Collaboration, and the Collaboration Debate

The terms “consultation” and “collaboration” are used by professionals inegywvair
settings ranging from large, global corporations to small, non-profit mesaith agencies. The
following section defines both terms as they pertain to school consultation. The Gditabor
Debate (Erchul, 1999; Gutkin, 1999a, 1999b) is also described, which emanated from the lack of

a consensus on a unitary definition and role of collaboration in school consultation.
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Consultation Defined
The term “consultation” is used widely and represents an important job function
throughout many helping professions (Bramlett & Murphy, 1998). Gutkin and Curtis (2009)
went so far to state that the term is “used in so many contexts and in refersacadny
different types of service relationships that for some it has almost betmae of meaning”
(p. 595). Therefore, it is uncommon to find one single definition of “consultation,” with its
presence in various professions utilizing various methods of service delivetyndiely,
several comprehensive definitions of school consultation were provided oveathergdecting
development of the profession and the complexity of the consultant’s role (e.g., Erchul &
Martens, 2002; Medway, 1979; Zins & Erchul, 2002). The Erchul and Martens (2002) definition
of consultation is based on their analysis of critical historical developmentisafhich the
consultant role emerged in the human services professions. They define school monasltat
follows:
“School consultation is a process for providing psychological and educationaesearvic
which a specialist (consultant) works cooperatively with a staff membesitiee) to
improve the learning and adjustment of a student (client) or group of students. During
face-to-face interactions, the consultant helps the consultee through sigsprotdem
solving, social influence, and professional support. In turn, the consultee helps the
client(s) through selecting and implementing effective school-basedentems. In all
cases, school consultation serves a remedial function and has the potentiad o ser
preventive function” (p. 12).
Key aspects of the definition include references to consultation employiflamprsolving
framework (i.e., problem identification, plan development, and plan implementation)
(Kratochwill, Elliott, & Stoiber, 2002; Schulte & Osborne, 2003), its existence as a
interpersonal influence process, and the overarching goals of providing reseediees to

students, improving consultee functioning, and fostering prevention (Gutkin & Curtis, 2009).

Remediation is a short-term goal that involves tackling students’ difficultig® present, while
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prevention is a long-term goal, helping the consultee develop and strengthen higrobleen-
solving skills (Bramlett & Murphy, 1998). Furthermore, with regard to this pitexe function,
the consultant serves to empower consultees, “helping...to clarify needs anddeoatees,
and...ensure that opportunities are available to enable consultees to engagsusiaaiing
behaviors to resolve problems” (Zins & Erchul, 2002, p, 629).

It is important to consider how school consultation is an indirect service delivery, mode
highlighting theparadox of school psychologéutkin & Conoley, 1990). Gutkin and Curtis
(2009) stated that “indirect service is the single most definitive chastict@f consultation” (p.
595). In practice, school psychologists, as consultants, work with teachers, wbosrkees,
and thereby help students, who are the clients;ectly (Fagan & Wise, 2007). An additional
defining aspect of consultation is that participation is voluntary (Gutkin & £2®09).

Coercing or pressuring a consultee into consultation lessens the likelihood thatictipe,
collaborative problem solving relationship develops (Fagan & Wise, 2007). Finally, tediosul
involves working in a team atmosphere, where multiple stakeholders in students’ lives
contribute, to identify and prioritize students’ needs in multiple contexts onsy$&heridan &
Cowan, 2004). This ecological perspective, which “conceptualizes...behavior as a function of
ongoing interactions between the characteristics of individuals and the meittiptenments

within which they function, holds the greatest potential as an effective schohbfisyical

service delivery orientation” (Sheridan & Gutkin, 2000, p. 489). This paradigm is appltoabl
consultation, illustrating the need for consultation relationships to be highly calisfeoand

guided by ecobehavioral principles (Zins & Erchul, 2002).
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Collaboration Defined

Collaboration is similar to consultation in that there is no consensus on a single
definition. In fact, collaboration lacks an operational definition and theorétsa (Erchul,
1992). In light of this, a defining characteristic of collaboration is a consultaking together
with a consultee in multiple phases of the problem solving process (Schulte & Q8t¥8
Allen and Graden (1995), as cited in Bramlett and Murphy (1998), defined collaboratioa fr
problem solving perspective, referring to parents and teachers sharing powetinaaig a
engaging in the problem solving process. Erchul (1992) described how collaboration itkerives
meaning from “cooperation” and “teamwork.” This notion of teamwork (e.g., Sheridan &
Cowan, 2004) is important to address in discussing collaboration and differentiatiagithe
from consultation. Dougherty (2008), in comparing and contrasting the two terms, Iséated t
“consultation is a ‘hands off, helping-the-helpers-help,’ indirect processeadepllaboration is
a ‘hands on, helpers-helping-one-another,” process, in which the professionals involved provi
both indirect and direct service to the client system” (p. 10). Responsibililyfautcome of
the case is taken by all professionals involved in collaboration, as opposed to consuitagre
the consultant is ultimately responsible for the outcome. This is not to say tkahto
psychologist, as a consultant, shontd take on a directive or dominant role under the
circumstances. Erchul (1992) concluded that consultant dominance does not nediesisaril
collaboration. Still, previous studies (e.g., Wenger, 1979) have shown the promise of
collaboration in consultation compared to directive/expert approaches in school camsultat

Much like consultation, collaboration is a major component within service delivery i

many helping professions. West (1990) called for improving educational collainaiati
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promote and improve educational planning, problem solving, and the educational work
environment, and offered the following inclusive definition of educational collaboration:
“Educational collaboration is an interactive planning or problem solving process
involving 2 or more team members. The process consists of up to 8 interrelated
progressive steps: goal setting, data collection, problem identificatioygemal
alternative solutions development, action plan development, action plan implementation,
evaluation/follow-up, and re-design. Team interactions throughout the process are
characterized by: mutual respect, trust, and open communication; consideraticm of ea
issue or problem from an ecological perspective; consensual decision making; pboling
personal resources and expertise; and joint ownership of the issue or problem being
addressed. The outcomes of educational collaboration may focus on changes in
knowledge, skills, attitudes, or behaviors at one or more of 3 levels: child, adult, or
system” (p. 29).
This definition illustrates the school psychologist and other professionals weokjetdner and
assuming shared responsibility in a multistep process. Additionally, collaiyodatiing
consultation assumes that the consultant and consultee take on equal, complemestary rol
where the consultant “actively seeks consultee input on problem definition and plan
development” (Schulte & Osborne, 2003, p. 125). Meyers (1995) advised consultants “to
implement and maintain a collaborative consultation relationship...by commuagicéarly to
the consultee that he or she has the freedom to accept or reject any ideaspeaggest
recommendations...from consultation” (p. 74). This implies that active involvement among
consultees increases the likelihood that they implement ideas they playradeleloping.
Collaboration is viewed as a mechanism for social influence (Erchul, Grissomitg G
2008) and a necessary means to cultivate optimal school consultation and servicg delive
However, several studies were published challenging the assertion of bidileatjoality and

mutuality assumed to be inherent in collaboration. This spawned the Collaboratioa Debat

discussed below.
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The Collaboration Debate

Gutkin (1999a) spearheaded a debate on whether consultation is a truly collaborative
endeavor versus one that is directive, prescriptive, or expert in nature. Prewiousrdaries
(e.g., Witt, 1990) illustrated difficulties consultants encounter where coéiiboris especially
challenging, such as when a teacher who refers many students is unwilimgdément any
interventions a school psychologist recommends in consultation. Gutkin (1999a) believed that
consultants can be both directive and collaborative simultaneously, maintainmexesiise in
collaborative, nonhierarchical relationships. He challenged the view that the aohsult
inherently directive, using social power to wield influence in a hierarchigahsr. Erchul
(1999), in a response to Gutkin’s (1999a) commentary, described the difficulty in opaligati
defining collaboration, and espoused the interpersonal nature of the consultant/eonsulte
relationship as one marked by social influence (i.e., direct influence obtiseltant). In light
of their differing views, both Gutkin (1999b) and Erchul (1999) called for further stuayciafl s
influence and power in consultation. Some studies at the root of this debate ayaliscefsed
below.

Gutkin (1996) examined the verbal interactions in consultant-consultee dyads for
evidence of communication leadership in initial consultation interviews. Content aedgroc
leadership behaviors for both members of the dyad were examined. Content I|padésstad
to whether the members of the dyad followed the leads of their consultingr pautierens of
whatwas said, and process leadership referred to whether the members of the dywedl fible
leads of their consulting partner in termdhofvthe problem was discussed. For both
consultants and consultees, content leadership was positively related to inedfeativeness.

For consultants, but not consultees, process leadership was positively relatediswinter
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effectiveness, with consultees accepting consultant leads more oftetisaitants accepted
consultee leads. In addition, consultees rejected consultant leads siggifesmoften than
consultants rejected consultee leads, while consultants were significeméylikely to reject
than accept consultee process leads. The results illustrated the natuuttbtton as a shared
partnership, where both members of the dyad hold leadership roles jointly andedgparat

However, several studies found tleanhsultantcontrol and direction during consultation
(i.e., not a shared partnership) resulted in successful consultation outcomesdeut;. 1887,
Witt, Erchul, McKee, Pardue, & Wickstrom, 1991). These studies were conducted using a
relational communication framework, where relational communication is dediméthe way in
which a speaker defines his or her position relative to the position of another $gedtarl,
Grissom, & Getty, 2008, p. 305). Interactions between consultant-consultee dyads were
recorded using relational communication coding systems (e.g., Rela@iomathunication
Control Coding System; RCCCS; Rogers & Farace, 1975) to analyze the content ob&he ve
interactions between the dyad members.

Erchul et al. (2007) examined the relationship between relational communication
techniques and consultation outcomes for students with Attention Deficit Hyp#yabisorder
(ADHD). Results were in stark contrast to previous studies (e.g., Erchul, 1987nghioat
teacher influence over the consultant, in problem identification interviewsjnkas ko positive
consultation outcomes. However, the consultants in the study eventually observeclswflev
treatment integrity on the consultees’ part. A most recent study by Erciiu(2009), which
followed up on the prior-mentioned study (Erchul et al., 2007), found that teachers’ ati@mpts

influence and teachers’ actual influence were negatively associdtedomsultation outcomes.
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Of importance was the authors’ assertion that “it is useful to view coneultaiih teachers as a
process, with different actions called for at different points in time” (Erdtall,2009, p. 35).

These studies highlighted how consultants and consultees exhibit influence over one
another in consultation. Positive outcomes were found both when consultants directed the
process and when consultees were actively engaged in communication with thengnsult
particularly during problem identification interviews. Consultants should notcala strictly
collaborativeor directive, but considdyoth simultaneous goals to effect positive outcomes
(Gutkin, 1999b). Mutual responsibility, participation, and agreement among consultants and
consultees may yield such results.

What follows is a discussion of the major models of school consultation. School
psychologists may question which particular model to use when presented wignditieses
(Erchul, 1999), and a consultant’s choice of consultation model may impact the outctmne of t
consultation as well as interpersonal influence during the process (edjffarential use of
social power bases by the consultant).

Prominent Models of School Consultation

The school consultation models described include mental health consultation, behavioral
consultation and conjoint behavioral consultation, instructional consultation, and orgauailzati
consultation. Characteristics, components, strengths, and weaknesses térirat difodels are
discussed, and they are compared and contrasted. Outcome research illustrathngy bot
efficacy and effectiveness of the different models is reviewed.

Mental Health Consultation
Mental health consultation (MHC) was described by Henning-Stout (1993) as “the

cornerstone for the development of consultation as a service delivery appmakdy. (The
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overriding goal of MHC is to further consultees’ knowledge of mental health, agpngplem
solving process, while fostering skills to remediate and prevent present arednigntal health
problems (Alpert, 1976; Meyers, 1981). Gerald Caplan (1970) developed the MHC model
through his experiences working at mental hygiene and child guidance centgrsalein,

Israel, where referrals for diagnosis and treatment of emotional distarbgere exceedingly

high. Logistically, MHC allowed few consultants to work with consultees in conigh many
clients, exemplifying the indirect service delivery technique gernmeehool consultation.

Caplan was a psychoanalytically oriented theoretician and practitioner, and niisimafdel is
based on an intrapsychic model (e.g., focus on ego states, subconscious motivations)asf beha
change (Gutkin & Curtis, 2009; Henning-Stout, 1993).

Caplan (1970) introduced the following four types of MH{ent-centered consultation
consultee-centered consultatigomogram-centered administrative consultati@mdconsultee-
centered administrative consultatiohe latter two types of MHC focus on improving service
delivery at the administrative level, and are similar to organizational catisalt Client-
centered consultation emphasizes students’ difficulties and working with eesstdtremediate
problems, which is similar to behavioral consultation (Meyers, 1981).

Consultee-centered consultation focuses exclusively on supporting and helpingradults i
students’ environments, and in particular, consultees’ emotional reactions andiogderly
conflict (Henning-Stout, 1993, Meyers, 1981). According to Caplan and Caplan (1993), the goal
is “elucidating and remedying the shortcomings in the consultee’s parfakfinctioning...to
increase the consultee’s cognitive grasp and emotional mastery of the. isslesd to an
improvement in the consultee’s professional planning and action, and hopefully to impnoveme

in the client” (p. 101). This approach truly acknowledges teachers’ feelings, thesnaas of
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them, and how a change in teacher behavior can bring about positive changes in current
situations and those that are similar in the future (Fagan & Wise, 2007). An egalitar
relationship between the consultant and consultee is promoted, and this type of MiC is
prescriptive like behavioral consultation, where the consultant takes on an elgeahd
problem solving steps are clearly delineated (Knotek & Sandoval, 2003).

Consultee-centered consultation is viable when the consultee experiences a lack of
knowledge of situational psychosocial factors, a lack of skill in finding a solutithvetproblem,
a lack of self confidence due to personal factors, and/or a lack of professionalibpjetten
due to consultees’ personal subjective factors (Caplan, 1970). One source of a lack of
professional objectivity itheme interferenceind the consultant looks to reduce this through
“interruption and reorganization of a patterned response to...child behaviors,” and in finding
exceptions to the theme (Henning-Stout, 1993, p. 21). However, more recent conceptualizations
of consultee-centered consultation have steered away from Caplan’s (19 Ho)dysyonic
formulation, which was originally designed for pure mental health settings ¢knics), where
the consultant was viewed as external to the organization, with limited spsaswility. The
current model maintains a constructivist perspective, germane to schools,hvehesadultant is
typically an internal member of the organization who is responsible for collaigpeatd
engaging with the consultee to address the client’s presenting problemk&nSsndoval,
2003).

There is a lack of empirical research available on the effects of MldC@ssultation
model, though it has been long used by school psychologists (Gutkin & Curtis, 2009). Still,
Athanasiou et al. (2002), using a qualitative design, investigated the betigisaatices of

consultants and consultees in school consultation, and found that teachers valued how
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consultants listened to them and provided emotional support, active assistance, and problem
solving suggestions, all of which are germane to MHC. Future research asb#3€ing
outcomes is needed to demonstrate the promise of this model to improve student outcomes.
Behavioral Consultation and Conjoint Behavioral Consultation

Behavioral consultation (BC) is one of the most frequently cited and implemehtsal s
consultation models (Kratochwill, Sladeczek, & Plunge, 1995) with research dertingstra
efficacious outcomes (i.e., effect sizes indicative of behavioral changeéd¢kvall, Elliott, &
Busse, 1995). Scholarly debate arose regarding whether BC should becalibegical
consultation(Henning-Stout, 1993). Gutkin and Curtis (2009) advocate using the title
“ecological consultation” to describe BC “underscoring the significanceutfial and reciprocal
systemic interactions between micro-, meso-, exo-, and macro-envira@ir(ergéll). Conjoint
behavioral consultation (CBC; Sheridan & Kratochwill, 2007), a derivative of BC, isynearl
identical to BC, but includes the home system and family-school partnerships amsodtation
process. This enables interventions to be implemented in a consistent, systeaana#c across
multiple settings, allowing for generalization and monitoring of treatnféete (Sheridan &
Steck, 1995). Regardless of the specific title used to denote their use, BC and GBC appl
behavior modification principles and procedures and social learning theory @prgcal
determinism) to problems encountered by consultees (Fagan & Wise, 2007). Thénefore
description of BC below applies to CBC.

Bergan (1977) created the BC model and it has been further developed (Bergan &
Kratochwill, 1990) and reconceptualized (Kratochwill, Sladeczek, & Plunge, 1995) due to
changes and challenges over time across schools, families, and commé&woitiestages are

outlined in the model. Firgbroblem identificationnvolves operationally defining the problem
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during a problem identification interview, developing procedures to measure thedodbavi
establish a baseline, recognizing the discrepancy between behaviouateits level versus
desired level, and formulating a goal for behavior change. Sepmidem analysisnvolves
evaluating any obtained baseline data, collecting additional data to conductiarfal behavior
assessment (i.e., determining the behavior antecedents and consequencesyrang desi
intervention to solve the identified problem. Thipthn implementatiomakes place, where the
consultee implements the intervention devised in the previous step and colleetst reées.
The consultant monitors data collection, and along with the consultee, the effessivéttee
plan can be ascertained. If the plan is not effective, modifications can ensuth, frobtem
evaluationinvolves determining whether or not the goal set in the first stage was magtagl
the effectiveness of the intervention, and determining whether additional intenvent
modification is needed. If goals are achieved, consultation is terminated.

Henning-Stout (1993) outlined several features of BC that differentiaitaritthe other
consultation models. The focus on behavior modification principles and procedures ingtlies t
behaviors are learned, and that systemic interactions take place bétevebitid and the
different contexts within which he or she exists. Furthermore, behaviors nletllg
assessed, defined, measured, observed, and quantified through careful daitancollBC.

This is not a significant focus of MHC with its psychoanalytic origin.

Also in contrast to MHC is the wealth of empirical research documentingveositi
consultation outcomes of BC and CBC. Kratochwill, Elliott, and Busse (1995) conducted a
meta-analysis that addressed implementation of BC by trained graduatd strgiltants,
where an overall effect size of .95 for behavioral and academic outcomes wasddiotaine

students in preschool to fifth-grade. MacLeod et al. (2001) examined the use of BC under
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natural school conditions (i.e., “real-world”) by having teachers evaluaiesailtation case and
complete measures of consultant effectiveness, intervention quality, anemtitem outcome.
Results were positive indicating that consultants were effective, ngjlthie BC stage model,
which led to improved student functioning. Sheridan et al. (2006) examined the effects of CBC
in early childhood settings obtaining large effect sizes for behavioral outconed®ol and at
home. Additionally, Auster, Feeney-Kettler, and Kratochwill (2006) demondttase CBC is
effective in treating selective mutism in a 5-year-old boy, as a bwdgéeuilt between the home
and school allowing both the parents and teachers to intervene successfully.
Instructional Consultation

The instructional consultation model (IC; Rosenfield, 1987) is similar in somecte$pe
MHC and BC, but has its own unique foundations. One of the most significant differences
between IC and the other types is its core focus on academic concerns anyfasteglemic
progress (Rosenfield, 2002). The ability to exhibit control over instructional tecknigtieer
than solving problems outside of school control (e.g., socioeconomic status) provides the
rationale for its use (Rosenfield, 1987). Therefore, learner variablesdlgdiaraltered are
emphasized, and of particular importance is the triangular, reciprocabmslap between the
student, the academic task, and instruction/management strategies

At the root of IC is the perspective that the child’s instructional program catree of
his or her difficulties, which represents a shift from the belief that legumioblems originate
within the child (Rosenfield, 1989). In addition, IC is unique in comparison to the other models
in its service delivery through IC-Teams (Rosenfield & Gravois, 1996). 163 eae
schoolwide, and include teachers, the school psychologist, administrators, and othereduca

professionals. A teacher meets individually with an IC-Team member tadlease manager
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SO a one-to-one collaboration takes place, rather than a group problem solvingreffort.
comparing and contrasting the different models discussed so far, IC and Bikreisitheir
use of a sequential, multistep problem solving stage process and ecologiealdr&. 1C and
MHC are similar in that both stress ample collaboration, reframing theepnpbhd enhancing
consultee work-related functioning to address current and future student problents.td-be
most effective it is important for school psychologists to be equipped with knowledge of
curriculum based assessment, and other academic and classroom-basediamzresorg with
avoiding a quick inclination to classify students (e.g., with a learning disaliésed on teacher
concerns or referrals (Rosenfield, 2002).

Studies have examined student outcomes when using the IC model. Gravois and
Rosenfield (2006) examined the impact of implementing IC-Teams on the problem of
disproportionate referral and placement of minority students in 22 schools (i.e., 18used |
Teams while 9 did not). Results were obtained using risk index, odds ratio, and composition
index calculations, which are traditionally used to determine disproportionagengat The
researchers found that after 2 years, in the schools with IC-Team impdtioerthere were
decreased risk and odds of placement in special education, compared to measuremg it dur
baseline year, and a decrease in minority students referred and evaluetednt descriptive
and exploratory study (Kaiser, Rosenfield, & Gravois, 2009) investigated te'ashiesfaction,
skill acquisition, and perceived student outcome in IC. Results indicated teddfactan
with IC, as the teachers reported improved problem solving skills, acquisitionrurctiostal
and behavioral strategies, and feeling well-equipped to address similactiostal problems in

the future (i.e., skill generalization).
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Organizational Consultation

The premise behind organizational consultation (OC) is that optimal educational
experiences for children and professionals in schools occur only when the schogkror lar
school system itself, is functioning optimally with available resourcesl¥e problems and
meet demands (Schmuck, 1990). It is rooted in systems theory and it “enables théoschool
monitor and respond to its environment, and use the human resources, ideas, and energy needed
to respond to that environment” (Schmuck, 1990, p. 900). This implies productive collaboration
between school personnel, students and parents, and a commitment among all stakeholders t
improving the system as a whole. Schein (1969), through his own consulting work in private
industry, explained the necessity of looking carefully at a client’s actmnsthe impact they
have on other individuals, and the organization. This holds true for schools and school systems,
where individual student or subsystem (e.g., classroom(s)) concerns can have broad impa
Fagan and Wise (2007) believe school psychologists are ideal candidates toeaage
especially when they work in multiple schools, as they are able to obserreepasit negative
practices in one system, and use their assessment, research design, aradicorssiils to
improve functioning in others.

Centra and Potter (1980) reviewed school variables that may be the target of O€. Thes
include school or school district conditions, within-school conditions, teacher behawitemist
behavior, student characteristics, and student academic outcomes. When a scholgistc
understands student difficulties stemming from such variables using an @Eqgbiees he or she
would address potential problems with staff interpersonal relationships, or envitahme
deficiencies, as opposed to student deficits (Schmuck, 1990). Accordingly, paralfdie m

drawn between OC, MHC, and IC, with the emphasis on collaboration and focus on variables not
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inherent in students. Also OC and BC both underscore an ecological framework fromowhich t
view student or organization difficulties. However, as described before, OC iy mamaerned
with the functioning of the organization, as opposed to individual students, which is the crux of
the other models.

Nowadays, with the thrust towards school reform and school and school-system wide
problem solving/Response-To-Intervention (RTI) models, OC is especiaiyarglwith its
potential to involve primary stakeholders in bringing about change (Gutkin & Curtis, 2009).
Curtis, Castillo, and Cohen (2008) offered one promising model for addressing sygéém-|
issues, using systematic and structured planning and problem solving, and the tmfabbra
relevant stakeholders. The steps of the model include the followingrofaem description(b)
brainstorming potential resources and barriers to problem resolufiorselecting one barrier
(d) brainstorming strategies to reduce or eliminate the barrjeydesigning multiple action
plans to aid implementation of a systemic interventif)rfollow-up plan developmenty)
development of a data collection plan and monitoring proceduares (h)outlining the process
and timeline to use the data collected to determine satisfactory progress in solvingitiesepr

Truscott et al. (2000) conducted a qualitative study to ascertain wheth€l profect to
facilitate the development and functioning of a school district’s preatiatervention teams
(PIT) was acceptable to their members. The consultees expressed to thamcsnshat they
viewed as ideal PIT teams compared to their present ones. Results demorstegiizibidity
among PIT members, with changes made to the teams viewed favorably awtspted 1 year
later. The researchers stressed the importance of providing consultant ssijgpodidtees
responded to newly presented information. The researchers stated thatraérphay”

between consultants and consultees over time can greatly influence atitgfpa201).
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Gutkin and Curtis (2009) acknowledged that critical special education decisionadge m
via team meetings, but that most school personnel lack training in group dynamiaislempr
solving, leading to dysfunction. Since team meetings do not always result in ananim
decisions, or optimal decisions in certain cases, the need for continued researetpersotal
influence in team meetings, and school consultation in general, cannot be understated.

The following section examines the highly-cited social power model (FrencvariR
1959), its expansion (Raven, 1965), and differentiation (Raven, 1992). Also, the
power/interaction model of interpersonal influence (Raven, 1992, 1993) from the fieldadf soci
psychology is outlined step-by-step.

Social Power and Interpersonal Influence

The success or failure of school consultation is largely dependent on the dynatinécs of
social interaction between the consultant and consultee (Tingstrom, LiBwart, 1990). An
assortment of well-designed interventions will be of little use to the school psgiof the
teacher exhibits resistance in consultation. Hughes (1992) drew paralletgbetnsultation,
counseling, and psychotherapy, describing them as processes relying om#oerate to bring
about change. How the consultee perceives the consultant and the nature of thesonirpe
relationship dictates the degree of change. Accordingly, “the consultantaneftlly attend to
a host of interpersonal, intrapersonal, and situational variables that detéhmsuccess of the
consultant’s efforts to influence the teacher to adopt a particular appraach etiild” (p. 270).

As noted earliersocial influenceoccurs when a target’s (e.g., teacher or parent whom the
school psychologist seeks to influence) behavior, attitude, or opinion has changeduésoé re

the presence or actions of the agent (e.g., school psychologistp@abpowelis the potential
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ability of the agent to influence the target (French & Raven, 1959). The social pasesrused
by agents to attempt social influence are described next.
The French and Raven (1959) Social Power Base Typology

Five social power bases were delineated by French and Raven (1959) in theioimodel
social power. They ameward poweycoercive poweregitimate powerreferent powerand
expert power Reward powerefers to an influencing agent’s (A) control of and provision of
rewards to elicit a change in the target person’s (B) behavior. If B betleatdse or she will
receive a reward from A for a change in behavior, such as an increase in pro(eifi, at a
manufacturing facility), it is likely that B will subsequently changedniker behavior.

Providing actual, tangible rewards, as opposed to promising rewards increasesttb sf

reward power. An illustration of a school psychologist using reward power would be the school
psychologist informing the teacher that she will take him out for lunch becaasiéred to the
intervention data collection procedures for the past 2 weeks.

Coercive powemvolves the potential for A to punish B in the event that B does not
comply with A’s influence attempt, indicating B’s perceived threat of purasttmf he or she
does not conform. The magnitude of B’s perception of the threat of punishment dictates the
strength of coercive power. Both reward power and coercive power are simiar AMrmnay
manipulate the potency of the reward or punishment, respectively. Also, in distinguishi
between both types of power, it is important to consider the language used by A and the
resources available to A (Raven & Rubin, 1983). An illustration of a school psycholaggst us
coercive power would entail the school psychologist telling the untenured tdaahsng will
inform the principal that since he is unwilling to implement a behavioral momentumapraéor

a student with noncompliance, he should not receive an adequate evaluation to be tenured.
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Legitimate powers based on the status and position that A holds within an organization,
and as a result of this, B’s obligation to comply with an influence attempt. Accdodirgnch
and Raven (1959), “the notion of legitimacy involves some sort of code or standard,bgepte
the individual, by virtue of which the external agent can assert his power” (p. 15%imbég
power is clearly seen in the military, but it is also apparent in less fgrorgknized social
units, like families, where roles are prescribed for individual membere(R&wRubin, 1983).

An illustration of a school psychologist using legitimate power would be the schablgbsgist
stating that she is responsible for the mental health needs of those in the school, Isuilttiag
teachers should be obliged to follow her related recommendations.

Referent powestems from A, during an influence attempt, serving as a source that B
may identify with. It is based on B’s feelings of attraction to, simylavith, and/or desires to
identify or join with A. A higher level of identification is indicative of a higherel of referent
power on the part of A. The referent power of A, where A is either an individual or groyp, ma
be more salient at different times and in different places. With regard to encAmtraveler in
Paris, he or she “will probably be more conscious of being an American than when hesatshe i
home” (Raven & Rubin, 1983, p. 414). Additionally, referent power can also be a source of
influence when B has no formal affiliation or relationship with A. An example sfisha
promising high school baseball shortstop purchasing the official game model gldveyuse
Derek Jeter when he plays shortstop for the New York Yankees. An illustratioohada s
psychologist using referent power would be an experienced school psychologisnhmtmali
group of & grade teachers the correct way to implement a response cost systemeo reduc
problem behaviors among some of their students in which the teachers identityengtihool

psychologist, want to implement it the same way, and thus, follow her example.
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Finally, expert powenccurs where A, who maintains specific knowledge or expertise in
a particular area, exhibits influence over B, where B evaluates A'dispgemwledge or
expertise as superior. Generally, expert power as an influence attéimiiteis to one’s range
of knowledge or expertise within a given area, where using expert powiglecnftshat range
can undermine its effect (French & Raven, 1959). Expert power is often used bygrtsysibd
showcase their diplomas, equipment, medical books, and other related paraphernatia in thei
offices (Raven & Rubin, 1983). An illustration of a school psychologist using expert paayer
involve the school psychologist recommending techniques to welcome a depressetcbsitkie
to class who experienced the death of a parent or sibling. The teacher would thethaccept
recommendations to help reacquaint the student to the school routine on the basis of the school
psychologist’s extensive knowledge and expertise in mental health. In compgvergpower
and referent power, it is important for A to balance his or her usage of these mutuallp@ppos
bases because the power of both can be undermined if he or she is “too knowledgeable,” or “too
similar” (Martin, 1978). Erchul and Martens (2002) advise that consultants not only®nepha
their similarity to and mutuality with consultees, but also gently promotedgkigertise.

In reconciling these 5 social power bases as defined by French and Raven (19€59), it
evident that they are all socially dependent (Raven & Rubin, 1983). Raven and Rubin (1983)
defined socially dependent influence as “influence in which the person who hascchange
continues to relate the new behavior, belief, or attitude to the influencing agent” (p. 403)
Additionally, reward power and coercive power are dependent on surveillanca’d.e
awareness of B's compliance or noncompliance), while legitimate, eapeérteferent power,
are not dependent on surveillance. Also, Martin (1978) argued that school psychologists only

utilize expert power and referent power, and that the other social power baseggarenaoie to
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school psychologists’ holding staff rather than management positions. However, Bthul a
Raven (1997) challenged Martin’s (1978) assertion, stating that the othersreslbases are
available for consultant use after reviewing the expansion of, and difféi@ntyé the typology
(Raven, 1965, 1992, 1993) and the power/interaction model of interpersonal influence (Raven,
1992, 1993). Erchul and Raven (1997) also noted that Martin (1978) did not include
informational powelin his discussion, but only used the French and Raven (1959) typology in
his analysis.

Expansion of the Social Power Base Typology: Informational Power

Raven (1965) expanded the French and Raven (1959) social power base typology with
his addition of a sixth social power basdgprmational power It occurs where A communicates
with B, and B gleansnlythe content from A’'s message as pertinent, where cognitive change
independent of A takes place. Témntent of the communicati@mdresulting cognitive change
which can arise in future situations as well as the present one, separateatioftal power
from the other social power bases (Raven & Rubin, 1983).

Informational power was in fact described by French and Raven (195%pasca of
influence andnot a power base, as they believed “the content of a communication upon an
opinion is presumably a secondary influence” (p. 163). However, Raven (1965) added
information to the typology as a power base acknowledging the potential fonation to elicit
behavior change insocially independent mannemformational power is unique in comparison
to the social power bases in the original typology in that respect. Socially mudgepenfluence
takes place when “the resulting change continues without further refeceoicdépendence up
on the influencing agent” (Raven & Rubin, 1983, p. 403). While an individual's behavior may

no longer be dependent on an influencing agent, it may now be dependent on his or her own
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cognitive change, signifying that “it is the content of the communication timap@rtant, not
the nature of the influencing agent” (Raven, 1965, p. 372). An illustration of a school
psychologist using informational power might involve the school psychologist providing
strategies to a*lgrade teacher for handling a student’s school refusal behaviors, where the
teacher understands the core message from their exchange, sees hovaltiessramedy for the
problem, and possibly other students in the future.

Erchul and Raven (1997) offered some advantages and disadvantages of the
informational power base versus the others. It is beneficial when a consgiires what the
consultant presents because the consultee truly understands the core messagasand i
the future. A disadvantage of its use can lead to consultee resistance, whdegion is
perceived by the consultee negatively, overshadowing its content (e.g., the considtshe
consultee that an intervention should be implemented in some manner with no fléxitlity
addition, parallels and differences have been drawn between informational povexpert
power (Erchul & Raven, 1997; Raven & Rubin, 1983). When using both bases, B views A’s
influence attempt as the ideal way to handle a particular problem. However, wheneXpees
power, B may have never grasped A’s core message, taking A’s recommendzdiaseb® is
an expert in behavior. In the illustration at the end of the last paragraph, the tgashed the
content of the communication and experienced resulting cognitive change, independent of the
expert status held by the school psychologist. However, Raven and Rubin (1983eztogni
that informational power and expert power are often viewed in conjunction with éschas
some targets pay closer attention to the messages of experts. If axpes trustworthy, or
are disliked, the effects of informational power may be undermined. That typpest @ould

be called anegative experwhich was differentiated into a separate power base on its own by
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Raven (1992). In the next section, negative expert power and the 13 other social power bases
that Raven (1992) outlined in his most recent conceptualization of the typology arsetiscus
Differentiation of the Social Power Base Typology

Raven (1992) differentiated the social power base typology from its originad for
(French & Raven, 1959; Raven, 1965), which included 6 bases, to an elaborated typology
containing 14 bases. Reward power and coercive power were separapetsotal reward
(e.q., praise from a loved on@)personal rewarde.g., tangible reward for compliance),
personal coerciofe.g., disapproval from a loved ora)dimpersonal coercioffe.g., a tangible
threat such as a monetary fine).

Legitimate power was separated ifggitimacy of reciprocityfe.g., | helped you in a
positive manner, you should help me batdgjtimacy of equitye.g., | suffered working so hard
on this so you should do something to make up folegjfimate power of positiofe.g., a
manager influences a subordinate), Egitimate power of dependen@eg., an obligation to
help the powerless). Expert power and referent power were separatedsititee experte.g.,
school psychologist with expertise in education and mental headijtive experte.g., sleazy
salesperson working in his or her own best interpsfsitive referenfe.g., a teacher identifies
with the school psychologist because of their mutual goal for the stahelmtggative referent
(e.g., one does the opposite because he does not identify with or dislikes the other person).

Finally, informational power was separated idiect informational(e.g., overt
influence attemptandindirect informational(e.g., covert attempt using casual comments, or
overhearing comments). On the following page, Table 1 traces the evolution ofith@caer
base typology from its original form (French & Raven, 1959) to its most currentRawen,

1992) with definitions of the power bases.
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Evolution of the Social Power Base Typology with Definitions

Social Power Base

Definition

Original Typology (French & Raven, 1959)

Reward Power
Coercive Power
Legitimate Power
Expert Power

Referent Power

Potential for A to reward B toielehavior change

Potential for A to punish B iehibits noncompliance

Potential for A to influencebBcause A holds status/position
Potential for A to influence B bhesa A holds expertise in an area

Potential for A to influence Bdwese B identifies with A

Expansion of the Typology (Raven, 1965)

Informational Power

Potential for A to influenBedue to content of A’'s message

Differentiation of the Typology (Raven, 1992)

Impersonal Reward
Personal Reward
Impersonal Coercion
Personal Coercion
Legitimacy of Position
Legitimacy of Reciprocity
Legitimacy of Equity
Legitimacy of Dependence
Positive Expert

Negative Expert

Positive Referent
Negative Referent

Direct Information

Indirect Information

Potential for A to influenced&ause of tangible reward

Potential for A to influenced®@duse of personal praise

Potential for A to influerg@sing tangible threats

Potential for A to influenceug to personal threat

Potential for A to influem B because of A’s status/position

Potential for A to ioftnce B since A acted toward B in positive way
Potential for A to influen@to compensate A for his or her efforts

Potential for A to inflee B since A cannot perform on his/her own
Potential for A to influence Bdause A holds expertise in an area
Lack of potential for A to infllace B since A operates on own interests
Potential for A to influencé®&cause B wants to be similar to A
Lack of potential for A to irdhce B since B does not identify with A
Potential for A to influenceli2cause A’'s message is valuable

Potential for A to influen&as A’'s message is covert or overheard

Note A = Influencing Agent, B = Target Person
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The Power/Interaction Model of Interpersonal Influence

With the multitude of social power bases available to an influencing agent, R&@2, (
1993) presented the power/interaction model of interpersonal influence to illtis&a@eguence
of events that occurs from the beginning to end of an influence attempt. Accordirchud Er
Grissom, and Getty (2008), “this comprehensive model incorporates six stagésrptoe
process and decision making an agent goes through to select, implement, and tnalis of
social power bases to influence a target” (p. 295).

Prior to accessing the power bases, the agent typically has to prepatréherstage for
their use, and a variety pfeparatory devicesr interpersonal tactic§Erchul & Raven, 1997)
may be available, as power bases might not be immediately employed (Raven,S&92)
examples of preparatory devices include self-promotion and displaying diploengsdsitive
expert power), stating mutual goals for student success and similar dawttg(i.e., positive
referent power), and talking up one’s position or status as the school psychologisyiireate
position power). Efforts to minimize the target using “put-downs” (e.g., “You donly rget
this, do you?”), and efforts to minimize other potential influencing agents (ehg d&es not
know as much as | do about Asperger’'s Syndrome.”) are also examples of prgrates.
In addition to setting the stage for influence, the agent considensaithe of influenceor means
in which the power base will be delivered (e.g., a forceful versus soft attéRapgn, 1992).

The first stage of the power/interaction model of interpersonal influemeetivation to
influence The agent is motivated to influence because he or she seeks a particular goal or
outcome and he or she will select the most appropriate power basis to attain tbabgoadme
(Raven, 2008). Motivations include attaining extrinsic goals, satisfying ihteeraonal needs,

role requirements, a desire to adhere to social norms, pressure from higherasithorit
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motivations relating to the target of influence, or a concern for image. setoad stage,
assessment of available power bagslke agent determines which bases are available and
potentially successful versus unsuccessful. The third stage of the mas&t$sment of
available bases in relation to target, power, preferences, and inhihitibhe agent considers
the costs and benefits of the influence attempt in this stage and possible riskadnvitth using
individual bases. The fourth stageeparing for the influence attemptvolves the agent
employing the preparatory devices described previouShpice of power bases, influence
attempt: choice of mods the fifth stage, where the agent considers his or her mode of influence,
as mentioned before. The sixth and last stagggssing effects of influenmetails the agent
looking at whether the target accepted the influence attempt and changebédribehnavior to
align with the agent’s desired outcome. The agent may also consider whettsget's change
is socially dependent, where surveillance is needed to maintain changeally suiependent,
where cognitive change occurred. In assessing the effects of the isfatémmpt, the resulting
outcome serves as feedback for the agent, “quite likely changing hidfhesrseptions and
perceptions of the target, thereby changing the agent’s perception detttevehess, costs, and
desirability of various social power and influence strategies” (Raven, £9231).

Figure 1 depicts the power/interaction model of interpersonal influencetfi®m
perspective of the influencing agent. The Raven (1992) model may also be understabe from
perspective of the target, where the stages run parallel to those of theradding motivation
and assessment stages, perception of the agent’s power bases and likelihood of thei
implementation, the anticipation of the influence attempt, and an evaluation of ties ol

attempt and its effects. Normally, the agent and target are both affeatdtlbgce attempts,
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The Power/Interaction Model of Interpersonal Influence from the Perspeadtiie Influencing Agent

(Raven, 1992, 1993)
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where both parties’ perceptions of each other can change along with usage sétheabd in
many instances, mutual influence attempts can take place.

In summary, the French and Raven (1959) and Raven (1965, 1992, 1993) model is one of
the most widely cited and popular conceptualizations of social power and interpar8oeace
(Mintzberg, 1983; Podsakoff & Schriesheim, 1985). Studies examining this model ¢f socia
power have focused on teacher and student relationships (Jamieson & Thomas, 1974), supervisor
and subordinate relationships (Hinkin & Schriesheim, 1990), gender role and m#statsan
(Schwarzwald, Koslowsky, & Izhak-Nir, 2008), doctor and patient relationshigudir{& Janis,
1982), and, of course, school psychology consultation (Erchul & Raven, 1997; Martin, 1978).
However, Podsakoff and Schriesheim (1985) reviewed studies using the French and Raven
(1959) and Raven (1965) social power base typology and raised concerns regarding
inconsistencies in the definitions of the individual bases and problems inherent in¢kaised
to measure them (e.g., single items to measure each basis).

In the following section, the development of the Interpersonal Power Inverfdry (I
Raven, Schwarzwald, & Koslowsky, 1998), a psychometrically sound measure of #ie soci
power bases, is discussed. Selected studies outside the field of school consuédtiba Rl
to test the French and Raven (1959) and Raven (1965, 1992, 1993) model, demonstrating its
reliability, validity, and utility as a measure of social power. Sewdrtilese studies are
described below. The modification of the IPI for usage in studies of social poweflaedge
in school consultation (e.g., Erchul, Raven, & Ray; 2001) is addressed in detail later.

The Interpersonal Power Inventory: A Measure of the Social Power Bases

Raven, Schwarzwald, and Koslowsky (1998) created the Interpersonal IRegrdory

(IP1) in response to criticism pertaining to the empirical study of thelspower base typology
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(French & Raven, 1959; Raven, 1965, 1992, 1993). Numerous experimental and field studies
were conducted over the years, but problems existed in operationally definiragéseand
measuring them, exacerbating the interpretation of findings (Podsakoff &8ukim, 1985).

The IP1 was created in part as a response to subsequent efforts to improvasinement of

the social power base typology (e.g., Hinkin & Schriesheim, 1989) and to reflecptresmsn

and differentiation of social power base typology (Raven, 1965, 1992).

The IPI measures 11 of the 14 social power bases. Negative expert powevgnegati
referent power, and indirect informational power were excluded from the dRUbe they are
difficult to conceptualize concretely and are thereby more difficult tesareg Erchul, Grissom,

& Getty, 2008). The IPI in its original state contained 44 items, with 4 itememeeisfor each
social power base; separate forms were available for subordinates (ivwwhamiseasked to

follow a request) and supervisors (i.e., one who presents a request to a suborderate)vere
derived from previous scales measuring the social power bases (e.g., Hinkini&sseim,

1989) and items were piloted through open-ended interviews and trial questionnaires. The
subordinate form instructions asked the respondent to consider a time when supervised in
completing a task, where the supervisor asked for the task to be completed Hiféerénthe
subordinate was reluctant to do so. The respondent completed the 44 items, which are reasons
for why he or she complied with the supervisor request, and was asked to rate each ant a 7-poi
scale (i.e., 1 indicates the itemdisfinitely not a reasofor complying and 7 indicates the item is
definitely a reasoffior complying). The supervisor form instructions asked the respondent to
consider a time where he or she functioned as a supervisor and the 44 itemsedetsirey the

7-point scale, on the likelihood that each was a reason for why the subordinate would comply.
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In order to examine the overall factor structure and psychometric quefities 1P,
Raven, Schwarzwald, and Koslowsky (1998) conducted 2 studies. Study 1 used a sample of 317
college students at California universities who responded in groups to the IPI, cogpiiter
the subordinate or supervisor forms. Intercorrelations were obtained amonggting 4 it
belonging to each of the 11 power bases and the item from each factor that wedlankty re
the most was eliminated, yielding a 33 item IPI. A principal components angigkled the
following 7 factorsimpersonal sanction§.e., combines impersonal reward and impersonal
coercion)credibility (i.e., combines expert and informatiolegitimate equityi.e., combines
legitimate equity and legitimate reciprocitygferencepersonal sanctionf.e., combines
personal reward and personal coercitegitimate positionandlegitimate dependence

A factor analysis revealed a two-factor solution, where Factor | indltsddt” power
bases and Factor Il included “harsh” power bases. Soft power bases relggenés personal
assets and typically leave the decision to comply with the target, while havehlpases rely on
the agent’s status as an advantage, through reward or punishment (Schwarzwaids Ko &t
Ochana-Levin, 2004).

Discriminant analysis found results not significantly different for saled females, but
that for the subordinate group and supervisor group, significant differences were found on
expertise, information, and reference (i.e., soft power bases). Supervisord giqee,
informational, and referent power as tactics that would lead to compliance motheha
subordinates did.

Study 2 (Raven, Schwarzwald, & Koslowsky, 1998) was conducted using a sample of
Israeli hospital workers who completed the subordinate form of the IPI and théosirodf the

Minnesota Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ; Weiss, Dawis, Englandg&isip 1967).
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The researchers looked to examine the IPI's generalizability and thersihap between power
and job satisfaction in a field setting. Results indicated similar inteonalistency of items
within each factor to the college student sample in Study |, and a factosiardlthe 11 power
bases yielded a similar two-factor solution to Study I. Discriminaalyais revealed greater
compliance to soft power bases, and was significantly related to greatengédctan,
demonstrating concurrent validity of the IPI. In addition, the IPI exlilmtastruct validity as
the social power bases were conceptualized similarly across culturegmasid gender in both
Study 1 and Study 2.

Koslowsky, Schwarzwald, and Ashuri (2001) used the IPI to study nurse compliance to
the 11 power bases, and its relationship to job satisfaction, organizational caantméand
professional distance between supervisor and subordinate. Results showed that the IP
demonstrated construct validity, and as with the prior studies (Raven, Schvdai&wal
Koslowsky, 1998), a two-factor solution of soft and harsh power bases was found. Compliance
to soft power bases was positively related to job satisfaction, while fanipagianal
commitment, it was positively associated with both the soft (e.g., expemideharsh power
bases (e.g., legitimate position, personal reward). Objective (i.e., etuaat experience) and
subjective (i.e., gap in ability and knowledge) professional distance betiesagervisor and
subordinate were correlates of reported compliance. For harsh and soft basesafesimilar
to their supervisors on objective professional criteria, reported lower compleartcéor
subjective professional distance, lower compliance was reported for only tihasesdt

Other field studies have utilized the IPI, illustrating the two-fadtoctire of soft and
harsh power bases and their relationship with organizational variables. Schidarzw

Koslowsky, and Agassi (2001) studied the relationship between social power amghgatype
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(i.e., transactional, meaning contingent reward and coerced compliance, afwirtrarsnal,
meaning instilling confidence in others and promoting voluntary acceptance) apliccme
using a sample of Israeli police captains and police officers. Policersfinere more likely to
comply with police captains who were transformational leaders versusctianableaders,
when soft and harsh power bases were used.

Elias (2007) examined the use of social power in academia, namely between the
university professor and student. Results indicated that male and femalesstodedtsoft
power bases more appropriate than the harsh ones for professor use to gain comyitinatiee
informational and expert bases rated the highest. Overall, the studentsd ¢ipair with
exception to the use of informational power (i.e., an explanation for why students should
comply), it is inappropriate for professors to use social power techniques in university
classrooms to elicit compliance, and females were more strongly opposed ts¢helNo
significant differences were found between lowerclassmen and upperaasgaaling their
perceptions towards appropriateness of the use of the bases.

To summarize, the IPI is a psychometrically sound instrument to meas\secial
power base typology with evidence of concurrent and construct validity in itsnoss ddferent
samples. Two-factor solutions revealing soft and harsh power base sgwatueealso found in
different types of power relationships, ranging from those between nurses andupes/isors
(Koslowsky, Schwarzwald, & Ashuri, 2001) to college students and their professass (El
2007), where in both instances, soft power bases were perceived more favorabinlngés
and the college students, respectively. While these studies did yield impaifdamiation on
the IPI's validity, additional analyses of social power perceptions anmaingduals in non-

hierarchical relationships, including school personnel (i.e., school psychologisaahdriin
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non-administrative/supervisory positions), were needed to further assess tiadizpnkty of
this instrument.

As was briefly noted earlier, the IP1 was eventually modified for msehool
consultation research (e.g., Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001). The following section examine
several school consultation studies that utilized modified forms of the IPElbasaa limited
number of studies pertaining to social power and interpersonal influence prior to the
development of the IPIl. Before discussing these studies, the two seminaltpapses the stage
for empirical study of social power and interpersonal influence in school catnsuilfi.e.,

Erchul & Raven, 1997; Martin, 1978) are reviewed.
Social Power and Interpersonal Influence in School Consultation

The influential role of the school psychologist and techniques for enhancing school
psychologist-teacher relationships are well-established in theliter@t.g., Bardon, 1986;
Lambert, 1973; Reger, 1964). However, Martin (1978) was the first to explore school
consultation as a social influence process using the French and Raven (1959) secibbsew
typology. Almost 20 years later, Erchul and Raven (1997) expanded on Martin’s (1978jsanalys
by accounting for the expansion and differentiation of the French and Raven (1959)ytypolog
(Raven, 1965, 1992) and introduction of Raven’s (1992, 1993) power/interaction model of
interpersonal influence. While Martin (1978) and Erchul and Raven (1997) maintdheeendi
viewpoints on the availability and use of the different social power bases among school
consultants, they acknowledged that the appropriate use of the strategies camdo¢lp sc
psychologists maximize their effectiveness in their role as consuliat successful influence

attempts).
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Expert and Referent Power

Martin (1978) examined the French and Raven (1959) typology and concluded that
expert and referent power were the only two power bases available for use by school
psychologists, and that reward, coercive, and legitimate power are not e@niduitie practice
of school psychology. Martin argued that school psychologists are staff mejubelike
teachers, and that school psychologists cannot reward, coerce, or expra@satkegibwer over
other school professionals. With regard to using expert power, school psychologists, as a
function of their training, are skilled, knowledgeable experts in education andlrhealth. A
consultee would seek the assistance of a consultant because he or she pleecedresiltant as
being more skilled or knowledgeable in selected areas. The identification patiwiity of
teachers with school psychologists, based on feelings of similarity or onkdunssates referent
power, and this is accrued by the school psychologist over the course of time throwlafmm
informal exchanges. Here, a consultee feels that the consultant has atiildes, feelings, or
perceptions similar to his or her own, and/or qualities that he or she would like to possess

In his analysis, Martin (1978) indicated the unique relationship that existsdveéxpert
power and referent power. Both power bases are not independent of one another, and in
actuality, they are mutually oppositional. For instance, a consultant that emgageinfluence
attempt using expert power, where he stresses his vast, superior knowledgeda tfeeading
interventions in comparison to other educators, may be off-putting to a consulteg. Als
consultants who have limited contact with consultees (e.g., coming from outsgtdtiod
system) may have unsuccessful influence attempts, using expert power. ¥\ihntimd, the
use of expert power must be balanced out with the use of referent power, and increased cont

with consultees, or a track record of successful outcomes with consultees, af &ight
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consultant’s expertise, helps ensure successful use of expert and/or pderemt According to
Martin, school psychologists that are in frequent contact with consultees, such asnptsed
in an individual school or school district (i.e., the consultant has already accumigatkcast
referent power), often need to build and/or maintain their expertise to maximizaflaence.
In order to prevent both power bases from undermining one another, the consultant can
emphasize his similarity and with the consultant, but note his expertise in@ gentl
nonthreatening manner to achieve balance and success (Erchul & Raven, 1997; Martin, 1978)
Several researchers studied expert and referent power in school consultagpoinse
to the Martin (1978) article. Most of these studies were unpublished doctoral tizsea
varying methodologies with limitations (e.g., analogue designs, convenianpkesa(Cienki,
1982; Crowe, 1982; Kinsala, 1985; Kruger 1984; Roberts, 1985). Roberts (1985) and Cienki
(1982) found positive relationships between the use of expert and referent power and
consultation outcomes, while Kinsala (1985) found moderate correlations betweerfenglytre
power and consultation outcome. However, the Crowe (1982) and Kruger (1984) studies found
no significant connections between expert and referent power and consultationeoukgartin
and Curtis (1980), in a published study, examined the effects of age and experience of
consultants and consultees on consultation outcome among 164 school psychologists. The
researchers found that consultee age and experience were signifttanst déctating
consultation outcome. Consultees similar in age and professional experience hastthe m
successful consultation outcomes, emphasizing the utility of referent powesul@tion
outcomes among older teachers and younger consultants was reported asdssfusuand the
study thereby demonstrated the potential importance of expert power (i.e., gogsutiized

by more experienced school psychologists) to teachers.
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Short, Moore, and Williams (1991) looked at the utility of expert power in consultation
using a sample of 153 teachers who watched videotaped consultation sessions anddcamplete
guestionnaire measuring dimensions of expertness, trustworthiness, and sacialeiess. In
line with Martin’s (1978) assertions, the researchers hypothesized thatrseaohél find
consultants higher in status (i.e., with more credentials and experiencejeasradible than
those lacking in such qualities. Consultants having a doctoral degree wereghted hi
expertness, and those with several years of experience were rated high orpéxtiess and
trustworthiness, but not on social attractiveness. Therefore, the resuligaddire utility of
expert power in this study, but not referent power, as shown by Martin and Curtis (1980). The
researchers did note though that the sample of teachers was from a rural stkoolsth one
school psychologist, questioning the external validity of this research.

In light of the methodological limitations and varying results, the aforementioneié s
were instrumental in developing an initial understanding of social power and isteraer
influence in school consultation. Erchul and Raven (1997) sparked a renewed interest in this
area by applying the expanded and differentiated social power base typudogy a
power/interaction model of interpersonal influence to school consultation (Raven, 1965, 1992,
1993). A detailed discussion of the Erchul and Raven (1997) paper and the recent wave of
studies that followed it are found in this next section.

The Availability of Additional Social Power Bases in Consultant Influence Attempts

Erchul and Raven (1997) presented an updated analysis of the French and Raven (1959)
and Raven (1965, 1992, 1993) model of social power and interpersonal influence. In their paper
they provided examples of school psychologists utilizing power bases that [18i8) stated

werenot at the consultant’s disposal (e.g., personal reward power, legitimatemppsiver).
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They also provided a case study example and interpretation using the Raven (1992, 1993)
power/interaction model of interpersonal influence, and questions for futurecresé&achul

and Raven (1997) observed that Martin (1978) did not include informational power in his
application of the social power base typology to school consultation even though it was
recognized at the time of publication as one of the social power bases. Hotweasrtheir
position that this social power base, along with the others, can be accesseddngtittant.
Erchul and Raven (1997) explained how the permanent effects of direct and indirect
informational power can be advantageous, meaning that the consultee glealnsonseht from
the consultant’'s message, causing change in the consultee. However, infothsdtis
presented in a manner that challenges the consultee (i.e., a young consuksantithoa teacher
with many years of experience), or where indirect informational poweseid, but the
relationship between consultant and consultee is unpleasant, use of this powerriasnoei
attempts is ill-advised.

A consultant might employ personal reward power in an influence attempt with a
consultee who meticulously collects data in the problem identification or ensiigges of BC
(Bergan, 1977; Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990). Erchul and Raven (1997) noted that a supportive
relationship between the consultant and consultee would preclude the successfuhat
power base, or personal coercive power, where the consultee has neglected tdatallethey
also provided illustrations of negative expert and referent power, which comitfasdartin’s
(1978) analysis of both bases. Negative outcomes can result when consultants acinera ma
that the consultee feels threatened and subsequently rejects the cosgeitantmendations

(i.e., reactance) (Hughes, 1992; Hughes & Falk, 1981).
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Erchul and Raven (1997) provided examples of consultants using the 4 forms of
legitimate power to influence consultees. They believed that consultantipt@ayatically
utilize legitimate position power, where a consultee may feel obligateohply with their
recommendations because as a consultant, his or her role involves providing indirees$ $er
students. However, the explicit use of legitimate position power mightbedeehe
relationship between consultant and consultee. Legitimacy of recipandtiegitimacy of
equity may be successfully employed under circumstances where the curgesigns an
intervention for the consultee to implement. With the former power base, a comgulidehen
oblige and implement the plan in return for the consultant’s work in creating the mienve
With the latter power base, a consultee would implement the intervention be@aasadhltant
worked hard to design it, so the consultee by implementing it would make up for the corssultant’
efforts. Legitimate power of dependence might be used by the consultant wheoutepart
intervention must be implemented because of certain circumstances out of tak(eogtronly
general education classes, but no available inclusion class Togra@er who would benefit
from it). The consultant would indicate to the consultee that since the schootiarsw in that
manner, he must work with the consultee to best meet the student’s educational needs.

In addition to the availability of the individual social power bases, change could be
induced through invoking or reducing the power of third parties, the mode of influence used by
the consultant, and preparatory devices used by the consultant in advance of infleemuts a
(Erchul & Raven, 1997; Raven, 1992, 1993). Examples of third parties could be principals or
other teachers, whom the consultant might allude to in a positive or negative manmnsunadee
the consultee. As discussed earlier, mode of influence refers to means in whichehbasav

will be delivered, while preparatory devices prepare or set the stage foirtheebases. Erchul
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and Raven (1997) advised the use of polite, nonthreatening techniques, or humor as opposed to
harsh or threatening modes of influence, for optimal influence attempts ard tedtf

promotional strategies (e.g., the consultant informs the consultee that slkirgarmed in
techniques to reduce students’ test anxiety) in the early stages of abosult

Finally, Erchul and Raven (1997) outlined the steps of the power/interaction model of
interpersonal influence (Raven, 1992, 1993) and presented a case study where atonsulta
proceeded through each step of the model (i.e., motivation to influence, assessmelatidd ava
power bases, assessment of the bases in relation to target, power preferenchi)itois,
preparing for influence attempts, choice of power bases, influence attempe ohoiode, and
assessing the effects of influence). In interpreting the case stuthyl Bnd Raven (1997)
showed that a consultant might need to use different social power bases if preliensenf
attempts are unsuccessful. For this reason, the final step of the model where thartonsul
assesses the effects of influence is especially important in light of airufilure or success.

The Erchul and Raven (1997) analysis offered a comprehensive update to the Martin
(1978) paper by expanding the study of social power and influence in school consultation. One
of the strengths of the Erchul and Raven (1997) review was the agenda for figarehrdisey
provided. Recently, this agenda was updated (Erchul, Grissom, & Getty, 2008), but inghe year
that followed the Erchul and Raven (1997) paper, several empirical studiegubéshed
addressing the questions they posed, and the applicability of this model in school ¢onsultat
Recent Investigations on the Perception and Usage of Social Power Bases in School
Consultation among Consultants and Teacher Consultees

The first of the recent empirical studies on social power and interpersdnahod in

school consultation examined how school psychologists perceive the different sociabpsese



48

in influence attempts with teachers (Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001). Specificalhgstha@rchers
looked to determine which bases school psychologists viewed as most likely to hally initi
reluctant teachers comply with their suggestions, and how the bases are mahkesthool
psychologist-teacher consultation relationship versus other relationsieadyastudied (e.g.,
supervisor-subordinate). Their principal hypothesis was that psychologists wewldoft
power bases as more effective in inducing teacher compliance. In order te @oqsultant
perceptions, the researchers used a modified version of the IP1 (Raven,Sd¢kldas
Koslowsky, 1998). Like the original IPI, this modified version measured 11 of the pawses
(i.e., 4 items per base) from the most recent conceptualization of the social psevepdadogy
(Raven, 1992), but the directions to respondents and items themselves were restouatigned t
with school consultation. This resulting measure was called the IPI-ForfineC consultant).
The 101 respondent consultants from the North Carolina School Psychology Association
were asked to consider a time when they consulted with a teacher and thewwaadhérally
reluctant to comply with their requests. They were then asked to rate thestaos bkely
(i.e., 1 =much more likely to comptiafrough 7 =much less likely to complthey would be to
influence the teacher to comply with their requests. Erchul, Raven, and Ray (2@3tgdahe
methodology used by Raven, Schwarzwald, and Koslowsky (1998) by examining the
intercorrelations obtained for the 44 items, and dropping 1 item from each power base with t
lowest correlation, resulting in a 33-item instrument. Results indicated teet idiformational
power and expert power were the 2 bases mostly likely to result in perceivleedrteampliance,
followed by impersonal reward power and referent power. A principal compomahysia
yielded a four-factor structure, labeled the followipgsition poweli.e., combines legitimate

equity, legitimate position, and personal coercianpersonal sanction§.e., combines
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impersonal reward and impersonal coercipeysonal powefi.e., combines personal reward,
referent, legitimate dependence, and legitimate reciprocity);raadbility (i.e., combines expert
and information). Also, the researchers found a two-factor solution of soft povesr(bas
legitimate dependence, direct informational, referent, personal rewardt, exklegitimate
position power) and harsh power bases (i.e., impersonal coercion, impersonal rewaratéegi
equity, personal coercion, and legitimate reciprocity). While this agtef solution was similar
to the findings of Raven, Schwarzwald, and Koslowsky (1998), legitimate positicer fuaded
higher as a soft power base for Erchul, Raven, and Ray (2001).

The results supported the hypothesis as school psychologists perceived soft pesver bas
as more effective in consultation, as evidenced by their high rankings and thectarosblution
obtained. School psychologists in this sample endorsed the use of soft power bases ds oppose
to harsh power bases. Additionally, findings supported the assertions by Martin\{t@78)
ascribed the availability of expert and referent power to school consultants, anbtyershul
and Raven (1997), who argued that the other power bases are available and potgpitclyle
in school consultation. Results also indicated that certain social power basies fdifigrently
in the school psychologist-teacher consultation relationship versus supervisor{satieordi
relationships, as was shown by respondents’ low ratings of legitimateopgsativer, compared
to higher ratings on that power base in other studies (e.g., Raven, Schwarzwaldp\8skKgps
1998). Finally, Erchul, Raven, and Ray (2001) acknowledged that their study shed more insight
on the Collaboration Debate, as soft power bases may be effectively used in efittengts
by school psychologists, without coming off as “directive-prescriptiyegy or “heavy-

handed” to teachers.
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Erchul, Raven, and Whichard (2001) followed the previous study by not only examining
school psychologists’ perceptions of the social power bases, but also teadtexiges of
them. This logical extension of the Erchul, Raven, and Ray (2001) research ingdgteat
differences in perceptions among both members of the consultation dyad, theiofibe/s
effectiveness of the social power bases, and whether or not teachers view sothases as
more effective than the hard power bases. The sample of 134 school psychologistsidythe s
was derived from a NASP membership list, in comparison to the Erchul, Raven, arD&Ry (
study, whose sample came from the North Carolina School Psychology Associditeohl 8T
teachers in the study were sampled from the National Association for the Bdwfatioung
Children (NAEYC) membership list and a separate list of teachers obtaimed fdatabase
management company. The school psychologists completed the IPI-Form QE éeachers
(i.e., K-5) completed the IPI-Form CE (i.e., consultee), which is a modifistbwenf the former
instrument, with directions and items tailored for teachers. It should be notéukethat
researchers used the IPIs with 44 items, not dropping any of the items, asédo@nealations
and intercorrelation matrices showed that all 4 items for each power beseansistent and
“hung together” (p. 489).

Teachers reported that direct informational, positive expert, legitinegiendence, and
positive referent were the four highest-rated social power bases pdrasiwgost effective to
increase their compliance to consultant requests. With regard to both school pggthalud
teachers having similar perceptions of power base effectiveness, ¢éhedwiirect
informational and positive expert power as most likely to lead to teacher eocli Both
groups viewed soft bases as more effective in eliciting compliance to teagbhests than harsh

bases. However, the teachers rated legitimate position, direct informasioddégitimate
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dependence as highly effective, compared to the school psychologists who ratedmaipend
personal reward power as highly effective. The school psychologists rgiteddée position
power lowest of all bases assessed by the IPI-Form CT. In interpretgegfthdings, Erchul,
Raven, and Whichard (2001) believed that teachers might expect school psychologigts to ut
these power bases in consultation with initially resistant teachersthaor¢he school
psychologists indicated they would.

This study and the one conducted by Erchul, Raven, and Ray (2001) were limited in
terms of the low response rates, and in the latter study, it was particolarfigrithe teachers
(i.e., 14.4% to 37.8%). Additionally, use of self report instruments like the IPI-Forem@T
IPI-Form CE might be biased and/or not reflect actual, real-time consultetisioss.

However, Erchul, Raven, and Whichard (2001) were the first to examine consulteegtipas
of social power bases, and they substantiated the findings from previous resé¢aicdaomain.
One variable they advised researchers to examine in the future was genderpatedh izl
effect on consultant and/or consultee views of social power base effectiveness.

A study by Erchul, Raven, and Wilson (2004) was designed to determine whether male
and female school psychologists perceive the effectiveness of the social psegediff@rently
from one another. Using the 134 school psychologists from the Erchul, Raven, and Whichard
(2001) investigation, the researchers hypothesized that female school psychealogldt
perceive soft power bases as more effective in school consultation in comparfssiniwate
counterparts. Their primary research question focused on how male and femal@wctsnsul
compare in terms of their perceptions of the individual power bases.

In comparing the effectiveness ratings of the social power basasliagcto gender,

results were statistically significant with female school psychsisgating both soft and harsh
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power bases as more likely to result in teacher compliance than male sclobol@gists.
Additional effect size analyses led the authors to conclude that soft powenleasesgarded as
more effective by the female school psychologists versus the male schdublpgysts (i.e.,
effect size of 0.50 for soft power bases; effect size of 0.42 for harsh power bdses). T
findings were obtained from analyses of the power bases when grouped in the soft and hard
categories. This study and the others discussed previously, from school consuitation a
organizational field studies, all pointed to the presence of a two-factor solutictionctthn
between soft and harsh power bases. To answer the initial research question, the author
compared the effectiveness ratings of the 11 bases measured by thgéRtbyand their
analysis did not yield significant results. Female and male school psycheltidisiot perceive
the individual social power bases as differentially effective to a stgnifidegree based on
gender.

A limitation of this study, based on the obtained sample, was the lack of male
respondents (i.eN = 48). Erchul, Raven, and Wilson (2004) alluded to the fact that the most
common dyadic relationship in school consultation includes a female consultant ared femal
consultee, and this has been supported by research on demographic trends in the field of school
psychology (Curtis, Grier, & Hunley, 2004). In turn, they advised that future reseatsh f
more on this dyadic relationship. They also advised researchers to delveifucieays
consultants perceive the different social power bases in influence atempt

Wilson, Erchul, and Raven (2008) moved beyond looking at school psychologist and
teacher reports of perceived effectiveness of the social power basesrbying perceived
likelihood of useof the social power bases. Schwarzwald, Koslowsky, and Ochana-Levin (2004)

examined likelihood of use among supervisor-subordinate dyads in an organizationahdigld st



53

partially forming the rationale for this Wilson, Erchul, and Raven (2008) inetistig They
explained that studying likelihood of use might inform researchers and praetgiwhich social
power bases are likely to be used in school consultation, versus examining whichp®eeral
bases would most likely lead to compliance with consultant requests, as looked at in previous
studies (Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001; Erchul, Raven, & Whichard, 2001; Erchul, Raven, &
Wilson, 2004).

It was hypothesized that consultants would report being more likely to use soft power
bases rather than harsh power bases, female consultants would report being inooeuldee
soft power bases than male consultants, and that female and male consultants wduldingpor
more likely to use direct informational, positive expert, and positive referent poare than
the other 8 bases. In order to test these hypotheses, a further modified IPédvashes IPI-
Form CT-U (i.e., U = usage) was created with instructions changed so cotswitauld rate
each item in accordance with their likelihood of using the respective sociat pages.
Furthermore, the IPI-Form CT-U contained 33 items (i.e., 3 items per power&sz)than the
44-item IPI-Form CT used previously. Items having the lowest correlatidhghei others for
each base were removed, thus enhancing the internal consistency of the nstiggent.
Recruitment from a NASP list of Nationally Certified School PsycholsdNCSPs) yielded 352
respondents who completed the IPI-Form CT-U. The sample was predominantty (iesna
71%) and Caucasian/White (i.e., 93.8%).

Results strongly supported the first hypothesis, but not the second. A principal
components analysis yielded a soft-harsh power base distinction, and the factontcampos
showed personal reward power loading more highly on the harsh factor, and legitosiéon

power loading more highly on the soft factor. Consultants reported greatidroddeto use soft
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power bases instead of harsh power bases in influence attempts. Regardiogrtie se
hypothesis, no interaction was found between gender of consultant and the power bsegs. Wi
Erchul, and Raven (2008) believed that this finding may be attributed to school psychology
practice and possible similarities in personality and/or temperament foros$ @ender. The
third hypothesis was partially supported, with consultants more likely to uséidicemational
power more than the other 10 power bases assessed by the IPI-Form CT-U. iSeaokdnder
was positive expert power, which respondents reported being more likely to udeethan t
remaining 9 power bases, while positive referent power and legitimate pbdependence

were third in rank order, reported as more likely to be used than the remaining 7 power base
There was not a statistically significant difference in positivaeatepower and legitimate

power of dependence, and this finding was similar to that of Schwarzwald, Is&glcand
Ochana-Levin (2004), who found that legitimate dependency was ranked as third mdst used
supervisors.

This study was an important contribution to the literature on social power and
interpersonal influence in school consultation as it demonstrated how consultants wowolek be
likely to use soft power bases in addition to previous findings on power bases perceiwstl as m
effective. Still, some noted limitations of this study were the measuraerhtlikelihood of
useof the power bases, as opposed tceitteal useof them, and the subjective, self-report
nature of this research, compared to objective measurement of the power bagesctiuain
consultation sessions. Nonetheless, the researchers concluded that furthefrthieitligelinood
of use of the social power bases, specifically in terms of gender differarasesjarranted.

The final, most recent study in this line of research on social power and inbeigders

influence in school consultation looked at consultants’ likelihood of use of soft powegistsate
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and gender differences between the consultant and consultee (Getty & Erchul, 2009).
Specifically, the authors first hypothesized that in consultation dyaddraagta female
consultant and female consultee, mean consultant ratings on the IPI-FornfioCTeférent
power would be higher than the mean IPI-Form CT-U rating for the remainingofibynosver
bases (i.e., expert, direct informational, legitimate dependency, and Egitimsition power).
Their second hypothesis was that in consultation dyads containing a male corguwtemale
consultee, mean consultant ratings for expert power would be higher than the nikan for
remaining four soft bases. The rationale for focusing on soft bases in the studgrivad from
Wilson, Erchul, and Raven (2008) who suggested excluding harsh power bases from this line of
research due to their limited likelihood of use and/or inapplicability based on the §inding
discussed before.

The 352 school psychologists from the Wilson, Erchul, and Raven (2008) study were
used in the Getty and Erchul (2009) study. As was mentioned before, a principal cosmponent
analysis yielded a soft-harsh power base distinction, and the subsequerdsafoalysed on the
soft power bases. Preliminary findings indicated that males were momgeexpee than
females, which led to the inclusion of years of experience as a covariastiog both
hypotheses. Hypothesis 1 was not supported as the researchers found that feoitdatsons
were significantly more likely to use the other four soft power bases combined, befenent
power as was originally predicted. It was believed that the results mayltered if
interactions between female school psychologists and male teachersudere, or if the
female consultants did not view referent power as one they would be likely to use inancafl
attempt. Hypothesis 2 was supported with male consultants reporting greéitesdikef using

expert power compared to the other four soft power bases combined. In interpistfimgling,



56

the authors alluded to research on gender and communication style (e.g., Johnson, 1976), which
found expert power attributed more often to men than women. Getty and Erchul (2009) noted
that not investigating the actual use of soft power strategies during ediesuftessions, and that
school psychologists in the sample were reflecting mostly on consultationesgasrwith
female and not male teachers, were limitations of their study and avenugsiferésearch.
Summary of the Research on Social Power and Interpersonal Influence in School Consultation

To summarize, the empirical study of social power and interpersonal influescleaol
consultation was undertaken in response to the theoretical analyses presenteithiyyl 87a)
and Erchul and Raven (1997). The earliest research focused exclusively on tiwlidyaif
expert and referent power, and while study results were sometimes inconstent
researchers found that both power bases were perceived as viable in inflanpésatiThe
more recent wave of research demonstrated the existence of a soft-hagshgsevdistinction,
with both school psychologists and teachers perceiving soft power bases moneedtiact
harsh power bases. Modified forms of the IPI (Raven, Schwarzwald, & Kosip®&58)
tailored for school consultation were used to measure perceived effectiveddiggléhood of
use of the power bases. Informational power and expert power were perceiveduttactsnas
most likely to be used in influence attempts. No significant gender differamecedound in
terms of consultants’ perceived likelihood of use of soft power bases over harsh pseger ba

In general, results indicated that consultants and consultees do perceive theosaaial
bases as potential means to gain compliance in consultation and improve studerggutcom
While additional questions about perceived effectiveness, likelihood of use, and otHdesaria
linked to social power and interpersonal influence in school consultation can stidwerad,

this most current line of research has not examined parents as consultees. Wetitghtiore
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of parents of children with autism as consultees, using a modified IPI, ywaldrdindings to
recent research using teachers as consultees? Since theseplayesu integral role in school
consultation, it would be helpful to consider their perspective on social power andrstagie
influence similarly. In the following section, family-school partnerships,importance of
parent involvement in schooling, and parents as partners in consultation are addressed.
Parents and Schools as Partners in Education and Consultation

An ecological approach within the field of school psychology maintains tHdt chi
development occurs within multiple interrelated systems (e.g., school, home) aindithdual
systemic influences must be looked at in conjunction with one another. Anderson (1983)
advocated for school psychologists to incorporate a family orientation when proadines,
with professional activities (e.g., assessment, intervention, reseal@t®dao acknowledge
students’ family developmental contexts. Thus, school psychologists then obtaer a bet
understanding of the reciprocal relationships between family and school systéthsiarole in
students’ functioning and outcomes. Minke (2006) stated that educators and fannslidsue
shared goals, bidirectional communication, productive working relationships, and giterpr
solving methods in collaborating to promote and maintain parental involvement.

According to Sheridan and Kratochwill (2007), positive and constructive relaj@nshi
between both the school and family systems can be fostered through develogyrgdhool
partnerships for prevention and intervention. They defined partnership as ‘@sHati
involving close cooperation between parties that have clearly specifiediahdghts and
responsibilities,” noting that partnerships recognize how “there are mutuagctiainal shared
influences that affect learning and as such, are jointly determined” (pp. b2hhid-reason,

effectively creating and maintaining family-school partnerships perative to improve
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students’ academic, behavioral, and social-emotional outcomes. No decisionsrngettaini
students are reached solely by parents or professionals, and the preseisdamily-school
support network allows for individual members of the network to bring their own individual
strengths to the partnership. Furthermore, optimal conditions for student sucae$s incl
collaborative, interdependent relationships, shared responsibility, accdityytabd
empowerment.

While the consultation research reviewed in the previous sections mainlydasuse
teachers consulting with school psychologists, it is important to take into ackeunte of the
parent in the consultation relationship and efforts of the consultant to get parenéstivde
participants. Regarding parents and consultation, Christenson and Cleary (1686 délsat
school psychologists must be cognizant of viewing students’ behavior from a develdpmenta
systems orientation and maintaining an unwavering focus on the consultant-parerspan.
This is especially important during the problem identification phase of catisoltwhere a
mutual commitment to students’ success can be solidified. If this occueaf pansultees may
become more involved, since there are shared goals and a mutual commitment armparenthe
and the consultant to the chosen intervention. Also, the consultant and consultee understand that
environmental changes are often needed to improve students’ functioning, and that the
responsibility to make such changes is shared amongst those in the partnership.

Salient family factors that have been shown to enhance student achievenueleat incl
parent expectations and attributions, structure for learning in the home, poséacterafhome
environment, authoritative parenting style, and parent involvement in the home and at school
(Christenson, Rounds, & Gorney, 1992). When initiating consultation with parents, it can

benefit the school psychologist to obtain information on these family factors in omdrih the



59

design of appropriate home-based interventions. Parents would likely welcomehsaiobes in
order to become more involved and benefit their children. Christenson, Hurley, Sheridan, and
Fenstermacher (1997) conducted a study to obtain parents’ and school psychologists’
perspectives on parent involvement for enhancing students’ success. One ngtiadhnit)
was that parents reported their desire to utilize individual meetings or @iwsulvith school
psychologists in the top third of activities or services surveyed. For most otithieescor
services presented, there was high concordance between the ratings dcriteegrat school
psychologists.

It is evident that many parents want to be involved in school activities that lépéfit
children, one of which is consultation. Service delivery using an ecological appvidbha
family orientation is helpful for building effective partnerships. Moreovepieoal studies
have demonstrated that consultation with parents is both acceptable to the parties iandl
efficacious in terms of students’ outcomes. Key findings are discussed in threcio.

Acceptability, Efficacy, and Satisfaction in Parent Consultation

The parent consultation model of conjoint behavioral consultation (CBC) has been
deemed acceptable by consultants and consultees in both the United States and abroad. The
CBC model thrives when home-school relationships are strong, enhancing imberpéatning,
implementation, and monitoring and positive client outcomes (Sladeczek et al., 2006). Since
CBC, BC, and other consultation models have individual steps, components, and procedures, it is
important that they are carried out as intended, so acceptability is crucial.

Sheridan and Steck (1995) conducted a study to gauge the acceptability of CBC
procedures among 409 Nationally Certified School Psychologists by exanpecifics

variables linked to acceptability, including consultant characteristiastitg barriers, problem
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types, and alternative modes of service delivery. Findings showed that CB©s#tiua
acceptability ratings were higher than ratings for other modes of intemde.g., teacher-only
consultation), and that ratings were highest for academic, behavioral, and sutialal
problems. Procedural acceptability was favorable, but respondents indicatedistiatlog
barriers, including the time involved to implement CBC, were significant concémas
reported that organizational support and prioritization of CBC would be beneficialviatale
such obstacles.

Subsequent research assessed consultee acceptability of CBC, focusiremtangoar
teachers (Freer & Watson, 1999). The researchers surveyed 111 parents of siatienda
students and elementary and 61 secondary school teachers in a Northeastedfaitgch
similarities among the parents’ and teachers’ assessment of CBC. #femasaehavioral, and
social-emotional problems, both parents and teachers consistently indicated@hat€ Beir
most preferred approach for consultation. Regarding overall acceptability, berlspand
teachers rated CBC as the most acceptable type of BC (i.e., more thantedglensultation
and parent-only consultation). Sladeczek et al. (2006) investigated accgptél@IiBC using
an international sample of Canadian parents and school psychologists using the Sheridan a
Steck (1995) study questionnaire for the practitioners, and a measure of treataptatality
for the parents. Data was obtained from 106 school psychologists and 12 parents that
participated in CBC. Similar to Freer and Watson (1999), results showed that &B@ted as
the most preferred consultation model for academic, behavioral, and social-emotibterhgr
Therefore, the perceptions of CBC were similar among both practitioners antspargoth the
United States and Canada. Freer and Watson (1999) suggested that while CBC hasrbeéen d

acceptable, research supporting its efficacy was needed.
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A number of recent studies have addressed the efficacy of CBC. An early iatvestig
in this area by Sheridan, Eagle, Cowan, and Mickelson (2001) examined CBC behavioral
outcomes, home-school effects, and dimensions of acceptability, satisfactiao(isaltant),
and treatment integrity in consultation for 52 child-clients. One strengtie stady was its use
of behavioral and naturalistic data as outcome measures, where parentsiard eragaged in
continuous, direct observation of students’ behaviors. Parent and teacher ratings aueee obt
on measures of goal attainment, acceptability, and satisfaction with ediosultLarge effect
sizes were obtained for both home and school settiigs 1.10), and parent and teacher ratings
of acceptability and satisfaction were similar, with teacher raghgistly higher. Consultee
self-reports were used to obtain documentation of treatment integrity otie and school,
and 71% of the treatment plans had documentation of treatment integrity. Thelhresealso
designed a regression model fitting client age, case complexity and syrsg¢erity, and found
that older clients with less severe systems or younger clients with evae symptoms (i.e.,
forging early family-school partnerships) would have higher predictedtesitees as a result of
CBC in the school, compared to the home.

Guli (2005) followed the Sheridan et al. (2001) study by conducting a meta-aralysi
examine the efficacy of evidence-based parent consultation models incl&lhd@ focused
only on studies where consultation was geared towards children’s school problghteerti
studies were analyzed, and the majority of them utilized CBC or structusedngeof BC and
target problems included homework completion and accuracy, anxiety, socialesidlison-
compliance. Guli (2005) observed that most studies used methodologically strong degigns (e
manualized interventions, evaluating outcomes beyond statistical sigod)céut few

comparison groups were used and limited follow-up data were obtained. Moderage to lar
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reported effect sizes showed that CBC received the strongest overall ratewgss of study
methodological rigor and evidence of a significant change in clientsttaepaviors. The
author suggested that while these results were promising, additional studiegdbigate the
outcomes of parent consultation with diverse populations were warranted.

Sheridan, Eagle, and Doll (2006) performed one of the earliest studies of CE&C\eii
the home and school using a diverse sample. The primary variable of interesege#rehers
was the cumulative effect of diversity, which they defined as the number of nvagsch the
client differed from the mainstream population. Diversity charactesistere ethnicity, income,
adults in home, maternal education, and language. The researchers exploredii@iewctsi
behaviors or academic performance using direct observations or permanent progugts of
behaviors, and parents’ and teachers’ acceptability, effectiveness of, iafattsah with CBC.
Study results showed that for clients with 2 or more of the above-mentioned diversity
characteristics, CBC yielded the highest effect sizes in both home and. skttem#stingly, in
the home, the effect size was highest for clients experiencing none of thstgive
characteristics. Still, effect sizes for CBC interventions were lgigardless of the number of
diversity characteristics (i.e., above 1.2). In terms of perceptions of e¢ieess, goal
attainment, satisfaction, and acceptability, parents and teachers bothB&téavGrably,
though parents rated effectiveness of CBC procedures and goal attainrhenthag teachers,
and teachers rated satisfaction higher than parents.

In summary, the results of this study and those previously reviewed indicatédheyef
of parent consultation for home and school problems, and its social validity, when CBC is
utilized as the consultation model. Parents are essential partners indhkatimm process,

serving as consultees along with teachers, and the family-centeredjieaapproaches
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inherent in CBC attest to its success in terms of positive student outcomes. Wiy buil
parent-school partnerships, and throughout the consultation process, school psysleiggpe
in influence attempts where they utilize the social power and interpersdoehitd techniques
reviewed at length earlier. Thus, it would be beneficial to study how parentw/pehase
techniques, as well as the effectiveness of the consultant and resulting cluldesitcStudying
these perceptions among populations of parents who are especially in need oftaamsulta
services is warranted. One such population is described below.
Autism, Schools, and Families

Children and adolescents with Autism Spectrum Disorders have unique challeniges, in t
areas of communication (e.g., expressive language), social interaagiomif@culty in
establishing peer relationships), and behavior (e.g., stereotyped and/otivegtatterns)
(Wilczynski et al, 2009). The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mentalr@gss, Fourth
Edition, Text Revision (APA, 2000) outlines the criteria for the following §pectrum
disorders: Autistic Disorder, Asperger’s Disorder, Pervasive Develophiisorder, Not
Otherwise Specified, Rett’s Disorder, and Childhood Disintegrative Diso&t=ording to Cole
and Arndt (1998), it is sometimes difficult to diagnose autism because of symptoapovih
other disabilities, symptom variation based on age, as well as variable functiahimggard to
intelligence and language. As a result, early assessment and diagnosswtantalleviate
future outcomes among affected children and provide tailored approacheatfoetre

Children with autism are often first exposed to the educational process throlygh ea
intervention programs when they are of preschool age (Kundert & Trimarchi, 2006).e@hildr
who are higher functioning along the spectrum are often successful in inclusieelge

education classrooms, when early intervention services are provided (Cole & Arndt, 1998).
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While it is important for these children to receive such services, paremdtsa in need of
assistance and support to ensure optimal outcomes. Some parents lack information or
connections with other parents or service providers, particularly aftectilefis initial

diagnosis. Osborne and Reed (2008) conducted a qualitative focus group study with asample
English parents, who indicated that they would have benefitted from having moreatidoron
remediation programs, training, and guidance to address their childrecial sgeds. The

study authors also noted that while autism is generally diagnosed withirairestiings,
subsequent help is primarily offered in schools and other educational contexts.

Since children spend much of their formative years in schools, it is importachiol
psychologists to consistently promote parent involvement for this special needgipopulavo
key factors in addressing the needs of individuals with Pervasive Devel@medrders are
family involvement and support, because of the wealth of information about their children tha
parents bring to the consultation relationship, and their role in implementing ittenge
(Wilczynski et al, 2009). With much needed parent involvement, consultants can provide better-
informed systematic training and mentoring to families in need, includindogeve a
structured environment at home, or designing a behavior modification plan to be used in the
home (Lopez et al. 2007).

Rationale for the Present Study

There are a number of reasons for why parents’ of children with Autism Gpectr
Disorders perceptions of social power, interpersonal influence, and dimensioggb¥alidity
should be studied. One important reason for the continued study of social power and
interpersonal influence in school consultation is the fact that consultationplikeseling and

psychotherapy, is a helping process that relies on interpersonal inflidargiees, 1992). In
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spite of not holding positions of authority or management over subordinates, school
psychologists are in a unique position serving as a source of influence as knabledge
advocates for all students, with their power to effect educational chaagdért, 1973). A
school psychologist must rely on this ability to influence teachers and parémip bring about
such change. Consultants who are unsuccessful in doing so will be unsuccessftihig elici
change among consultees and clients. In line with the paradox of school psy¢aldgy &
Conoley, 1990), which refers to the need to focus on working with adults to provide the best
services to students, Erchul, Grissom, and Getty (2008) advancsettrel paradox of school
psychology They stated that “although school psychologists have the potential to influence and
thereby change the behavior of consultees, many are reluctant to recagadiexercise this
influence, and as a result the effectiveness of consultation is not maxir(pz&d8). In

addition to studying student outcomes in consultation, there is a pressing need farecbnti
study of adults in consultation, especially parent consultees, who maintain agnific
responsibility for consultation outcomes.

Martin (1978) acknowledged that consultation is by no means a unidirectional influence
process, so when consultants and consultees do not see eye-to-eye in terms@tineeeti
consultees’ needs, modifications must be made to the consultation relationship, odibghoul
terminated. Greater assessment and understanding of consultees’satitivate the client,
consultant, and other factors, as well as what leads to their acceptance orepiaree of
influence attempts, is necessary for the consultant to meet the needs ofidisdarpsolved
(Hughes, 1992; Raven, 1992). As it is more difficult to establish productive consultation

relationships with some consultees in some settings (Martin & Curtis, 1980), congseadch
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should focus on the different mechanisms that lead to consultees’ acceptance gadnctian
process (Short, Moore, & Williams, 1991).

Since the study of social power and interpersonal influence in consultation looking at
parents’ perceptions has not been undertaken, that is the primary objective obtnsres
Further knowledge in this area will help school psychologists bettermeeoiipeir potential for
influencing parent consultees, and therefore work more effectively with theks ia children’s
lives. In particular, parents of children diagnosed with Autism Spectrumdeisooften work
closely with school psychologists. School psychologists who consult in this capélitiiig/
student population are typically responsible for developing behavior intervention pthns a
providing positive behavior supports, adapting curricula and implementing systemati
instruction, developing and maintaining structured environments, and fostering famil
involvement in this process (Lopez, Hill, Shaw, & Gabriels, 2007).

To highlight the utmost importance and need for family involvement among fawfilies
children with autism, Kelley and Samuels (1977) recognized that “carry-otee ethool
program into the home setting is vital, and family members can becomengfiinciesing
methods that school personnel develop for working with the child” (p. 540). With this in mind,
the present study will utilize a sample of parents of children with Autism i@pe&isorders. It
is especially important to determine which techniques used by school psyclsalogist
consultation lead to enhanced “carry-over” and family involvement, among these unique
consumers of school psychological services, who may lack the resources oreafjiisito
help their children address their academic, behavioral, emotional, and/or solbésigesa

A second reason for conducting this research is that consultants sometimesegncount

resistance among teachers and parents, potentially as a result of ihemrc@fattempts.
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Wickstrom and Witt (1993) consider resistance a natural process that impaalesnpsolving
and resolution processes. Campbell (1993) stated that resistance is inhé&eobimstiltation
process among parents in particular, and that it is often due to parents havimpsimae
aspect of their own behavior, or home environment, to best help their children. The idea of
change is viewed as daunting to parents, so consultants need to be cognizant of thist,preve
and/or reduce it to the fullest extent. By studying how this group of parents soéwol
psychologists’ influence attempts, school psychologists can better@sists with dealing
with potential changes in their own lives and the lives of their children, and alsmitete
whether certain power strategies or approaches are linked with more fa\auretoienes, and
less resistance.

A third reason for examining social power and interpersonal influence usargra p
sample pertains to intervention design, implementation, and treatment integhigol S
psychologists must be aware of whether or not parents are committed to imes/ergated in
consultation. High probability interventions focus on keystone behaviors, arecaiiypiri
supported, accepted by those implementing them, and are most likely to be used|lpotentia
enhancing treatment integrity (Telzrow & Beebe, 2002). While treatmegrityt has been
defined in various ways, Noell (2008), referring to teachers, parents, or other @mssulte
described it as “the degree to which the consultee delivers the treatmentlieriti€p. 324).
Since consultation is a process of interpersonal influence, school psychologists used t
strategies to ensure parents adhere to interventions and monitor theivesfisg to determine
whether they have their intended effect. How parents perceive such stratetigsether they

deem them as effective in eliciting their compliance is in need of furtiny.st
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Finally, a related fourth benefit of continuing this line of research witmpapertains to
the social validity of consultation and intervention. Intervention goals and proseduse be
deemed socially important by consumers and their effects must be clisigaiiffcant (Wolf,
1978). Previous studies have neither looked at parents’ perceptions of social power and
interpersonal influence, nor looked at such findings in conjunction with their ratings of
consultant effectiveness, and satisfaction with consultation outcomes. Egpl@istrength and
direction of relationships between social power and interpersonal influendeeand t
aforementioned dimensions of social validity would be useful when examining coosultati
outcomes and in structuring future influence attempts. Treatments that areacepeable to
interventionists are more likely to be implemented correctly (i.e. nedtintegrity) (Finn &
Sladeczek, 2001). Determining how parents of children with autism perceive school
psychologists’ influence attempts in consultation can enable school psyst®bgil parents to
design and implement more acceptable interventions, such as those that exist irethe hom
environment (i.e., ecologically friendly interventions), and thus increase &etitmegrity
(Riley-Tillman & Chafouleas, 2003).

Research Questions

Based on the literature reviewed, the present study seeks to answer thadpllowi
guestions:

1. Which social power bases from the French and Raven (1959) and Raven (1965, 1992)

social power base typology do parents of children with Autism Spectrum Disorders
perceive as effective versus ineffective in eliciting their compéidgacschool

psychologists’ influence attempts in school consultation?
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2. Are these parents’ ratings of the social power bases from the French and Raven
(1959) and Raven (1965, 1992) social power base typology similar or different to
those of school psychologists (Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001) and those of teachers
(Erchul, Raven, & Whichard, 2001), whom were both studied previously?

3. Does a two-factor solution of soft power bases and harsh power bases exigt am
this sample of parents, as it did previously for samples of school psychologists (e.g.,
Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001) and in supervisor-subordinate samples from
organizational field studies (e.g., Schwarzwald, Koslowsky, & Agassi, 2001)?

4. Do these parents perceive positive expert power more favorably than posereatre
power, when used by school psychologists, in accordance with Martin’s (1978)
assertion that internal consultants who have little contact with consultg@sard on
expert power in influence attempts, compared to referent power, which must be built
up over time?

5. Do these parents’ ratings of perceived effectiveness of the soft social lpasesr
from the French and Raven (1959) and Raven (1965, 1992) social power base
typology predict parents’ ratings on measures of consultant effectiyamess
satisfaction with child outcomes from consultation?

Hypotheses

Based on the literature reviewed, and the research questions posed, the hypbtheses

present study are as follows:

1. The social power bases from the French and Raven (1959) and Raven (1965, 1992)
social power base typology that will be rated as most effective indigarents’

compliance are positive expert power, positive referent power, personal reward
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power, direct informational power, and legitimacy of dependence, whiclhavill

similar to findings from previous research on social power and interpersonal

influence in school consultation using teacher consultees (Erchul, Raven, &
Whichard, 2001).

Parents will rate the soft power bases as more effective in elidigngcompliance

in influence attempts compared to the harsh power bases. This was found previously
in a sample of school psychologists (Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001) and among
teachers as well (Erchul, Raven, & Whichard, 2001).

. As found previously in this line of research with school psychologists (e.g., Erchul,
Raven, & Ray, 2001) and in supervisor-subordinate samples from organizational field
studies (e.qg., Schwarzwald, Koslowsky, & Agassi, 2001), a two-factor solution of soft
power bases and harsh power bases will exist among this sample of parents surveyed.
Parents will attribute higher levels of positive expert power to school psychslogist
than positive referent power. This is in accordance with Martin’s (1978}iasser

that internal consultants who have little contact with consultees rely more ah expe
power in influence attempts, compared to referent power, which must be built up over
time. Presumably, school psychologists have greater contact with teackeltees

on a daily basis than they do with parent consultees, and parents are therefore
expected to rate positive expert power higher than positive referent power.

. Strong, positive relationships will exist between parents’ ratings of theosidd s

power bases and their ratings on measures of consultant effectivenessséactisati

with child consultation outcomes. Higher ratings of perceived effectivendss of t

social power bases will be more strongly correlated with ratings on theseires.
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CHAPTER Ill
METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the methodology of this study, which assessed’ @dtituindes
on the use of social power strategies by school psychologists, and dimensions ebéiddial
in school consultation for children with Autism Spectrum Disorders. First, theipartis and
their recruitment process are described. Sample characteristads@okscussed. Second, the
guestionnaire, which is comprised of five separate measures, is described. h€lstddy
procedures are outlined. Finally, the study design and methods for stagistibalis of the data
are described.

Participants

Parents that participated in this study were recruited, using conveniergegafom
local, regional, national, international advocacy and support organizations, and parentayroups
families with children who have autism. The Internet was the primary tool useohjbes
participants, as the investigator contacted many of the organizations byteroagh social
networking websites (e.g., Facebook), and Internet parent group websites and fohems
parents that participated were required to have a child with autism, andehespaust have
participated in the school consultation process at some juncture with a school psgthmiog
school psychologists.

A total of 400 parents accessed the Internet questionnaire. However, most of those
parents did not answer all of the questionnaire items. A total of 277 parents complesst at
one questionnaire item, while 238 parents completed all items pertaining todaackgnd
demographic variables (i.e., parent and child items). A total of 169 parents comibliéteasa

comprising the primary measures on the questionnaire (i.e., IPI-Form CEa@QEGAS rating
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item). Finally, 149 parents completed every item on the questionnaire. A sunfpargms’
response rates may be found in Table 2 below.

Table 2

Summary of Parents’ Response Rates

Description Total

Number of Parents who Accessed the Internet 400
Questionnaire

Number of Parents who Completed at Least One 277
Questionnaire Item

Number of Parents who Completed all Background 238
and Demographic Items

Number of Parents who Completed all Items on the 169
Primary Measures (i.e., IPI-Form CE, CEF, GAS)

Number of Parents who Completed all ltems 149
on the Questionnaire

Regarding characteristics of this sample, 89.1% of parents who completed the survey
were female. Their mean age was 41.3 at the time they completed the questiofingi was a
predominantly White/Caucasian sample in terms of ethnicity (i.e., 87.4%holkdispanic and
Black/African American parents were second and third highest in termscehpef sample
representation at 4.6% and 3.8%, respectively. Parents in this sample weréueatkd with
71.4% of parents having a minimum of a two to four year college degree or higher.

The school psychologists considered when completing the questionnaire were 73.5%
female, as was reported by this parent sample. Only 26.5% of the parents haedevitul
male school psychologists. Regarding consultation experience, 67.6% of the ipdieatsd
that they first initiated consultation, while 32.4% indicated that the psychologidh@ane to

initiate consultation. Consultation wast a new experience for many of the participants, as
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39.1% of the sample had previously consulted with their children’s school psyciglogitte
psychologist consulted with them, 5 or more times over the course of their chilsthaiing.
Regarding the background and demographic variables of the children of the parent
participants, 83.6% of the children were males and 81.5% of them were White/Qauddsa
children’s mean age at the time of parents’ completion of the questionnaii®wadVixed
race children were ranked second highest at 6.3% and Black/African Amehitdre@ were
ranked at 4.2%. Children were diagnosed at the age of two 21.8% of the time, accotdsg to t
sample of parents, and 70.2% were diagnosed by the age of five. The mean age of diagnosis w
4.5.
In terms of the breakdown of children’s autism spectrum diagnosis, 42% were diagnosed
with Autistic Disorder, 31.5% were diagnosed with Asperger’s Disorder, 24.4% vegyeodied
with Pervasive Developmental Disorder, Not Otherwise Specified, 1.7% wegreoded with
Rett’'s Disorder, and 0.4% were diagnosed with Childhood Disintegrative Disordearyr
reasons for consultation with the school psychologist were as follows: 45.8%dernaca
reasons, 70.2% for behavioral reasons, 43.7% for emotional concerns, and 55% for social
concerns. Table 3 below provides an extensive list of comorbid disabilities and/or chronic
illnesses experienced by children of the parents that completed the questionna

Measures

The questionnaire was comprised of the following measures: (a) a meaparsarfal
background and demographic information with questions about the parents themselvest and thei
children who are the basis for consultation, (b) a measure of parents’ perceptlons
effectiveness of school psychologists’ social power strategies usedtttheliccompliance in
consultation, (c) a measure of parents’ perceptions of the effectivenessexbetive school

psychologists that served as consultants to them, (d) a measure of pareetsiqes of their
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List of Comorbid Disabilities and/or Chronic llinesses Experienced by Children &ittiaky

Participants(n = 238)

Apraxia

Skin Disorders

Alopecia

Sensory Integration Disorder
Anxiety Disorders
Depression and Mood Disorders
Mental Retardation

Asthma

Explosive Disorder

Sensory Processing Disorder
Epilepsy

Tics and Tic Disorder

Sleep Disorders

Conduct Disorder

Learning Disabilities
Constipation
Hyperthyroidism

Cerebral Palsy

Atopic Dermatitis
Retinopathy and Legal Blindness
Sinus Infections

Headaches

PICA

Ear Infections

Enlarged Tonsils

Feeding Disorder

Croup

Chronic Back and Neck Pain
Visual Processing Disorder
CMTC

Reflux

Dysmnesia

Dysnomia

Bioptic Dysfunction

ADHD

Oppositional Defiant Disorder
Malapsorption Disorder
Hypotonia

Down Syndrome

PANDAS and Strep Infections
Cerebral Foliate Deficiency
Food Allergies
Hypothyroidism

Seizure Disorder

Fine and Gross Motor Skills Deficits
PTSD

Chronic Sinusitis

Kidney Problems

Arrskog Syndrome

Selective Mutism
Gastrointestinal Problems
Meniere’'s Diesease

Auditory Processing Disorder
Pragmatic Language Disorder
Obesity

Dyspraxia

Celiac Disease

Speech and Language Disabilities
Chronic Heart Disease
Vomiting Syndrome

Brain Injury

Bell's Palsy

Diabetes

Brain Hemorrhage

Nocturnal Enuresis

Seasonal Allergies

BTD Deficiency

Restless Leg Syndrome

children’s outcomes resulting from consultation, and finally (e) a measureeoitgar

perceptions of their broad engagement in the consultation process. Overall, tlengaesti

contained 87 items.
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Parent and Child Background and Demographic InformatiBarents were asked to
provide personal background and demographic information, including gender, ethgiity, a
highest level of education completed, number of children in the household, gender of the school
psychologist that served as the consultant to the parent, approximate nunrbesah tivhich
the parent has consulted with the school psychologist for their child previouslyhatttewit
was the parent or school psychologist that initiated the consultation being cetidater
completing the questionnaire.

Parents were also asked to provide personal background and demographic information
pertaining to their child, including the following: their child’s gender, ethnieitye, birth order,
autism spectrum diagnosis (i.e., Autistic Disorder, Asperger’s Disordtis Resorder,

Childhood Disintegrative Disorder, or Pervasive Developmental Disorder — NoinGtber
Specified (i.e., PDD-NOS), age when diagnosed, other diagnosed comorbid disahilities a
chronic ilinesses, educational level (i.e., grade level or ungraded), and preasoy(s) for
consultation (i.e., academic, behavioral, emotional, social). A copy of the quesgonnair
introduction and consultation experience items may be found in Appendix A. A copy of the
parent background and demographic items may be found in Appendix B. A copy of the child
background and demographic items may be found in Appendix C.

Interpersonal Power Inventory — Consultee FdtRI-Form CE). Parents’ perceptions
of social power and interpersonal influence were measured using a modified vetbi®n of
Interpersonal Power Inventory Form for Teacher Consultees (IPI-E&nkrchul, Raven, &
Whichard, 2001). The IPI-Form CE is a modified version of the Interpersonal Roxgatdry
(IP1; Raven, Schwarzwald, & Koslowsky, 1998), a psychometrically soundatiiimdent

measure of the social power base typology originally utilized with sshgflsupervisors and
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subordinates in organizational field studies (French & Raven, 1959; Raven, 1965, 1992). The
IPI-Form CE was created by Erchul, Raven, and Whichard (2001) to assess t@acbepsions

of social power and interpersonal influence in school consultation. The instructionsifel the
Form CE are as follows:

When consulting, school psychologists may ask teachers to do their jobs somewhat

differently, and teachers may be initially reluctant to change. Imcages, teachers tend

either to resist making the changes or to do as requested. We are interested in
understanding when teachers arere likelyor less likelyto do what the school
psychologist asks in consultation. Think about a time when a school psychologist was
consulting with you about a particular classroom situation and you werdymghictant

to follow his/her suggestions or comply with his/her requests. Asking you to collect

baseline data or to start an intervention plan on a particular day are two exafrthkese

types of situations.
Respondents are then asked to rate 44 items (i.e., 4 items for each of the 11 secibhpesy
assessed by the original IP1) on a 7-point Likert scale, with anchors.efrhch more likely to
comply and 7 (i.e.much less likely to comply The 11 power bases are as follows: impersonal
and personal forms of reward and coercive power, positive forms of expert and referemt pow
direct informational power, legitimate power of position, legitimate poweg@procity,
legitimate power of equity, and legitimate power of dependence.

The individual items are specific reasons for which a teacher would or wouldmptyc
with a school psychologist’s requests, recommendations, or suggestions in school cmmsultat
On this modified version, scores are obtained for each of the 44 items, where loaotes s
(i.e., those closer to 1) are indicativel@iver perceived effectiveness of the strategeliciting
compliance, while high item scores (i.e., those closer to 7) are indicatnghefr perceived
effectiveness of the stratefgy eliciting compliance. Two examples of items are “Once the

consultant points it out, | can see why the change is necessary” and “Théasdnmobably

knows more about this particular situation than | do.”
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In order to make the IPI-Form CE suitable parentsto provide their perceptions of
school psychologists’ social power and interpersonal influence in school canaykst
opposed to teachers, changes were made to the instructions and individual itemgaBpecif
the word “teacher” was replaced with the word “parent” in the instructions ¢®PtHeorm CE.
Additional changes in the wording throughout the 44 items were made when needed io order t
tailor it for parent completion and in response to suggestions from parents with aghom t
guestionnaire was administered in a pilot study. The individual items for thisipstsey
represented specific reasons for whighagentwould or would not comply with a school
psychologist’s requests, recommendations, or suggestions in school consultatiory. oAthep
IPI-Form CE may be found in Appendix D. In addition, a listing of the individual itenhauta
specific to each of the eleven social power bases is provided in Appendix E.

Also included on the IPI-Form CE were 11 items designed to make the survey more
balanced, obtain more credible responses from parents, and not provide a “slanted aiew” of
consultation relationship dominated by the school psychologist. As was discusszdaedile
collaboration and engagement with parents are important aspects of school conghkati
should be maintained for it to be effective. Since the IPI-Form CE itemi$ystnguire about
the school psychologist getting parents’ compliance, the addition of items thhe aeseént
how he or she feels about strategies useful for getting the school psycholagisily withhe
or she, the parentyas deemed appropriate under these circumstances. These items were
intertwined with the 44 IPI-Form CE items as every fifth item (i.e., 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40,
45, 50, 55). A copy of these 11 balancing items may be found in Appendix F.

Like the IPI, the IPI-Form CE has been shown to be a psychometrically sound ergtrum

for measuring social power and interpersonal influence. Erchul, Raven, and kY i{ROil)



78

gave the IPI-Form CE to a national sample of teachers. Principal componéydssanare
conducted to examine the factor structure of the IPI-Form CE, and the hesedozind alpha
coefficients among the individual factors of 0.82 to 0/2=(.87), suggesting sufficient
reliability.

While additional information on the validity of the IPI-Form CE is needed, the
Interpersonal Power Inventory for Consultants (IPI-Form CT; Erchul, Rav&ay&2001), a
similar instrument to the IPI-Form CE, that was used to assbs®| psychologistgerceptions
of social power and interpersonal influence in school consultation, exhibited adequétectons
validity. This was evidenced by the consistent findings of a harsh-soft posestvibafactor
solution across multiple studies in school consultation when using the instrumentheibh sc
psychologists as participants (Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001; Erchul, Raven, Whichard, 2001).
This harsh-soft power base two-factor solution was also found in organizatiotaégehrch
with supervisors and subordinates with the original IPI (e.g. Raven, Schu@ranéoslowsky,
1998).

Consultant Evaluation Form (CEF)he Consultant Evaluation Form (CEF; Erchul,
1987) was used to measure parents’ perceived satisfaction with the school psgtshaldg
served as consultants to them, whom they considered when completing the questidimeaire
CEF consists of 12 items, where consultees rate on a 7-point Likert sealanchors of
strongly disagreandstrongly agreg which reflect the helpfulness of the consultant and the
effectiveness of the consultation process. The total score can range frarmammbf 12 to a
maximum of 84. The ratings on the 12 items are averaged, yielding an overall C&F scor
ranging from a minimum of 1 to a maximum of 7. Higher scores are more favoraldtating

greater perceived satisfaction, helpfulness, and/or effectiveness, wteledoares indicate the
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opposite. Two examples of items are “The consultant was generally helpfullandlt
request services from this consultant again, assuming that other consultarasailatde.” A
copy of the CEF is provided in Appendix G.

Erchul (1987) studied relational communication and control among consultants and
consultees in school consultation and used the CEF to measure female consultqagmeafe
their consultants’ effectiveness. Alpha coefficients from this relseadecated strong internal
consistency (i.e., .94) among the teacher respondents. The CEF has been used vgithsparent
measure of “consumer satisfaction” (e.g., Sheridan et al. 2001, p. 368) in school consultation
research. For parents, an alpha coefficient of .89 was found in the Sheridan et al. (@§01) st
which examined teacher and parent perceptions of students’ behavioral outcomesaand soc
validity dimensions of CBC.

Goal Attainment Scaling (GAS¥o0al Attainment Scaling procedures (GAS; Kiresuk,
Smith, & Cardillo, 1994) were used to measure parents’ reports of whetherlthbgifechild’s
consultation goals were met. This technique is individualized and criteriopfreéel, and is
appropriate for illustrating and documenting student progress (Roach &,E10066).

Specifically, two items were presented, where the first asked the patettspecific goal they
had for their child in the consultation they considered to complete this questionnaites and t
second asked the parents to indicate on a 1 to 5 scale how close their child camen¢pthateti
goal (i.e., 1, indicating the situation got significantly worse through 5, indictitengoal was
fully met). A copy of the two GAS items may be found in Appendix H.

Engagement ItemAn item created by this researcher was included in the questionnaire
to assess parents’ level of engagement throughout their consultation expefieht®5 scale

was provided, where 1 reflected the parent felt “completely” unengagedonehadl process, 2
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reflected the parent felt “somewhat unengaged in the overall process, &deflecparent “felt
neither engaged nor unengaged in the overall process, 4 reflected the paremmnislitiat”
engaged in the overall process, and 5 reflected “completely engaged” in the.procesy of
this engagement item may be found in Appendix 1.
Procedures

The local advocacy and support organizations were contacted individually. When
permission was granted to disseminate the research advertisement, whictedsitofgpendix
J, parents who were interested, or potentially interested, in participatings@mran Internet
link to the questionnaire. The link directed them to a Consent Form outlining the background of
the study and the procedure for completing the questionnaire. A copy of the Consentdyor
be found in Appendix K along with a list of local community mental health resourcesitPare
were asked to provide their consent to participate if they chose to competauthy by
checking a box indicating they understand the study information provided and the procedures
they will follow. Participation was anonymous, and at no point were parents asked tteprovi
any identifying information about themselves, their children, or their fasnilUnder some
circumstances, the link was posted several times to Internet forums, parent grgyaes, and
organizational groups (e.g., Autism Speaks) on their Facebook page. A list of digasiaad
groups provided with information about the study, including a link to the Internet questnnai
may be found in Appendix L. For instance, this researcher reposted the Inteiptef&@mnd in
Appendix M, several times over the course of several weeks on the Autism Spestksdka
Page, in order to find new parents who might be interested in participating.

If they agreed to participate, the parents were then directed to the questiowhaih

was designed to take approximately 30 minutes to finish. In completing theogoest, the
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parents were instructed to consider a recent consultation experience withilldésrschool
psychologist to complete all items on the questionnaire. Parents weredaltoteeminate their
participation in the study at any point if they felt uncomfortable as thapleted the
guestionnaire containing the measures described previously. Their optionit@aterm
participation without any consequences was explained on the Consent Form.

In addition, participants were advised on the Consent Form that they may emtdoa
drawing for a chance to win one of 50 Amazon.com Gift Cards valued at $25 each for their
involvement in the study. To be entered into that drawing, the parents were adviseglythat t
needed to be one of the first 150 parents to have a chance to win one of the Gift CardgerAt a |
date, after the investigation is completed, those 50 participants randomlydselgobé the first
150 participants were provided with the gift card by email (i.e., if they chosevmertheir
email address). Even if parents do not complete the survey, they were allowest theant
email addresses to participate in the random drawing.

All data collected were securely encrypted over the Internet. Asonedtearlier, all
data obtained from all parents remained anonymous with access only provided &etricher
and his dissertation advisor.

Study Design and Data Analysis

A passive observation design was utilized in this study in order to examine tigttstre
and direction of the relationships among the variables addressed in the resedichsques
Passive observation designs are generally used by researchers whalatdlect a single
occasion, where no experimental manipulation of the data obtained takes place (Kayeoy

Schantz, 2008). In addition to calculating descriptive statistics where dgglicaultivariate
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correlational statistics were utilized in this study to analyze theotié#ned. The specific
statistical methods for the individual research questions are as follows:

1. To determine which social power bases from the French and Raven (1959) and Raven
(1965, 1992) social power base typology parents perceive as more effectiveagssus |
effective in eliciting parent compliance to school psychologists’ influatteenpts in
school consultation, descriptive statistics (e.g., means and standard deviatiens) we
calculated and ANOVA with repeated measures were utilized.

2. To determine whether parents ratings of the social power bases from thie &ndnc
Raven (1959) and Raven (1965, 1992) social power base typology similar or different to
those of school psychologists (Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001) and those of teachers
(Erchul, Raven, & Whichard, 2001), descriptive statistics and ANOVA with repeated
measures were utilized.

3. To determine whether a two-factor solution of soft power bases and harsh power bases
exist in a sample of parents, as it did previously for samples of school psychokgists (
Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001) and in supervisor-subordinate samples from organizational
field studies (e.g., Schwarzwald, Koslowsky, & Agassi, 2001), an ExploratotgrFa
Analysis (EFA) was conducted to determine the overall factor structure patéets’
ratings.

4. To determine whether parents’ ratings of social power and interpersonahicd! (i.e.,
on the soft social power bases), obtained using the IPI-Form CE (Erchul, Raven, &
Whichard, 2001) predict parents’ perceptions of consultant effectiveness, obtanged us
the CEF (Erchul, 1987), and satisfaction with child outcomes from consultation, obtained

using the GAS rating item (GAS; Kiresuk, Smith, & Cardillo, 1994), separatepheult
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regression analyses were used to assess the significance of tbaskeips among these

variables.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of this study as well as the sthpisticedures used to
conduct the analyses. A discussion of challenges faced due to missirgyatataded, followed
by descriptive statistics for the primary measures included on the quesgoniméarential
statistics used to address the research questions and test the study hypttihsespresented.
The SPSS statistical package, Version 20, for Microsoft Windows (IBM, 2011), the
Comprehensive Exploratory Factor Analysis program, Version 3.04 (CEFA; Bevahe
2009), and the Amelia Il Program for Missing Data (AMELIA 1I; HonakendK & Blackwell,
2011) were used to evaluate the study data.

Missing Data

In analyzing the study data, it was apparent that data were missingficagcmissing
values were observed among the primary study measures, including thenPGEpCEF, and
the GAS rating item. In considering remedies for coping with missitag dae must assess the
extent of the problem, sample size, reasons for why the data are missing, runthbee of users
of the data set (Cohen et al., 2003). Schlomer, Bauman, and Card (2010) indicated that best
practices for addressing missing data include reporting the extent anel ofthe missing data
as well as the procedures used to manage the missing data, including theerfdrahal
decisions made. The missing data in this study were thoroughly examined usiusticag
techniques in order to best determine how to proceed with the analyses.

There are several types of missing data. When considering data thessing on a
variable, those that are missing at random (MAR) are not related to part&ipesponses on

that variable, after controlling for other study variables (Acock, 2005). Im oibrels, some
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other variable or variables provide a mechanism that explains the missing di@dhaDare

missing completely at random (MCAR) are unrelated to other variables in theatatCollins,
Schafer, and Kam (2001) emphasized that whatever is generating the missiisgstigtstically
unrelatedto other variables under investigation. Data that are missing not at random (MNAR)
exhibit a pattern where the likelihood of data missing is linked to the tendency tepmtde

The data observed cannot account for the relationship between non-response and the variables
under which it occurs.

The present study data were dummy coded throughout all 87 items of the questionnaire to
explore patterns of pervasiveness, and correlations of non-responding amongtbatdiff
variables. In looking at individual item frequencies one-by-one, and through graheingses
together by total missing data per case, much of the missing data apjodaeedue to
participants stopping responding to the questionnaire. Figure 2 below containgg dass
matrix generated using the Amelia Il Program (AMELIA 1I; Honakéng, & Blackwell, 2011),
illustrating the pattern of missing data just described. The verticainakesites the number of
cases, where every participant responded to at least one questionnaireitem 877). The
horizontal axis lists the individual questionnaire items, where from lefgl, the questions are
listed in descending order from last to first (e.qg., the final item is ttietérs listed and has the
most missing data). Observed data are light-shaded while missing ddsakashaded.

In addition to examining item frequencies, correlations were calculateedrethe
dummy codes for missingness among the variables and cases, as welasltoniny codes for
missingness with the original variables themselves. This was done to determiineriiere
were any mechanisms present for explaining patterns of missingnesebelfierent items as

well as whether the missingness on certain variables was linked to responses variatbies.
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This was also helpful to see whether parents that responded in one particular maameonee
likely to stop participating compared to parents who responded in another manner. Low
correlations were observed in both analyses indicating that no clear mechasigresent for
explaining any systematic bias due to the missing data. Proportions of migsingedaalso
calculated for each case and pairwise correlations were carriedtlotihe other variables. Low
correlations were observed again, indicating no clear association betweandbées and when
a parent chose to stop responding.

From these diagnostic procedures, it was determined that the missingttatespeere
due to parents stopping their participation on the questionnaire early. In thiegjttret
parents’ ceasing participation was not associated with the way they redponide individual
items. The pattern of missing data here could be classified as MCAR, bdwpsétern
responsible for the missingness is not statistically or systemwtietdted to the variables under
study. Itis possible that the length of the questionnaire itself and timeagduifinish it
deterred many of the parents from completing it.

Two common remedies for missing data that are MCAR are listwiseothedatd
multiple imputation. Listwise deletion is the most common solution for missing cdilems
(Acock, 2005) and it involves deleting cases with missing values on at least onetoflthe s
variables. One clear downside of using listwise deletion is that you may losggieata in
the process, which can also lead to a reduced sample size and reduced Spatigtical
However, with data that are MCAR, if the sample size is large enough wheee isavot an
issue and unbiased estimates are provided, it is a useful remedy. Multipletiomp(Mg) is a
complex procedure which involves creating several data sets with values ingutessé data

that are missing. According to Schlomer, Bauman, and Card (2010), analyses\pleted on
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the individual data sets, with their own unique parameter estimates and staratardasted for
each individual set. Then, the parameter estimates are averaged acrodysbe,amaating an
unbiased parameter estimate. Standard errors obtained from the paratines¢esare based
on both the standard errors from the analysis of the individual data sets and frospéngi@in
of the parameter estimates across the data sets. Since the standaaterombined, and
random fluctuations from each analysis are accounted for, multiple imputdtios &r pooling
the parameter estimates (Acock, 2005), which provides more accurate staratarched
therefore, stronger inferential conclusions (Schlomer, Bauman, & Card, 2010). MVisla
flexible technique and provides better estimates of the missing values, itiistepland
complex, especially for large amounts of data (e.g., numerous variables), oinggational
errors can occur, even with modern software for carrying it out (McKnigtit,&2007).

Under these circumstances, listwise deletion was used to addressding aaga. In
using G*Power 3.1 software to determine appropriate sample size (Faul et al,, 12@0&ses
were recommended with a medium effect size of 0.15 selected, and 0.80 stgistier. There
were 169 complete cases on all of the primary measures (i.e., IPI-FornEEEGES rating
item). So, no significant loss of statistical power occurred when the samplwas reduced,
despite the loss of data from partially completed questionnaires. Also, as atasnetkbefore,
the data were MCAR, and listwise deletion is considered acceptable when ticagroxedures
reveal minimal bias due to missingness. The analyses described below theldé8
participants who completed the primary measures on the questionnaire.

Descriptive Statistics
The means, standard deviations, reliability estimates for each individual powied

base (i.e., Guttman’s Lambda-3 coefficient), and the overall rankings of tte® alecial power
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bases are provided in Table 4. The data were collected from the 169 parent respondents who
completed all IPI-Form CE items. Questionnaires with partially coegblé€tl-Form CE items

(i.e., 1 or more items omitted out of the 44) were not included in this analysis.

Table 4

Means, Standard Deviations, Reliability Estimates, and Rankings of Parents’ Social Power Base
Ratings(n = 169)

Social Power Base M2 SD Guttman’s Rank
Lambda-3

Impersonal Reward 4.86 0.95 0.72 1
Direct Informatiof} 4.79 0.97 0.70 2
Legitimate Equity 3.84 0.91 0.77 9
Legitimate Reciprocity 4.12 0.88 0.68 6
Positive Expeft 4.08 1.09 0.77 7
Positive Referefit 4.50 1.02 0.74 4
Legitimate Position 3.64 0.94 0.62 10
Personal Reward 4.16 0.84 0.71 5
Legitimate Dependente 4.75 0.90 0.69 3
Personal Coercion 3.58 0.89 0.71 11
Impersonal Coercion 4.00 0.94 0.69 8

Note ®The rating scale for each of the IPI-Form CE items ranged from 1 to 7, with lowe
numerical ratings indicative of lower perceived effectiveness of thel poseer base for
eliciting compliance "This indicates a soft social power base.

Parents reported that impersonal rew&dd=(4.86,SD= 0.95), a harsh social power
base, would be most effective to elicit their compliance to school psychologpi€sts in
school consultation. Direct informatiokl (= 4.79,SD= 0.97) and legitimacy of dependend (
=4.75,SD= 0.90), both soft social power bases, were the second and third most likely to elicit
parents’ compliance, respectively. The four lowest ranked social power basdsavsh in
nature, and included impersonal coercibh=4.00,SD= 0.94), legitimate equityM = 3.84,SD
= 0.91), legitimate position = 3.64,SD= 0.94), and personal coerciddl € 3.58,SD= 0.89),

respectively. Such “heavy-handed” (Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001) influence techniergesat

perceived by parents in this sample as successful to secure their compliance
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Table 5 contains the means and standard deviations of the CEF and GAS rating item.
Similar to the IPI-Form CE, the data were obtained from the 169 of the pamadests who
completed all twelve items on the CEF and the GAS rating item. In exan@mgdults, the
mean rating on the CEF was 4.8D(= 1.75). Cronbach’s alpha for the CEF in this study was
0.97. A CEF rating of 4 on any single item, or as the average of all CEFcibees sis
qualitatively described as “Neutral,” as 4 is the midpoint on the scale. Thistesdibat this
sample of parents that completed the CEF did not view their children’s school pgystsohs
highly effective or highly ineffective, when considering their consultatqreeences.

Table 5

Means and Standard Deviations of Parents’ Ratings on the CEF andrGAB59)

Measure M SD
Consultation Evaluation Form (CEF) 426 1.75
Goal Attainment Scaling (GAS) 3.29 1.21

Note ®The rating scale for each of the CEF items ranged from 1 to 7, with lower numerical
ratings indicative of lower perceived consultant effectiven®Bse GAS item was rated by
parents on a scale ranging from 1 to 5, with a score of 1 indicating the child’s cdmeegsinse
significantly worse (i.e., did not meet consultation goal) up to a score of 5 indisatisfaction
with the child’s consultation outcome (i.e., the goal was fully met).

Parents’ overall mean rating on the GAS item was B8=(1.21). A GAS item rating
of 3, the midpoint of the scale, is qualitatively described as “No Progressj imeide by the
child, where the parent was asked how close their son or daughter came g mseir her
consultation goal. A GAS item rating of 4 is qualitatively described as “Baxdially Met.”
This demonstrates that as an overall sample, parents reported that tdesnanidde some
progress in meeting their reported consultation goal or goals.

Primary Analyses

The study research questions and hypotheses are addressed in furthieeldetail

Inferential statistics used to test the study hypotheses are provided pyitiealde.
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The Social Power Base Typology

ANOVA with repeated measures was used to test whether significaneddés existed
between the different social power base means, reported earlier. Sinceieasigrabult was
obtained for Mauchly’s Test of Sphericity’ (54) = 401.910p < 0.05), the Greenhouse-Geisser
correction was utilized to proceed with the analysis. Overall, there watisilly significant
difference observed across the mean power base seqfe$43, 1032.108) = 79.548 < 0.05.

Pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni post-hoc adjustments were used to address
whether significant differences between the individual power base pairs akcctitre first and
third study hypotheses indicated that the five soft social power bases @€t jriformation,
legitimacy of dependence, positive referent, personal reward, and positivg exqued be more
effective in eliciting parent compliance in school consultation. Resultslpestipported both
related hypotheses.

Direct information, legitimacy of dependence, and positive referent weeded as
significantly different compared to five of the six harsh power basesl€¢igitimate reciprocity,
impersonal coercion, legitimate equity, legitimate position, and personala@oerHowever,
direct information, the second-ranked power base, and legitimacy of dependetitiegthe
ranked power base, were not significantly different from the remaining harsh pases
impersonal reward powelM(= 4.86,SD= 0.95), the number-one ranked social power base by
parents.

Personal reward power was rated as significantly different from fabeix harsh
social power bases (i.e., impersonal reward, legitimate equity, legitpoattion, and personal
coercion). Personal reward power was not significantly different when casnpattee harsh

power bases of legitimate reciprocity € 4.12,SD= 0.88) and impersonal coerciav € 4.00,
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SD=0.94) and positive expert powdi £ 4.08,SD= 1.09), a soft power base. Regarding
positive expert power, it was rated as significantly different to three aixHearsh power bases
(i.e., impersonal reward, legitimate position, and personal coercion). tiot/agnificantly
different when compared to personal reward power(4.16,SD= 0.84), a soft power base,
and legitimate reciprocityM = 4.12,SD= 0.88), impersonal coercioM(= 4.00,SD= 0.94),

and legitimate equityM = 3.84,SD= 0.91), the three remaining harsh power bases.

The fourth study hypothesis stated that parents would attribute higher levelgigépos
expert power to school psychologists than positive referent power, in accorddnbéawin’s
(1978) view that school psychologists need to build up referent power over the course of time
This hypothesis was not supported as parents’ mean rating for positive referenf\dew4.50,
SD=1.02) was higher than the mean rating for positive expert pdver4.08,SD= 1.09).

Both means were significantly different from each other according to theig@icomparison,
though in the opposite direction in terms of what the hypothesis predicted.
Factor Structure of the Modified IPI-Form CE

An Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was performed on the IPI-Fornu§ikg the
Comprehensive Exploratory Factor Analysis program, Version 3.04 (CEFA; Brawhe e
2009). The second study hypothesis stated that a two-factor solution of soft powenflases a
harsh power bases would be evident in the sample of parents administered the questionnair
The EFA was conducted using the Maximum Likelihood extraction procedure lesvael
Oblique Varimax rotation on the IPI-Form CE results. While a specifieddator solution was
entered into the CEFA software, three factors with eigenvalues gtteatet.00 emerged from
the data (i.e., Factor 1 = 6.18, Factor 2 = 1.33, Factor 3 = 1.01). Furthermore, in determining

whether the model reached statistical significance, the Root Mean &guaref
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Approximation (RMSEA) value for the specified factor structure was 0.16, inticatweak
model fit. No clear two-factor solution was apparent among the study data ancothe steidy
hypothesis was not supported. However, regarding the specified two-fact@mrsdh# first
factor, which accounted for 52.85% of the variance of the IPI-Form CE scores, elas lab
“Harsh,” while the second factor, which accounted for 8.85% of the variance of tRertRICE
scores was labeled “Soft.” This specified two-factor solution accounted for 6 bfAb%
cumulative variance. Table 6 presents the results of the EFA below.

Table 6

Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for the IPI-Forn{rGE169)

Factor Social Power Base Factor 1 Factor 2 90% 90%
Loadings® Loadings Confidence Confidence
Interval Interval
(Factor 1) (Factor 2)
Harsh
Impersonal Reward 0.37 0.36 (0.249; 0.492}0.243; 0.485)
Legitimate Position 0.37 0.45 (0.255; 0.482) (0.335; 0.556)
Legitimate Equity 0.72 0.10 (0.639; 0.808) (0.004; 0.203)
Legitimate Reciprocity  0.69 0.28 (0.608; 0.765) (0.191; 0.368)
Personal Coercion 0.77 0.06 (0.694; 0.851) (-0.033; 0.154)
Impersonal Coercion 0.80 -0.13  (0.714; 0.879) (-0.226;-0.036)
Soft
Positive Referent 0.23 0.73  (0.144; 0.318) (0.659; 0.808)
Direct Information -0.16 0.86 (-0.238;-0.074) (0.793; 0.936)
Personal Reward 0.51 0.47 (0.423; 0.600) (0.376; 0.555)
Legitimate Dependence 0.38 0.46  (0.268; 0.489) (0.348; 0.564)
Positive Expert 0.04 0.82 (-0.045; 0.129) (0.749; 0.894)
Percent of
Variance
52.85 8.85

Note:?Denotes Harsh FactdiDenotes Soft Factor, Factor loadings and Confidence Intervals
over 0.40 are in bold. Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood, Rotation: Oblique Varimax

In examining the Harsh factor, four of the six traditional harsh social powes bhad
factor loading scores above 0.40. They were legitimate equity, legitiewpeacity, personal

coercion, and impersonal coercion, and they correlated strongly with thenafdgiened Harsh
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factor. Impersonal reward, a traditionally-labeled harsh social powerthzsa Harsh factor
loading of 0.37, which was slightly higher than its loading on the Soft factor, 0.36, but still
relatively low. In fact, impersonal reward did not load particularly high onrestribe specified
factors, despite it being the highest rated of the social power basestingeparents’

compliance 1 = 4.86). Legitimate position power, also a traditionally-labeled harsh social
power base, loaded higher on the Soft factor (0.45) than it did on the Harsh factor (0.37). Also,
personal reward power loaded slightly higher on the Harsh factor (0.51) compaseloading

on the Soft factor (0.47). Impersonal coercion and personal coercion had thé Haylses

factor loadings, at 0.80 and 0.77, respectively.

Regarding the Soft factor, all five of the traditional soft power bases had laading
scores above 0.40. Positive referent, direct information, personal reward, legdepandence,
and positive expert power correlated strongly with the Soft factor. As wasysky mentioned,
personal reward power had a slightly higher factor loading on the Hareh (@é1) compared
to the Soft factor (0.47). Direct information and positive expert power had the hgyifest
factor loadings, at 0.86 and 0.82, respectively.

Multiple Regression Analysis 1

The first multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine whethetspeatings
on the five soft social power bases (i.e., individually entered into the model) haveciiyeedi
relationship with their ratings of consultant effectiveness. The first paredifth study
hypothesis stated that strong, positive relationships would exist between patmgs’ on the
social power bases and their ratings on the CEF. The multiple regressionirekcdited that
the overall model was statistically significant R 295,F (5, 163) = 13.461p < 0.05). It was

apparent that positive expert power was the only predictor that signifipaaticted ratings of
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consultant effectivenesg € .391,p < 0.05). The other four soft social power bases did not
significantly predict parents’ ratings on the CEF. Therefore, the firsbpthe fifth study
hypothesis was partially supported, as only personal reward power reaghi@dasice. Table 7
below shows the results of this multiple regression analysis.

Table 7

Multiple Regression Analysis for the Relationship between Soft Social Power Bases and
Consultant Effectiveness (CEF Score)

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) -.515 733 -.703 483
Positive Expert 391 178 244 2.197 .029*
Positive Referent .308 .202 179 1.522 130
Direct Information .205 A77 115 1.158 .248
Personal Reward .106 212 .051 499 .619
Legitimate Dependence .078 175 .040 446 .656

Note:*Indicates significance at the< 0.05 level
Multiple Regression Analysis 2

The second multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine whether parents
ratings on the five soft social power bases (i.e., individually entered into the) iade a
predictive relationship with their ratings of satisfaction with child consoitautcomes (i.e.,
children’s consultation goal attainment). The second part of the fifth study hyipattaged that
strong, positive relationships would exist between parents’ ratings on the sociabases and
their ratings on the GAS rating scale item. The multiple regressionsresiiltated that the
overall model was not statistically significanf&R.047,F (5, 163) = 1.604p = .162). None of

the five soft social power bases significantly predicted parents’ ratinge dBAS rating item,
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and each one individually was not close to reaching significance. Therefoeedmel part of
the fifth hypothesis was not supported by the study data. Table 8 below shovesiliseofethis
multiple regression analysis.

Table 8

Multiple Regression Analysis for the Relationship between Soft Social Power Bases and
Satisfaction with Children’s Consultation Outcome (GAS Rating Item Score)

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) 2.238 .588 3.804 .000
Positive Expert .065 143 .059 457 .648
Positive Referent 128 162 108 787 432
Direct Information .032 142 .025 221 .825
Personal Reward 113 170 .079 .663 .508
Legitimate Dependence -.045 141 -.034 -.320 749
Hypothesis Testing

A summary of results for each study hypothesis tested is presented below.

HO1: The first hypothesis stated that the social power bases that would bes ratest a
effective in eliciting parents’ compliance would be positive expert powettjymseferent
power, direct informational power, and legitimacy of dependence. Analy$es @sults
indicated that this hypothesis was partially supported. With exception to impgemssasd
power, a traditionally harsh social power base, which was ranked number oneriig parmost
effective to elicit their compliance, the next four highest-ranked sociatploases were, in fact,
soft power bases (i.e., direct information, legitimate dependence, positivente#ard personal

reward, respectively). Positive expert power, the remaining soft poweras ranked seventh
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out of the eleven power bases indicating that it was not perceived as espgdi@atlye in
eliciting compliance, as was hypothesized. ANOVA with repeated measdrested that there
was a statistically significant difference observed across the mean pase scores overd,
(6.143, 1032.108) = 79.548< 0.05. Pairwise comparisons revealed that direct information,
legitimacy of dependence, and positive referent were all rated as sigtifidifferent compared
to five of the six harsh power bases, that personal reward power was ratetf@asusity
different to four of the six harsh social power bases, and that positive expert pevatedsas
significantly different to three of the six harsh power bases.

HOZ2: The second hypothesis stated that a two-factor solution of soft powerrxhses a
harsh power bases would exist in this sample of parents surveyed. This hypatisasat fully
supported. While a specified two-factor solution was utilized to run the EFA, thtieetdis
factors were revealed containing eigenvalues above 1.00. Furthermore, gadditesatistics
(e.g., RMSEA) indicated that the specified model was inadequate. Howevedjngdhe
specified two-factor structure, strong factor loadings were observed blatsle factor for four
of the six traditional harsh power bases (i.e., legitimate equity, legit@af@ocity, personal
coercion, and impersonal coercion) and strong factor loadings were observed on thet@oft
for all five of the traditional soft power bases (i.e., positive referengtdir®rmation, personal
reward, legitimate dependence, and positive expert). Impersonal rewaditiartally harsh
power base did not load strongly on either of the two factors, and legitimate position gower
traditionally harsh power base loaded strongly on the Soft factor. Finallpnpérsward, a
traditionally soft power base loaded strongly on the Harsh factor and not tHacsmft

HO3: The third hypothesis stated that parents would rate the soft power bages as m

effective in eliciting their compliance in influence attempts compared tohatsh power bases.
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Similar in content to the first hypothesis, this hypothesis was also pastigiported.
Impersonal reward, a traditionally harsh social power base, which was rankedrrama by
parents as most effective to elicit their compliance, while the next foaestigocial power
bases were soft social power bases (i.e., direct information, legitimaeddgze, positive
referent, and personal reward, respectively). Positive expert power, thairgnsaift power
base, was ranked seventh out of the eleven power bases. ANOVA with repeategsneasur
indicated that there was a statistically significant differencerobg across the mean power
base scores overah,(6.143, 1032.108) = 79.548< 0.05. Again, pairwise comparisons
revealed that direct information, legitimacy of dependence, and positiventefene all rated as
significantly different compared to five of the six harsh power bases,drsdmal reward power
was rated as significantly different to four of the six harsh social powes basd that positive
expert power was rated as significantly different to three of the sik pager bases.

HO4: The fourth hypothesis stated that parents would attribute higher levelstioeposi
expert power to school psychologists than positive referent power. This hypotassist
supported, as parents’ mean rating for positive referent pdver4.50,SD= 1.02) was higher
than the mean rating for positive expert powér=4.08,SD= 1.09). Both means were
significantly different from each other based on the adjusted pairwigeacmon, though in the
opposite direction of what the hypothesis predicted.

HObS5a: The first part of the fifth hypothesis stated that strong, positattorethips
would exist between parents’ ratings of the soft social power bases anatings on measures
of consultant effectiveness. This hypothesis was partially supported, asltiemnegression
results indicated that the overall model was statistically signifig = .295,F (5, 163) =

13.461,p< 0.05). Positive expert power was the only soft social power base that signjificantl
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predicted parents’ ratings of consultant effectivenpss.891,p < 0.05). The other four soft
social power bases did not significantly predict parents’ ratings on the medsansultant
effectiveness.

HO5b: The second part of the fifth hypothesis stated that strong, positive rélg$ons
would exist between parents’ ratings of the soft social power bases anatihgs on a measure
of parents’ satisfaction with their children’s attainment of consultatiots gddis hypothesis
was not supported, as the multiple regression results demonstrated that theraazhlias not
statistically significant (R=.047,F (5, 163) = 1.604p = .162). None of the five soft social
power bases significantly predicted parents’ ratings of satisfaction witlckeren’s

attainment of consultation goals.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

This chapter provides an interpretation of the study results, along withsstadgths
and implications for school psychologists, study limitations, and directions twe fteésearch.
While previous research on social power and interpersonal influence in school timmsulta
explored the perceptions of school psychologist consultants and teacher consudteasjyhs
one of the first, if not the first, to investigate the attitudes of parent corsultbe are essential
partners in the educational process. Parents are often the recipientsesicafhttempts from
school psychologists regarding important educational decisions for their childmenis T
especially the case among parents of children with autism because of téesive ongoing
involvement with school professionals and unwavering advocacy for their childrenstddysis
both important and unique in that it shed light on how parents feel about the use of power and
influence in this unique, dyadic consultation relationship, and investigated thensigis
between parents’ perceptions of different influence techniques, perceived aunsulta
effectiveness, and children’s goal attainment from consultation.

Parents Perceptions of the Social Power Base Typology

The first research question sought to determine whether certain sociallj@sgsrfrom
the French and Raven (1959) and Raven (1965, 1992) social power base typology were
perceived by parents as effective or ineffective to elicit their camgd in school consultation.
Previous studies in this research area clearly demonstrated that schbolgEgt consultants
endorse the use of soft power bases, over harsh power bases, to elicit consulteacempli
(Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001), and that teacher consultees prefer that schoolquagthatilize

soft power bases when attempting to influence them (Erchul, Raven, & Whichard, 2001).
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Similarly, the present study revealed that parents endorsed four of the fipesef
bases as most effective in eliciting their compliance (i.e., direct iafovm legitimacy of
dependence, positive referent, and personal reward, from highest rated to dbekst r
respectively). This demonstrates that parent consultees, like teachdtemmgerceive soft
power strategies more favorably. The four lowest ranked social power basisssindy (i.e.,
impersonal coercion, legitimate equity, legitimate position, and personalagdrom highest
rated to lowest rated respectively) were harsh power bases, whichyattatahed the four
lowest ranked social power bases among school psychologist consultants irhtheRaeen,
and Whichard (2001) study.

In examining the social power bases for statistically significaferéifices, the soft
power bases of direct information, legitimacy of dependence, and positive refererdll rated
as more effective for eliciting their compliance compared to five of thkash power bases
(i.e., legitimate reciprocity, impersonal coercion, legitimate egqlégitimate position, and
personal coercion). Personal reward power was rated as significantlyffeotiee for eliciting
compliance when compared to the harsh power bases of legitimate equitydegbsition,
and personal coercion. While the difference between personal reward power andnalpers
reward power reached statistical significance, impersonal reward hiamjtiest mean scor@(
= 4.86), as the number one ranked social power base. Regarding positive expert p@ser, it
rated as significantly more effective for eliciting compliance whengared to legitimate
position, and personal coercion. It was surprising to see that positive experiyasvanked
seventh out of the eleven power bases, especially since school psychologisgsiaéy the
most knowledgeable professionals in schools when it comes to intervention and remediation w

children with autism. However, referent power, which was ranked fourth highestitimgli
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compliance, appeared to be more slightly more salient, which demonstraesoréise may be
less important to parents versus both members of the dyad mutually identifithngeianother
when addressing children’s concerns.

Interestingly, a traditionally harsh power base, impersonal reward ateasthe highest
among the participants, out of all the social power bases, with a mean of 4.86. Fhis wa
particularly unique and unexpected finding as no prior study indicated that a harstbpseve
would be the most likely of the eleven social power bases to elicit consulteeamreplin fact,
the Erchul, Raven, and Whichard (2001) study, which was the only one to examine teachers’
perceptions of the social power bases (i.e., the only published study to examineseonsult
perceptions, and not those of consultants), found that impersonal reward was ranked eighth out
of the eleven social power bases. This indicated that among that particuldtesppepulation,
use of that particular influence technique by a school psychologist, on them assteaobél
not be very likely to elicit their compliance.

It should be noted that Erchul, Raven, and Ray (2001) found that school psychologists
ranked impersonal reward power as the third most likely power base out of the eldi@nh to e
teacher compliance to their requests. That particular sample of school psigtlogogultants
viewed impersonal reward power as a potentially useful influence techniqueis&iitpran
extent with that finding, those researchers highlighted the possibilityhn# E-Form CT items
designed to measure impersonal reward may have been worded too ambiguouslysolhey a
noted that high standard deviations were obtained for that social power base, intinnégdg
agreement on its role as an influence technique in consultation, because of wtdblytelis
ratings. Among this sample of parents studied, low standard deviations were obsetived f

ratings on this power base, and piloting of the questionnaire prior to data colleetd@dyno
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specific comments about ambiguity among the impersonal reward power mdt@iffeakm CE
items. Still, it is evident that one sample of school psychologists and the sarpaterdt from
this present study both recognized the utility of the impersonal reward powen Isateol
consultation, even if teacher consultees previously did not.

In the current study, one particular reason for the high impersonal reward nativwg
stands out. As was alluded to previously, the IPI-Form CE items were modifiesefor this
study with a population of parents, because the prior version was designed for conileti
teachers. Changes in item wording varied among the different items for ehetpoirner bases.
For the four items reflecting impersonal reward power, the changes imgavdre significant.
For instance, item 22 on the original IPI-Form CE states, “The consultant gamé&eéceive
special benefits.” Item 22 on the IPI-Form CE modified for use with parextés stThe school
psychologist can help me obtain unique services for my child.” ltems were edodifa manner
that would preserve their original intended meaning (i.e., reflect the tiinéide of the social
power bases), but it is not surprising that the respondent group as a whole would esteli&e it
this modified one highly. Again, when piloting the modified IPI-Form CE, prior to comdpcti
this study, there was little confusion about the wording for the four items eegiresthis social
power base.

In the original item 22 completed by the teachers from the Erchul, Raven, and kfhicha
(2001) study, reference is made to the psychologist potentially being ablaito “‘special
benefits” for the teacher. Martin (1978) indicated that hierarchicaimesitips do not exist
between school psychologists and teachers, and therefore, a school psycholodigewerdlly
not be able to get a teacher “special benefits” for complying with thdrarefore, the teacher

would not perceive impersonal reward as a strategy that would easilyhaicitompliance.
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However, parents completing the present study questionnaire may have teteitera 22 and
the other three items for the impersonal reward power base, as an avenue to ¢Jatdren
unique or better services, which lies outside the realm of the professional, nooHata
relationship between a teacher and school psychologist. This may help explampersonal
reward was rated highest, as parents may have felt that if compliance eolibeétier services
for their children, they would comply since it would help their child first and foremaodict,
when piloting the IPI-Form CE prior to running this study, one parent expressed trsbahge i
concerned about her child and does not care so much about the school psychologist as long as
her child gets what he needs.

While these may be reasons for the unexpected findings, results from the BfMtwi
guestion whether or not impersonal reward power is truly a traditionally harshzmeer
strategy among this specific group of parents sampled. As was stated pyewuopstsonal
reward power did not load particularly high on either of the specified factors, dégeiteg the
highest rated of the social power bases in eliciting parents’ compliancerdiagy parents did
not endorse impersonal reward power as definitively soft or harsh, as evidertbedshyilar
factor loadings and overlapping confidence intervals on each factor, so whpreimeg these
results, it is apparent that further study must take place to determine mdretiog it is proper to
deem impersonal reward a traditionally harsh social power base. The sarbe sa&y for
legitimate position power and positive reward, whose EFA loadings were ureskpaased on
their traditional labels as solely harsh and soft strategies, respgctivel

Also, on a broader level, it is extremely important to note that all eleven sociat pow
base means fell within 1.5 scale points (i.e., on the 7-point IPI-Form CE Likks} stane

another, and that all eleven social power base standard deviations were close to 1t8tbreThe
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there was limited variation in terms of parents’ ratings of effectigeassng all eleven social
power bases. In the study conducted by Erchul, Raven, and Whichard (2001), which looked at
teachers’ perceptions, the range of mean differences between the aigh&stest rated social
power bases was over 2 scale points (i.e., direct informational power rated highestsonal
coercion rated lowest). In this study, despite the fact that parents rgixdamal reward power
highest, where parents would be most compliant if it would offer their child thieim@sms of
services, the mean ratings of all the strategies were generally congisteone another. As a
result, when looking at the data on their face value, it is questionable whether patgnts
regard these social power bases differently from one another, from aairsteaticdpoint, when
used by school psychologists.

The fourth study hypothesis stated that parents will attribute higher |é\ymsitve
expert power to school psychologists than positive referent power, based ondMaais)
suggestion that referent power must be built up over time. This study hypothesistwas
supported, with parents’ rating positive referent power higher than positive prpear.
Positive expert power was actually ranked seventh out of the eléverd (08) power bases,
though the standard deviation was highest for this social power base. While this\iiadingt
expected, it does make sense that positive referent power was rated higheromgigering that
39.1% of the parent respondents had consultation experience with school psychologists five
more times over their children’s years of schooling. While the study dhteotireveal specifics
on how much experience parents had consulting with individual school psychologists and for
how long in months or years it took place, it is possible that many participants dlalcskstl

relationships with their consultants, and saw “eye-to-eye” regardangdildren’s needs.
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So while Martin (1978) states that consultants who have little contact with cessudbe
more on expert power in influence attempts, it appears that referent power ampagents
surveyed had been built up over time. In other words, many of the parents had ongoing
relationships with mutual involvement and agreement regarding their childremsgds. Since
children with autism can have extensive academic, behavioral, emotional, andibnseds, it
is likely that some of the parents were in contact with school psychologistsexkby/ \wr even
daily basis, where the psychologists’ standalone expertise was lessamploan both members
of the dyad identifying with one another.

The Soft Power Base-Harsh Power Base Dichotomy

Prior studies (Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001; Raven, Schwarzwald, & Koslowsky, 1998;
Wilson, Erchul, & Raven, 2008) conducted factor analyses on data obtained utilizingahd IP
IPI-Form CT as primary measures. This study was the first to fatddyze IP| data obtained
from a sample of parent consultees. It was predicted that a two-factdie@sit power base
solution would exist in the present study, but Exploratory Factor Analysis did tbsyieh
results. Despite specifying that a two-factor solution be extracted frodatagthree distinct
factors had eigenvalues above 1.00, and goodness-of-fit statistics were atdecefss a result,
it cannot be assumed that a dichotomous relationship exists with a clear Hamshrfdd clear
Soft factor because the data did not clearly align with the hypothesizdddtoo structure.

A thorough examination of the factor loadings demonstrated that all six tratijtiona
harsh factors did not strongly load on Factor 1 (i.e., Harsh) and that all fiveotratijt soft
factors did not strongly load on Factor 2 (i.e., Soft). Specifically, personald@eaer, a soft
social power base, loaded high on the Harsh factor, while legitimate position pdaesha

social power base, loaded high on the soft factor. The findings regarding both obthialse s
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power bases are actually similar to an extent to those from previoutil¢ettzat factor-

analyzed the IPI. Personal reward power loaded high as a Harsh power thasstudies
conducted by Raven, Schwarzwald, and Koslowsky (1998) (i.e., with the Israele}aama

Wilson, Erchul, and Raven (2008). It did not load strongly as a Harsh power base in the study
conducted by Erchul, Raven, and Ray (2001), which was the first to factor analy2¢é thiedre

it was applied to school consultation.

Legitimate position power actually loaded higher on the soft factor in thegdinc
Components Analysis (PCA) conducted by Erchul, Raven, and Ray (2001), in the PCA
conducted by Wilson, Erchul, and Raven (2008), as well as in the factor analysis abibgucte
Raven, Schwarzwald, and Koslowsky (1998) (i.e., with the Israeli sampley.allmdicates
that previous samples of school psychologist consultants and individuals in supervisor-
subordinate relationships, and parent consultees in this study viewed legitosditen power as
a soft influence technique. However, this also makes it clear that theomatlgoft and harsh
labels for the individual power bases do not necessarily hold true as previowshbst&aven,
Schwarzwald, and Koslowsky (1998), based on their original IP| factorssmalata from
previous consultant, consultee, and supervisor-subordinate samples, and this current one, provide
limited evidence for one clear soft-harsh dichotomy.

Nonetheless, several reasons may account for the similarities arerlts in the
results from the present study when compared to prior IPI factor analyseshrée studies that
previously factor analyzed the IPI (Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001; Raven, Schu@r&wva
Koslowsky, 1998; Wilson, Erchul, & Raven, 2008) used PCA as the means of dimension
reduction, while this present study utilized EFA. Results may have differed hackteamt

study data been examined using PCA. Also, it must be noted that in the study conducted by
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Wilson, Erchul, and Raven (2008), the construct they examinegeavesived likelihood of use
of the social power bases, and not the power baseséived effectiveness to elicit complignce
as was the case in the other two studies (Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001; Raven, Scldy&zwal
Koslowsky, 1998). Since the nature of the task given to respondents was slightgntlithed
the construct examined by the modified IPI-Form CE pexseived effectiveness to elicit
compliancethe results should be considered with caution. Still, when specifying a two-fact
solution, several of the traditionally soft social power bases were sumchander a “Soft”
factor, while several of the traditionally harsh social power bases weraaigad under a
“Harsh” factor. This demonstrates that many parents perceived thenf3lsimilarly to school
psychologists (Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001; Wilson, Erchul, & Raven, 2008), and individuals in
supervisor-subordinate relationships (Raven, Schwarzwald, & Koslowsky, 1998).
Soft Power Bases and Consultant Effectiveness

While it was predicted in the first part of the fifth study hypothesis thatgipositive
relationships would exist between parents’ ratings on the soft social posesrdoad their ratings
on measures of consultant effectiveness as per the CEF, this component of thesis/path
only partially supported. Only one social power base, positive expert, reacisttatat
significance, demonstrating a substantial link between parents’ attitwlais consultants’
expertise and their perceptions of consultants’ effectiveness. Teacherasmsaitked positive
expert power second highest of the eleven power bases as an influence techniquéldhat w
elicit their compliance in previous research (Erchul, Raven, & Whichard, 2001),leoa sc
psychologist consultants ranked this power base as second highest as welbuspesgarch

(Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001).
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Interestingly, parents in this study ranked positive expert power seventhtbetedéven
power bases. It is apparent though that when consultant effectiveness iscm aéteable, the
consultant’s expertise in mental health and education is strongly corneigiigzhrents’
satisfaction with the school psychologist, in this population. The fact that only time fofe
soft social power bases significantly predicted ratings of consulfactiegéness may not be
surprising when also considering there was limited variability amorspeitl power base
means and their standard deviations, as well as the lack of a soft-harsktwadéution from
the EFA.

Influence Attempts and Children’s Outcomes in Consultation

It was also predicted in the second part of the fifth study hypothesis that strongeposit
relationships would exist between parents’ ratings on the soft social posesrdoad their ratings
of satisfaction with their children’s consultation outcomes. This component ofpbéhlsis
was not supported, with none of the soft social power bases significantly predadneg on the
GAS measure. This particular sample of parents did not report any predictiviedinleen soft
social power base usage and their satisfaction with their children’s coiosuttatcomes. While
individual soft power bases were viewed as likely to elicit compliance, it slpeshat the
particular soft power base used by the consultant has limited bearing, in théspanedt on
whether the child reaches his or her consultation goal. The GAS rating itene&sarmof
parents’ satisfaction based on the degree to which their child meets his or hdtationggoal,
and none of the individual soft influence techniques stuck out as being significantly more
predictive than any other in this multiple regression model. Once again, thesllirariability

among the social power base ratings (i.e., the soft techniques speciferal)yand the lack of a
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clear soft-harsh factor solution with respect to the EFA, provide potential evifderibe
weakness of this second regression model.
Social Power, Collaboration, and Parents’ Perceptions: Revisiting the Collaboration Debate

As was described earlier, the Collaboration Debate (Gutkin, 1999a) brought much
attention to whether consultation is a truly collaborative endeavor versus oizedinattive,
prescriptive, or expert in nature. In examining the results of this presewntisisgdmportant to
consider how parents’ perceptions fit within the context of this ongoing Debate, assl asse
whether they viewed their consultants as true collaborators, or “directiveiptieseexperts”
(Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001, p. 16), who maintain majority control over the process. When
examining the parents’ ratings on the individual social power bases, it is eVidesoft power
bases were generally preferred over harsh power bases. This indidapesdahts’ are not
enamored by school psychologists’ use of coercive strategies (e.g., pecso@y, which are
harsh and imply a one-sided consultation relationship, lacking collaboration. sParent
endorsement of soft power strategies, in this study aligns, with a collaleapproach to
consultation, due to characteristics inherent in consultants exercisirsgratggies, which
include relying on the consultee’s skills and leaving the decision for compliatioe i
consultee’s hands Schwarzwald, Koslowsky, & Ochana-Levin, 2004).

When the modified IPI-Form CE was piloted with parents, none of the parents who
completed the items stated that they felt the items were completelydewdess directive (i.e.,
the school psychologist has sole ownership of the consultation process), but ratifeglihgs
were that some items were repetitive. The balancing items that wecktadde modified IPI-
Form CE after piloting were designed to limit any potentially “slanteds/i®f a consultation

relationship dominated by the school psychologist. Erchul, Raven, and Ray (2001) found that
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school psychologists endorsed soft power strategies in adopting a social pepecidee to
understanding their consultation relationships, demonstrating they feel thattevelire
relationship dominated by them would not useful for obtaining consultee compliance. From
examining the current study data, it seems that parents have a similar rortdaeof school
psychologists, where each member of the consultation dyad is aware tha¢geinoé |
collaboration is a necessary component to ensure a positive consultation falamols
outcome.
Study Strengths and Implications for School Psychologists

This is one of the first research studies to examine the perceptions of pamaetnibers
of the consultant-consultee dyad, with regard to social power and interpersaraigefin
school consultation. The Erchul and Raven (1997) model of social power and interpersonal
influence in school consultation had previously been studied utilizing school psycrsoasyist
consultants (e.g., Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001) and teachers as consultees (e.g., &ehul&R
Whichard, 2001), but not parents as consultees. In addition, the IPI-Form CE (IPI-Eprm C
Erchul, Raven, & Whichard, 2001) was previously adapted for use with teacher candultee
to date, limited efforts were made to adapt it for administration to parent @ssul
Accordingly, this present study expands the literature base on social powetesipdrsonal
influence in school consultation by including parents in this line of research, and ina@oing s
collecting data from a sample of parents, with representation from thed Btaites and abroad.
Studies previously alluded to surveyed regional samples and were restricted nite¢deSthtes.

This study is also unique in that a specific parent population was targetedisid
children with autism work closely with teachers, staff, school psychologmsistaer

professionals to ensure their children’s educational programs are most appropriat
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Understanding how social power and interpersonal influence are salient in thespghamit
psychologist relationship, consultants should consider using particular inflisehceques to
get parents more involved in generating solutions and interventions. This currgrdarsdud
much of the previous research examined the perceptions of influence techniquesréd ref
power, to elicit compliance, but not the longitudinal utility of that particular poase in
leading a school psychologist and parent to work together over an extended time period. |
essence, school psychologists should not only try to get parents to initially cosipty social
power bases, and stop there. As was noted previously regarding The Collaboration Debate
(Erchul, 1999; Gutkin, 1999a), positive study outcomes were found both when consultants
maintained some semblance of a directive role in the consultation process andmgudtees
actively engaged in communication with the consultant. The strategic use aiflpaiifluence
techniques can serve as a springboard for frequent communication and increased parent
engagement.

The importance of the social power bases as tools for influence on their own should not
be understated, but the process and context in which they are used are more important. Wils
Erchul, and Raven (2008) described how consultation should be viewed as an active process,
from a social power perspective, and not involve the consultant overly dominating the
interactions. School psychologists can also become more aware of what mtraegies are
especially effective for ensuring parent compliance in consultation, whetbeluiting the initial
outreach stage, or when tweaking a particular intervention strategyeaféealsconsultation
sessions.

Furthermore school psychologists can tailor their influence attempts whkmgvaith

particular parents. Certain power bases may be used while others are downpletadsed at
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all. For instance, a parent of a child with autism who has not worked previously witthaay s
psychologist might respond more strongly to influence attempts using p@sipeet power,
because the parent feels the school psychologist is especially knowledgeaildha needs of
children with autism. Another parent might respond better to influence attemptangvol
legitimacy of dependence as a power strategy, where the parent feelgatoobto help the
school psychologist, who needs assistance in collecting data outside of schook ienayde
contingent on carrying out the intervention as planned when the child is at schoghotating
the results from the present study and previous research into the practice opsgbbology
may not only benefit school psychologist-parent partnerships through consultativmawt
also improve children’s consultation outcomes on a broader level. Trainers and supefvisors
future school psychologists can even benefit from applying and incorporating tinesg
results and previous findings in school consultation course material with theiatgatiudent
trainees and with interns in the field as well.
Study Limitations

While the present study enhances and expands the literature base on sociahgower a
interpersonal influence in school consultation, several limitations were obse@egtainly, the
missing data on the survey, which was discussed in detail previously, is aaigrifnitation
of this study that must be considered in evaluating and interpreting the resuitsraulating
independent conclusions. Beyond this, aspects of the study methodology itself rkay iteea
external validity. The fact that a correlational, passive observation dessgmsed, where data
were collected from the study population on a one-shot basis, makes it difficult dosteste
causality between the different variables. This study was not a truenegpg with a control

group, or the active manipulation of study variables, where group differences coulackave
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established. Also, it is always a possibility that factors not directly eegolay the Internet
survey (e.g., consultee family-systemic, personal biases, consultans¥away account for
participants’ responses. In addition, convenience sampling, rather than randomgangdi
used to obtain study participants. While this made it easier for this resdartdeate
participants who fit the purpose of the study, results should not be generalized to r@her pa
populations, and particularly those with children who have special needs other than autism
Replication of the study findings can improve generalizability under thiesanstances (Gall,
Gall & Borg, 2007), but the possible presence of sampling bias should not be ignored.
Characteristics of the study population itself must be addressed with regard t
interpreting the results. The parent respondents were predominantly i@alwage females,
and the children for whom the parents were responding were predominantly Galvitagie
males. Alternatively, there were few male parents who participatedefeale children with
autism on whom data was collected, and few respondents from non-Caucasianifate et
backgrounds, included in the study results. While all efforts were made émdisse the study
advertisement to both female and male parents (e.g., posting the link to the Intemebds
online support groups specifically for fathers with children with autism, dsaséhose for
mothers), the majority of respondents were female. Therefore, it cannot bewedyistated
that the study results would be similar for fathers and for daughters with pasishe data
collected may be very different. The same may be said for parent respomakttisiachildren
with autism who come from multicultural backgrounds. Furthermore, the Interney sisee to
collect the study data was created in English and only made available ishEnfis is another

study limitation as parents from a variety of ethnic groups, who have childfeawtism, but
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do not have English reading comprehension skills, were likely unable to participate @nd sha
their attitudes and perceptions.

The Individuals with Disabilities in Education Improvement Act (2004) recognize
autism as only one of fourteen disability categories under which childrenecelye special
education services in the schools. This research only targeted parents of eflildreave an
autism diagnosis. Of course, it is possible that parent respondents’ childrenwshautiam
diagnoses are not always receiving services under the disalabgifedation of autism.

However, there are over 6 million infants, toddlers, children, and youth in the United Bzt

meet special education eligibility (U.S. Department of Education, 2012), aitm¢heir parents

who are active participants in the school consultation process with school psiatsplog

teachers, and other school staff. Accordingly, the results from this stndgtnecessarily be
generalized to parents with children who do not have autism, but have engaged in consultation
with school psychologists. Parents of children who do not have autism, who do recenasservi
under one of the other 13 IDEA (2004) disability categories, may have differeappens of

social power and interpersonal influence in the school consultation process, as veaglfing

levels of contact with their children’s school psychologists.

This study utilized a self-report Internet survey to gather study tdtarent in using
self-report data is the tendency for individuals to respond in a manner that dapeiakle to
researchers or clinicians, creating social desirability respotséGal|, Gall & Borg, 2007).
While parents were initially informed that all study data would remainyanous, with no
identifying information, one cannot completely rule out the presence of slesiahbility sets, or
ignore that some parents may not have responded truthfully to survey items sioft¢neir

feelings toward, or perceptions of their children’s school psychologistbisladin, a related
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limitation of the study is the fact that the observations of actual consultaisioss between
parents and school psychologists were not observed or considered in this study. Ad¢ocording
Erchul, Raven, and Wilson (2004), “data collected with a self-report instrument...#yines
biased conclusions, in that perceptions of social power are unlikely to mirror ulbéeatrcise
of social power” (p. 588). Had the study included such a component, the results might differ
where a school psychologist, for example, uses referent power with a pareaittimeeto
obtain compliance with an intervention recommendation.
Directions for Future Research

Additional research is needed to address several of the aforementionednsiiadip s
and expound on the current findings. Future studies should continue to apply and explore the
Erchul and Raven (1997) model of social power and interpersonal influence in school
consultation, with parents. Specifically, parents of children who have other disslaifit
health problems (e.g., learning disabilities, ADHD), but not autism, should be suradyéare
research. Replicating this study, not only with parents of children with autism,thudther
parent populations can enhance the generalizability of the current results and ipfowdation
on whether parents’ perceptions of school psychologists’ influence attemptsdgffending on
their child’s educational disability or health diagnosis. Since this wasshéife this adapted
IPI-Form CE was used with parents, further use of this instrument for relatesssuiltlbe
beneficial. In addition, greater efforts to target parent respondents whohars faould be
useful, because of their limited representation in this study sample. Unfolgutiteeschool
psychology literature base as a whole is limited in terms of fatherstipatton in published
research, in light of the significant impact they have on their children’s golu¢&reif & Greif,

2004).
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Much of the research base on social power and interpersonal influence has not
investigated children’s consultation outcomes, and whether the use of particulabpse®
with parents is predictive of the child meeting his or her consultation goal. tlitlisvgas if not
the first, one of the first within this specific research area to examind&evigich a relationship
exists. While in this study, there was no statistically significaaticgiship between the use of
soft social power bases and the child meeting his or her consultation goal (i.esc@AJ it
would be advantageous to further examine among other samples of parents and school
psychologists, whether or not there is an explicit relationship between socel, jperpersonal
influence, and children’s consultation outcomes.

Future research should also utilize direct observation of actual consultastomse
involving the school psychologist and parent. Whether using a structured systemditsigne
guantitatively record or code consultation session exchanges involving the school gggtholo
and parent, or obtaining narrative or descriptive consultation session data inaigeahanner,
the addition of data from actual consultation sessions will strengthen thasulreebase Future
studies that assess how parents respond to school psychologists’ actuahgxeirsiscial
power in real-time, or shortly after the consultation session takes plecmparative. For
instance, Erchul, Raven, and Whichard (2001) suggested having psychologists amd teache
complete IPIs at the end of an actual consultation session. Having a parentedmeplel-
Form CE after an actual consultation would enable behavioral data (e.g., pareintespdiases
to the consultant) to be examined and correlated with their perceptions or ratimgs of t
consultant. Future studies that include such behavioral data from actual cansa#asions

will enhance the wealth of data that has already been obtained via seié-fepo school
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psychologists (e.g., Erchul, Raven, & Ray, 2001), teacher consultees (e.q., Eestaunl, &
Whichard, 2001), and parents from this present study.

The study questionnaire consisted of 87 items, and numerous background and
demographic variable items, as well as an outcome item (i.e., engagement in school
consultation), were not used in the data analysis. Additional exploration of this utugsed s
data would yield additional study results, including predictive relationshipgbetather study
variables (e.g., the relationship between parents’ engagement in school camsaitdtparents’
perceptions of consultant effectiveness, whether parents’ perceptionsldgtnding on the
school psychologists’ gender, etc.). Specifically, engagement may berfexamined among
future study participants. Beyond recording the frequency and duration of méstingen
parents and school psychologists (i.e., as one indicator of engagement levels), oiiitatigea
measures of engagement, beyond the one item that was included on this survey, niagde uti
These include modifications of existing rating scales that measureesngaiy and qualitative
interviews to ascertain why parents feel they are or are not engageaantiudtation process.

Other statistical techniques, including path analysis, might be useful ie Bitidies to
examine potential complex causal relationships between additional stualylesri To address
the problem of missing data, efforts may be undertaken to restructure thermueass,
reposition the items, or remove items few participants responded to, whilegéepiprimary
measures (e.g., IPI-Form CE, CEF) intact. In the short-term, the panticlata used in this
study can be reexamined using a missing data technique like multiple imputgtanalyzing a
larger sample, with imputed data for those parents who left out very few queseadteras,

may Yyield results slightly different from those reported here.
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Finally, translating the study questionnaire, or future adaptations of it, intcelgegu
other than English, would make it more accessible. This may attract acnodsfsection of
parents of children with autism, and thereby provide additional data for future analyse

Conclusion

This study was designed to investigate social power and interpersonaha&lin school
consultation utilizing a population of parent consultees with children diagnosedxv#ima To
date, parents as consultees in the school consultation process have been understudgatavith r
to their attitudes towards school psychologist consultants and the consultatios,peoeas
though they serve a fundamental role in their children’s schooling as membersulfatimms
teams. The specific goals were to examine parents’ perceptions of schdallpgigts’ use of
social power bases when consulting for their children with Autism Spectruwnders, as well
as the predictive relationships between their ratings of soft social paseiubage, consultant
effectiveness, and children’s outcome from consultation.

Results from this research signify the presence and importance of sociakjmowe
interpersonal influence in school consultation, not only with school psychologist catsala
teacher consultees, but with parents as well. Specifically, soft and harsipsa@ainfluence
techniques resonate with parents of children with autism in eliciting thepl@moe throughout
the consultation process. School psychologists should be cognizant of the rolectiegeds
play when carrying out influence attempts with parents on a daily basisufzaty in the early
stages of communication and relationship building. Through using appropriaiepsoca
influence techniques tailored towards individual parents’ needs, school psych@adigiarents
can establish and maintain positive and constructive partnerships, which may providé optim

conditions for improving children’s short-term and long-term educational outcomes.
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Appendix A

Questionnaire Introduction and Consultation Experience ltems

INTRODUCTION:

School consultationinvolves a school psychologist helping a teacher or parent address and
solve student problems. During this process, school psychologists offer recomomsndat
suggestions, or interventions to parents for their children.

Consider one school consultation experience (current or in previous yearsyailnererked

with your child’s school psychologist(short-term or ongoing) to address any difficulties your
child has experienced. You will be asked to think about this experience when compketing th
guestionnaire that follows.

INSTRUCTIONS

Please indicate the following:

The gender of the school psychologisthomyou are considering for completing this
guestionnaire

Male / Female

Please indicate whether it was you or the school psychologist tHast initiated the
consultation experience you are considering for completing this quesiaire:

| initiated consultation / The school psychologist initiated consultation

The approximate number of timesover the years of your child’s schooling which you
have previously consulted with your child’s school psychologist(s), or your ddis school
psychologist(s) consulted with youNOTE: YOUR ANSWER SHOULD INCLUDE THE
CONSULTATION EXPERIENCE YOU WERE ASKED TO CONSIDER FOR T8
QUESTIONNAIRE PLUSANY OTHER CONSULTATION EXPERIENCES WITH YOUR
CHILD’'S SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST(S) OVER THE YEARS)

1 /2/3/ 4/ 5 ormoretimes
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Appendix B

Parent Background and Demographic Information

INSTRUCTIONS

Please circle/indicate the following abguurself

Your gender: Male / Female

Your ethnicity: Asian and Pacific Islander / American Indian and Alaska Native /
Black/African American / White/Caucasian / Latin/Hispanic / Mixe
(Please specify) / Other (Please specify)
Your age:

Your highest level of education completed:

High School Diploma / Some College / 2 or 4 Year College Degree / GradugtieeDe

The number of children in your household:
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Appendix C

Child Background and Demographic Information

INSTRUCTIONS

Please circle/indicate the following abguiur childfor whom you consulted with the school
psychologist (or for whom the school psychologist consulted with you):

Your child’'s gender: Male / Female
Your child’'s ethnicity: Asian and Pacific Islander / American Indian and Alaska Native /

Black/African American / White/Caucasian / Latin/Hispahi®lixed
(Please specify) | Other (Please specify)

Your child’'s age:

At what age was your child diagnosed with his or her autism spectrumiagnosis?

The birth order of your child: First Child / Second Child / Third Child / Fourth Child /
Fifth Child / Sixth Child / Seventh Child / Eighth Child /
Ninth Child / Tenth Child / Other (Please specify)

Your child’s autism spectrum diagnosis:

Autistic Disorder / Asperger’s Disorder / Rett's Disorder fldBlood Disintegrative Disorder /
Pervasive Developmental Disorder — Not Otherwise SpecifiedRED-NOS)

Please list any other diagnosed comorbid disabilities and/or chronitnesses your child is diagnosed
with:

Please indicate the grade your child is currently in, or state “ugraded” if your child is ungraded:

Indicate the primary reason(s) for consultation with your child’sschool psychologist thayou are
considering for completing this questionnaireCircle all that apply:

Academic / Behavioral / Emotional / Social
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Appendix D

Interpersonal Power Inventory - Form CE (IPI-Form CE)

INSTRUCTIONS

As mentioned beforeschool consultationinvolves a school psychologist helping a teacher or
parent address and solve student problems. During this process, school psycholagists offe
recommendations, suggestions, or interventions. Parents tend either to resistcmakges or
to do as requesteWe are interested in understanding when parents are more likeliess
likely to do what the school psychologist asks in consultation.

Continue to think about the time you chose earlier, where the school psychologist w#tsncpns
with you (or where you initiated consultation with the school psychologist) about @mrgblr
child experienced. Asking you to collect data on your child inside or outside your home, or t
start an intervention plan on a particular day are two examples of what mayrottese types
of situations.

On the following pages, there are a number of considerations that might havecedysur
decision to do or not to do as you were requefedd each statement carefully, and decide
how likely it would be that for each of these considerations you would tend to goorphot
comply. Use the following scale in estimating how you believe you wouldtreac

A. Much less likely to comply.

B. Less likely to comply.

C. A bit less likely to comply.

D. Would not affect your tendency to comply.
E. A bit more likely to comply.

F. More likely to comply.

G. Much more likely to comply.

Remember that you are indicating the likelihood that you would or would not tend to
comply given the specific circumstances.

Thank you for your cooperation.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkhkkhkkkhkkkhkkkkkkhkkhkkhkkhkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk
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REMINDER:

The school psychologist has made recommendations, suggestions, and/or designetonterve
for your child. Using the following scale, indicate the likelihood that you would gofapkeach
of the following items.

A. Much less likely to comply.

B. Less likely to comply.

C. A bit less likely to comply.

D. Would not affect your tendency to comply.
E. A bit more likely to comply.

F. More likely to comply.

G. Much more likely to comply.

Please indicate the degree to which the following considerations wouldve made you
more or less likely to comply.

You have realized that:

1. Being viewed positively by the school psychologist could lead to the enhancemanicess
my child receives.

2. After all, he/she is the school psychologist, and | should feel some obligation tmgo al
3. The school psychologist probably knows the best way to handle the situation.

4. Once the school psychologist points it out, | can see why the change is necessary
5. | admire or respect the school psychologist and do not wish to disagree.

6. The school psychologist can give me undesirable home-based responsibilitieggadany
child’s services.

7. The school psychologist has done some nice things for me in the past and so | do this in retur
8. | like the school psychologist and his/her approval is important to me.

9. The school psychologist really depends on me to do this for him/her.

10. 1 do not want the school psychologist to dislike me.

11. By doing so, | can make up for some difficulties | may have caused in the past by not
complying.
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12. For past considerations | have received, | feel obliged to comply.

13. The school psychologist can make things unpleasant for me.

14. It makes me feel better to know the school psychologist likes me.

15. | see the school psychologist as someone | can identify with.

16. | know that unless | do so, the school psychologist’s job will be more difficult.

17. The school psychologist has carefully explained the basis for this request.

18. It would be disturbing for me to know that the school psychologist disapproves of me.
19. The school psychologist probably knows more about this particular situation than | do.
20. It is the school psychologist’s job to tell me how to handle this situation.

21. Complying helps make up for things | have not done so well previously.

22. The school psychologist can help me obtain unique services for my child.

23. The school psychologist may be cold and distant if I do not do as requested.

24. The school psychologist gave me good reasons for changing how | handled the situation.
25. I understand that the school psychologist really needed my cooperation on this.

26. | trust the school psychologist to give me the best direction on this.

27. We are both part of the same team and should see eye to eye on things.

28. The school psychologist has the right to request that | handle the situation ioudgpaviay.
29. The school psychologist makes me feel more valued when | do as requested.

30. | have made some mistakes in working with the school psychologist before, spdHis t
feel | owe it to him/her.

31. The school psychologist can make it more difficult for me to obtain improved sdorices
my child.

32. The school psychologist can help me obtain for my child the services he/she néeds mos

33. The school psychologist has previously done some good things that | have requested.
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34. It makes me feel personally accepted when | do as the school psychologist asks
35. As a parent, | have an obligation to do as the school psychologist says.
36. I look up to the school psychologist and generally model my behavior accordingly.

37. | have not always done what the school psychologist has asked, so this tilhshdeéd.

38. | feel that the school psychologist probably has more technical knowledge abthartHis
do.

39. The school psychologist can make it more difficult for me to get additionatesfor my
child.

40. | realize that a school psychologist needs assistance and cooperatipariats.

41. | expect to get some favorable consideration from the school psychologisnipatmig on
this.

42. | now understand why the recommended change is for the better.

43. The school psychologist previously accepted when | did not comply, so | feel obliged to
comply now.

44. | would be upset knowing that | was on the bad side of the school psychologist.
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Appendix E

Listings of Individual Iltems within Their Respective Social Power Base

Impersonal Reward

1. Being viewed positively by the school psychologist could lead to the enhancement of
services my child receives.

22. The school psychologist can help me obtain unique services for my child.
32. The school psychologist can help me obtain for my child the services he/she needs most

41. | expect to get some favorable consideration from the school psychologistipr goi
along on this.

Impersonal Coercion

6. The school psychologist can give me undesirable home-based responsibtki@sger
to my child’s services.

13. The school psychologist can make things unpleasant for me.

31. The school psychologist can make it more difficult for me to obtain improvedeservic
for my child.

39. The school psychologist can make it more difficult for me to get additionatesefor
my child.

Positive Expert

3. The school psychologist probably knows the best way to handle the situation.
19. The school psychologist probably knows more about this particular situation than | do.
26. | trust the school psychologist to give me the best direction on this.

38. | feel that the school psychologist probably has more technical knowledge about this
than | do.



128

Positive Referent

5. ladmire or respect the school psychologist and do not wish to disagree.
15. | see the school psychologist as someone | can identify with.
27. We are both part of the same team and should see eye to eye on things.

36. Ilook up to the school psychologist and generally model my behavior accordingly.

Direct Information

4. Once the school psychologist points it out, | can see why the change is necessary

17. The school psychologist has carefully explained the basis for this request.

24. The school psychologist gave me good reasons for changing how | handled the
situation.

42. | now understand why the recommended change is for the better.

Formal Legitimacy

2. Atfter all, he/she is the school psychologist, and | should feel some obligationidago a
20. It is the school psychologist’s job to tell me how to handle this situation.

28. The school psychologist has the right to request that | handle the situation iouaparti
way.

35. As a parent, | have an obligation to do as the school psychologist says.

Leqgitimacy of Dependence

9. The school psychologist really depends on me to do this for him/her.

16. 1 know that unless | do so, the school psychologist’s job will be more difficult.

25. lunderstand that the school psychologist really needed my cooperation on this.

40. |realize that a school psychologist needs assistance and cooperationréms pa
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Legitimacy of Reciprocity
7. The school psychologist has done some nice things for me in the past and so | do this in
return.

12. For past considerations | have received, | feel obliged to comply.

33. The school psychologist has previously done some good things that | have requested.

The school psychologist previously accepted when | did not comply, so | feel obliged to
comply now.

43.

Legitimacy of Equity
11. By doing so, | can make up for some difficulties | may have caused in the past by not

complying.

21. Complying helps make up for things | have not done so well previously.

30. | have made some mistakes in working with the school psychologist before, so this
time | feel | owe it to him/her.

37. | have not always done what the school psychologist has asked, so this tinhe | feel
should.

Personal Reward
8. I like the school psychologist and his/her approval is important to me.

14. It makes me feel better to know the school psychologist likes me.

29. The school psychologist makes me feel more valued when | do as requested.

34. It makes me feel personally accepted when | do as the school psychologist asks.

Personal Coercion

10. 1 do not want the school psychologist to dislike me.

18. It would be disturbing for me to know that the school psychologist disapproves of me.
23. The school psychologist may be cold and distant if | do not do as requested.

44. | would be upset knowing that | was on the bad side of the school psychologist.
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Appendix F

Eleven Additional IPI-Form CE ltems

These items were intertwined with the 44 IPI-Form CE items as eviryt@im (i.e., 5,
10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40, 45, 50, and 55).

INSTRUCTIONS:

On this item, rate below on the 1 to 5 scale the extent to which you disagree or agree with the
following quote:

“My child’s school psychologist sees me, the parent, as someone she identifies with. She
admires or respects me and does not wish to disagree with my requests. Both of us are
members of the same team and see eye to eye on matters relating to my child. My child’s
school psychologist looks up to me and models her behavior with this in mind.”

1; I completely disagree with the quote

2; | somewhat disagree with the quote

3; | neither disagree nor agree with the quote
4; | somewhat agree with the quote

5; | completely agree with the quote

On this item, rate below on the 1 to 5 scale the extent to which you disagree or agree with the
following quote:

“l, as the parent, help my child’s school psychologist obtain special benefits for my child,
including unique services that she would benefit from. My child’s school psychologist would
expect to be viewed favorably by me because he cooperates with me in whatever | do to get
these services for my child.”

1; | completely disagree with the quote

2; | somewhat disagree with the quote

3; | neither disagree nor agree with the quote
4; | somewhat agree with the quote

5; | completely agree with the quote
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On this item, rate below on the 1 to 5 scale the extent to which you disagree or agree with the
following quote:

“I'm a parent and | give my child’s school psychologist unwanted school-based responsibilities
that pertain to the services my child is receiving. | make things unpleasant for my child’s school
psychologist by making it difficult for her to get improved services, or extra services, that she
feels my child should receive.”

1; | completely disagree with the quote

2; | somewhat disagree with the quote

3; | neither disagree nor agree with the quote
4; | somewhat agree with the quote

5; | completely agree with the quote

On this item, rate below on the 1 to 5 scale the extent to which you disagree or agree with the
following quote:

“I'm the parent so | know more about what my child is going through, and the best way to handle
my child’s situation. My child’s school psychologist feels | have more technical knowledge
about how to help my child than he does. With all this in mind, my child’s school psychologist
trusts me as a parent to give him the best direction for helping my child.”

1; I completely disagree with the quote

2; | somewhat disagree with the quote

3; | neither disagree nor agree with the quote
4; | somewhat agree with the quote

5; | completely agree with the quote
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On this item, rate below on the 1 to 5 scale the extent to which you disagree or agree with the
following quote:

“When | point it out and carefully explain the basis for it to my child’s school psychologist, he
sees why it is necessary to make changes to my child’s intervention. | also gave my child’s
school psychologist good reasons for handling the situation in a different way, and | think he
understands why the changes | recommended will make things better for my child.”

1; | completely disagree with the quote

2; | somewhat disagree with the quote

3; | neither disagree nor agree with the quote
4; | somewhat agree with the quote

5; | completely agree with the quote

On this item, rate below on the 1 to 5 scale the extent to which you disagree or agree with the
following quote:

“After all, I'm the parent, and my child’s school psychologist would feel some obligation to go
along with my recommendations. It's my job as a parent to tell my child’s school psychologist
how to address my child’s needs, and | have the right to request that he handles my child’s
needs in a particular way. He has an obligation to do what | say.”

1; | completely disagree with the quote

2; | somewhat disagree with the quote

3; | neither disagree nor agree with the quote
4; | somewhat agree with the quote

5; | completely agree with the quote
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On this item, rate below on the 1 to 5 scale the extent to which you disagree or agree with the
following quote:

“My child’s school psychologist knows that unless he does this to help my child, my job as a
parent will be even harder. | really depend on my child’s school psychologist to do this for me
and | need his assistance and cooperation.”

1; | completely disagree with the quote

2; | somewhat disagree with the quote

3; | neither disagree nor agree with the quote
4; | somewhat agree with the quote

5; | completely agree with the quote

On this item, rate below on the 1 to 5 scale the extent to which you disagree or agree with the
following quote:

“I've done some nice things for my child’s school psychologist previously, so he would do this
for me in return, since I'm the parent. | complied in the past when my child’s school
psychologist made requests. In fact, | previously accepted when my child’s school psychologist
did not comply with my request so he would feel obliged to comply with me now.”

1; | completely disagree with the quote

2; | somewhat disagree with the quote

3; | neither disagree nor agree with the quote
4; | somewhat agree with the quote

5; | completely agree with the quote
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On this item, rate below on the 1 to 5 scale the extent to which you disagree or agree with the
following quote:

“By now complying with my request, my child’s school psychologist will make up for some
difficulties she may have caused me previously, when she didn’t comply. Since she has not
always done what | have asked regarding my child, she should this time. If she complies, it will
make up for those things she has not done so well previously when working to help my child.
She has made some mistakes when consulting with me previously, so this time she owes it to
me.”

1; | completely disagree with the quote

2; | somewhat disagree with the quote

3; | neither disagree nor agree with the quote
4; | somewhat agree with the quote

5; | completely agree with the quote

On this item, rate below on the 1 to 5 scale the extent to which you disagree or agree with the
following quote:

“My child’s school psychologist likes me as a parent and how | approve of her. It makes her feel
better to know that I like her. When my child’s school psychologist works to help my child when
| request it, | make her feel more valued. As the parent, It makes her feel personally accepted
when she does what | ask.”

1; | completely disagree with the quote

2; | somewhat disagree with the quote

3; | neither disagree nor agree with the quote
4; | somewhat agree with the quote

5; | completely agree with the quote
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On this item, rate below on the 1 to 5 scale the extent to which you disagree or agree with the
following quote:

“My child’s school psychologist does not want me, the parent, to dislike her. It would disturb her
to know that I disapprove of her and she would be upset knowing that she was on my bad side.
Also, | would be cold and distant if my child’s school psychologist does not comply with my
requests.”

1; | completely disagree with the quote

2; | somewhat disagree with the quote

3; | neither disagree nor agree with the quote
4; | somewhat agree with the quote

5; | completely agree with the quote



Appendix G

Consultant Evaluation Form (CEF)

INSTRUCTIONS:

For each of the following statements, circle the number that most accurately reflects your
perceptions of the school psychologist. Use the scale below as a guide:

1 2 3 4
Strongly Neutral
Disagree

Please circle the appropriate number to the right of each item.

1. The school psychologist was generally helpful.
2. The school psychologist offered useful information.

3. The school psychologist’s ideas as to the primary
goals of schools were similar to my own ideas.

4. The school psychologist helped me to find
alternative solutions to problems.

5. The school psychologist was a good listener.

6. The school psychologist helped me identify
useful resources.

7. The school psychologist fit well into the school’s
environment.

8. The school psychologist encouraged me to
consider a number of points of view.

9. The school psychologist viewed his/her role as a
collaborator rather than an expert.

10. The school psychologist helped me find ways to
apply the content of our discussions to situations
involving my child at home.

11. The school psychologist was able to offer
assistance without completely “taking
over” the management of problems.

12. I would request services from this
school psychologist again, assuming that other
school psychologists were available.

136

7

Strongly
Agree
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Appendix H

Goal Attainment Scaling Items (GAS)

INSTRUCTIONS:

Please answer the following questions:

What specific goal did you have for your child in the consultation you considered to
complete this questionnaire?

How close did your child come to meeting this goal?
1; situation got significantly worse

2; situation got somewhat worse

3; no progress

4; goal partially met

5; goal fully met
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Appendix |

Engagement ltem

INSTRUCTIONS:

Please answer the following question:

Parental engagement in education is described as parents’ drawing upon their
experiences, resources, and relationships established with key individuals (e.g., their
child’s school psychologist) to define the role they play in their child’s education.

In considering the consultation experience you have chosen to complete this
guestionnaire, rate your engagement throughout the process using the following scale:

1; | felt completely unengaged in this consultation relationship.

2; | felt somewhat unengaged in this consultation relationship.

3; | felt neither engaged nor unengaged in this consultation relationship.
4; | felt somewhat engaged in this consultation relationship.

5; | felt completely engaged in this consultation relationship.
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Appendix J

Study Advertisement

Research Study for Parents of Children with Autism

Have you ever worked with your child’s school psychologist to address your
child’s academic, behavioral, emotional, and/or social challenges?

Has he or she ever planned interventions for your child and asked you to
implement them in your home, and monitor your child’s progress?

Have you ever been hesitant to utilize his or her suggestions,
recommendations, and/or interventions?

This study will examine parents’ attitudes towards their children’s school psychologists in the school
consultation process for their child diagnosed with an autism spectrum disorder.

Participation will take about 30 minutes and involves completing an anonymous online survey.

***The first 150 Parents who participate will have the opportunity to enter a random drawing for a
chance to win 1 of 50 525 Amazon.com Gift Cards (a 1 in 3 chance of receiving a Gift Card)***

If you have any questions, contact Seth Sebold, doctoral student at the City University of New York
(CUNY) Graduate Center, at (516) 343-6155, or by email at SSebold@gc.cuny.edu

Thank You!
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Appendix K

Consent Form for Parents and Community Resources

My name is Seth Sebold and | am a student in the Educational Psychology Ph.D. Rtdgem
Graduate Center of the City University of New York (CUNY), and the Prihtipastigator of
the project described below.

Background and Purpose

There is limited research on parents’ attitudes towards their childrémslgzsychologists.
Specifically, how parents view strategies used by school psychologiststhegeto comply
with their recommendations, or implement interventions they design for tileiren, has not
been studied extensively. Parents’ perceptions of school psychologistsveffess and their
children’s academic, behavioral, emotional, and/or social outcomes have alsomstuies
extensively. The purpose of this project is to examine parents’ attitudesénatteas when
consulting with school psychologists for their children with Autism Spectruor@ess.

Participants will be recruited over the Internet through autism spectrondeisnessage boards
and forums, networking websites (e.g., Facebook, Craigslist), from localgodakadvocacy
and support organizations (e.g. Special Education Parent-Teacher Associatitersjlies of
children with Autism Spectrum Disorders, and by word of mouth. Approximately 150 parents
are needed for this study.

To participate, you must have a child diagnosed with an autism spectrum disder (e.g.,
Autistic Disorder, Asperger’s Disorder), and you must have current opast experience
working with your child’s school psychologist. Involvement in this study is voluntary and
refusal to participate will result in no penalty or loss of benefits to which yoerditled.

Procedures

You will be asked to complete an 87-item Internet survey that will take appatetin80
minutes to finish.

Potential Discomfort and/or Risk

This study may raise difficult or stressful issues in your life. In thatdhat this happens, a list
of resources has been attached for you to contact if you wish to. You can choose notrto answe
any particular questions in the survey and you may also stop the survey anytime.
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Benefits
There are no direct benefits from participating in this study. Howevelgipation may
contribute to existing knowledge about the relationships between parents and school

psychologists.

Financial Considerations

If you are one of the first 150 parents to participate, you will be eligible év amndom

drawing for one of 50 Amazon.com Gift Cards valued at $25 each. After completing tbg, surv
you will be offered the opportunity to enter your email address to enter the raingeimg. At

a later date after survey data collection is complete, the Principaligratestwill randomly

select 50 participants’ email addresses from the first 150 survey partscipad these

individuals will be contacted to present the Gift Cards via email (i.e., one outrgfteiee
participants will receive a Gift Card). Even if you do not complete the enfivey, you may

still participate in this random drawing.

Privacy and Confidentiality

No identifying information (e.g., your name or your child’s name) will be ctdbkon the survey
at any point. All data collected will be secured using encrypted softwaresswaoa protected
computers in which only the Principal Investigator and his advisor will have aoceBkis data
will be kept for a minimum of 1 year and after that all data will be deleted.

The information obtained will be used to produce a doctoral dissertation. Eventuadly, | m
publish the results of this project, but no identifying characteristics wilsbd un any
publications. If you would like a copy of any publication in the future, please gauaihame
and address to SSebold@gc.cuny.edu.

If you have any questions about this study, please contact me, Seth Sebold, at (Bl15H5343
at SSebold@gc.cuny.edu. You may also contact my advisor, Ida Jeltova, Ph.DsoPinfése
Educational Psychology Program at the Graduate Center of the City Utyiadéisiew York
(CUNY), at (212) 817-8288, or at l1Jeltova@gc.cuny.edu. If you have any questiony@inout
rights as a participant in this study, you can contact Kay Powell, IRB mshnator at the
Graduate Center of the City University of New York (CUNY), at (212) 817-7525, or at
KPowell@gc.cuny.edu.

Thank you for your participation.

| have read the consent form and agree to participate in this research study.



| have read the consent form and will not participate in this study.

Local Community Mental Health Resources

Nassau

Peninsula Counseling Center
Outpatient Mental Health Center
50 West Hawthorne Avenue
Valley Stream, NY 11580
Phone: (516) 569-6600

Queens

Steinway Child and Family Services, Inc.

22-15 43rd Avenue
Long Island City, NY 11101-3852
Phone: (718) 389-5100

Brooklyn

Flatlands Guidance Center

Catholic Charities Brooklyn and Queens
2000 Flatbush Avenue

Brooklyn, NY 11234

Phone: (718) 377-5755

Suffolk

Family Service League of Suffolk County, Inc.
County-Wide Counseling Program-Middle Island (CWCP)

522 Middle Country Road
Middle Island, NY 11953
Phone: (631) 345-5645

Bronx

Fordham-Tremont Community Mental Health Center

2021 Grand Concoursée" Floor
Bronx, NY 10453
Phone: (718) 960-0348

Manhattan

Westchester

Northern Westch€enseling Center

The Mental HeAlssociation of Westchester
344 Main Street, R0tk

Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Phone: (914) 666-4646

Alan and Kathryn Greenberg Counseling Center, MtiahaVest Office

Jewish Board of Family and Children’s Services, Inc

120 West 57th Street
New York, NY 10019
Phone: (212) 397-4250
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List of Organizations, Agencies, Internet Forums, Parent Groups, Special Bdlratent-

Teacher Associations, and Social Networking Groups Parents Were REEnoite

Autism Speaks

The Autism Society of America

World Autism Awareness Day

Autism Support Network

World Autism Awareness Day

Autism Mothers

Autism Speaks - Greater Charlotte Chapter
Autism New Jersey

Virginia Autism Project

Autism Speaks - Los Angeles

Autism Speaks - National Capital Area
AEIOU Foundation for Children with Autism
Autism Society of Acadiana

Parents Helping Parents

Parenting Autism

Puzzle Piece Princess

For Autism Families: Because You Are Worth It
Rainbowland Autism Services

Autism Related Wandering Safety and Prevention
Give Autism a Chance

Autism Treatment Center of America
Artists and Autism

ASD Support Network

Healing Autism

Talk About Curing Autism

Autism: Spectrum Support

Rethink Autism

Join if you know someone with autism
Autism

Autism Spectrum Quarterly Magazine

A Regular Guy: Growing Up With Autism
Autism Society of Alaska

American Autism Association

Families of Autism and Asperger's Standing Together (F.A.A.S.T.)

Asperger Moms

Asperger Connection

Asperger's Support Page

ASAP = Asperger's Syndrome Around the Planet
Autism, Asperger's and more, oh my!

East Central lowa Autism Society



Arkansas Autism Network

New Mexico Autism Mothers

New Mexico Autism Society

Autism Awareness in North Texas

Autism Support of Southeast Texas

California Autism Foundation

New York Families For Autistic Children

Sumner County Parents of Children With Autism or Special Needs
Parents of Children with Autism, Ohio

Parents, Family, and Friends of those affected by Autism
How Our Children with Autism Raised us as Parents
Autism Parents Association

Autism United... Uniting Parents, Peers & Professionals
Parents Defeating Autism

Autism Speaks Canada

National Autism Association - New York Metro Chapter
Friends On The Spectrum

Association for Science in Autism Treatment

Autism Speaks Greater Pittsburgh Chapter

Autism Speaks - Chicagoland Chapter

Autism Speaks - Georgia Chapter

ASCONN

NYPAAC

NSASA

DS-Autism

Oceanside SEPTA

Sachem SEPTA

North Shore Autism Circle

Westchester-Putnam PTA

Longwood SEPTA

Asperger Syndrome and High Functioning Autism Association (AHA) Inc.
Plainedge SEPTA

Hudson Valley Special Education Parent Center
Cherry Hill Special Education PTA

SPAN NJ

Greater Lewisville Special Ed PTSA

Dallas autism listserve (DFW-MAFEA)

SNAFU, Ripon CA

START

The Autism Society of Greater Cleveland

Bridgeway House

HEART
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Appendix M

Internet Questionnaire Link Script for Posting on Internet Forums and SatigbNking

Websites

Parents: Here's a link to a university approved research study examining parents’ attitudes
towards their children’s school psychologists in the school consultation process for their child
diagnosed with an Autism Spectrum Disorder (Autistic Disorder, Asperger’s Disorder, etc.). The
survey is anonymous, takes about 30 minutes, and the first 150 parents that participate will be
entered into a drawing to win one of fifty $25 Amazon.com Gift Cards (1 in 3 chance to win a
Gift Card!). Here is the link to the survey:

https://www.psychdata.com/s.asp?SID=140682
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