
 
 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

BARTEL, CHELSEA MAUREEN. Understanding Verbal Interaction Patterns in Problem-

Solving Team Meetings Using the Consultation Analysis Record. (Under the direction of 

William P. Erchul). 

 

The purpose of this research was to better understand the verbal interactions 

occurring during Problem-Solving Team (PST) meetings. PSTs are both prevalent and 

important for school-based problem-solving consultation, especially given the current 

emphasis on Response to Intervention (RTI). Although these teams are present and active in 

the majority of schools nationwide (Truscott et al., 2005), the types of verbal interactions 

occurring within PSTs have received limited attention in the literature. In the present study, 

transcripts from 15 PST meetings were coded using the CAR. Additionally, each coder 

completed a Problem Solving Components Outcome Coding Scale that assessed participants’ 

adherence to a traditional problem-solving framework. Important results included: (a) 

meeting facilitators were more directive in their conversations than were other meeting 

participants, (b) meeting facilitators did not discuss relevant content categories to a greater 

extent than individuals in other meeting roles, (c) referring teachers’ verbalizations revealed 

an important trend in that teachers’ verbalizations focused on student behavior and behavior-

setting events to a greater extent than did other meeting participants. In sum, these findings 

provide important information on PST functioning and lay the foundation for additional 

research on the processes occurring within PSTs. 
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Introduction 

 Consultation is and has been a pillar of the school psychologist’s responsibilities for 

improving system and student functioning (Burns & Symington, 2002; Truscott, Cohen, 

Sams, Sanborn, & Frank, 2005). Even so, the term itself can incorporate many different 

definitions and theoretical models. Bergan’s (1977) model of behavioral consultation was 

designed officially for dyadic consultation, typically involving a school psychologist meeting 

with a teacher to develop a plan that would benefit a student. In the 35 years since this 

popular consultation model was introduced, schools and the field of school psychology 

certainly have not remained static. Legislation such as the Education for All Handicapped 

Children Act (P.L. 94-142) in 1975 and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (No 

Child Left Behind; NCLB) in 2001, as well as movements in the field such as Response to 

Intervention (RTI; Reschly & Bergstrom, 2009), have led to noteworthy changes. 

Specifically, schools are increasingly incorporating team-based decision making into 

determining how best to help students (Truscott et al.). Thus, it is important to gain a firm 

understanding of what transpires in these team meetings in order to make them more efficient 

and beneficial.  

Consultation occurs during team meetings when school psychologists and other 

school staff meet to identify problems, generate potential solutions, develop intervention 

plans, and evaluate their progress; the process often closely mirrors well-established models 

of consultation such as Bergan’s (1977) behavioral consultation. Knowing that consultation 

occurs within team-based meetings, it is sensible to use measures aimed at analyzing verbal 
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interactions in order to better understand the types of interactions that characterize 

consultation within the team setting. Researchers have developed many measures to assess 

verbalizations in various contexts, demonstrating the usefulness of these instruments as 

training tools to improve counselors’ or consultants’ skills (e.g., Heatherington & 

Friedlander, 1987; Lichtenberg & Heck, 1986).  

One verbal analysis measure, the Consultation Analysis Record (CAR; Bergan & 

Tombari, 1975), was specifically developed to investigate verbal communication occurring 

during behavioral consultation by providing a detailed coding and interpretation scheme. The 

CAR has been widely used in research on behavioral consultation within school settings for 

dyadic consultation (e.g., Bergan & Tombari, 1976; Busse, Kratochwill, & Elliott, 1999), but 

its use as a tool to understand interactions within larger team-based school consultation 

meetings has been quite limited to date (Lee & Jamison, 2003). Thus, many questions remain 

regarding the types of verbal interactions that occur during team-based decision-making 

meetings in schools and how participants could improve their verbalizations to ultimately 

enhance student outcomes.  

Although the CAR (Bergan & Tombari, 1975) generally has not been used to 

understand verbalizations within problem-solving teams (PSTs) in schools, one researcher 

recently used a relational communication coding scheme to analyze these meetings for a 

doctoral dissertation (viz., Bennett, 2010). Results from Bennett’s analysis of 15 PST 

meetings using Heatherington and Friedlander’s (1987) Family Relational Communication 

Control Coding System (FRCCCS) revealed several important patterns. In brief, Bennett 
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noted that individuals serving in various roles in the PST meetings were relatively consistent 

both in their attempts to control the conversation and their success at gaining control when 

they attempted to do so. However, school psychologists tended to make more attempts to 

control conversation during the meetings than did referring teachers. Results such as these 

begin to shed light on the complex interactions taking place within PST meetings; the current 

study expands on these findings by applying another coding system to the same PST data set.    

 This study used the CAR (Bergan & Tombari, 1975) to analyze 15 PST meetings 

(Young & Gaughan, 2010). Key meeting participant roles were coded using the CAR to 

allow for an analysis of which participants were in control of the meeting and the extent to 

which participants discussed content relevant to the goals for the meeting. Additionally, 

researchers completed a scoring rubric (similar to Telzrow, McNamara, & Hollinger, 2000) 

to rate the PST’s fidelity to the problem-solving model for each of the 15 meetings. Through 

this study of verbal interactions within PSTs using the CAR, it was predicted that researchers 

would gain a better understanding of how consultation occurs within team-based meetings in 

schools. Important results included: (a) meeting facilitators were more directive in their 

conversations than were other meeting participants, (b) meeting facilitators did not discuss 

relevant content categories to a greater extent than individuals in other meeting roles, (c) 

referring teachers’ verbalizations revealed an important trend in that teachers’ verbalizations 

focused on student behavior and behavior-setting events to a greater extent than did other 

meeting participants. In sum, these findings provide important information on PST 
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functioning and lay the foundation for additional research on the processes occurring within 

PSTs. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Overview of the Literature Review 

 The purpose of this literature review is to introduce information relevant to the 

understanding of problem-solving teams (PSTs) in schools and how communication within 

these team meetings can be analyzed. The review begins with an examination of the 

historical and current literature on consultation, including definitions of the various types of 

consultation models.  

Following this overview of the consultation literature, the topic of problem-solving 

teams is introduced. These teams are defined for the purposes of the current study, their 

history is reviewed in a chronological fashion, and the current state of problem-solving teams 

in schools is discussed. Next, outcome data from research on problem-solving teams are 

introduced, with a focus on both student and systemic outcomes related to the use of these 

teams. This review will also highlight issues affecting the success of problem-solving teams 

in order to better understand these issues and to help address them through the current study.  

Finally, the literature review will include an overview of the study of verbal 

interactions within consultation. One way to understand what transpires within problem-

solving team meetings is to apply communication analysis procedures to these meetings. The 

history, empirical support, and rationale for following a systematic coding scheme to analyze 

these team meetings are discussed. The review will conclude with descriptions of a study 

conducted at Alfred University (Young & Gaughan, 2010) and an additional investigation on 
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verbal interactions within PSTs using part of this data set (Bennett, 2010). These studies 

provide the raw data and starting point for the current study.  

Consultation: Definition and Models 

Definition 

Over the years, researchers have provided multiple definitions of consultation. Gerald 

Caplan (1963) defined consultation as an interaction process between two professionals, one 

with specialized competence in the area of need that is related to a work problem and is 

either client-focused or organization-focused. Caplan used the term consultant to refer to the 

specialist, and consultee to refer to the individual who is seeking help from the specialist. 

Subsequent researchers included various features in their definitions of consultation, 

including: it can be initiated by the consultee or the consultant (Brown, Pryzwansky, & 

Schulte, 2011), it represents an indirect service delivery model in which consultants work 

directly with consultees for the benefit of third-party clients (Brown et al.; Erchul & Martens, 

2010), and it has a secondary goal of enhancing the consultee and the system in a preventive 

function (Erchul & Martens; Zins & Erchul, 2002). Different consultation definitions share 

some commonalities, but their disparities stem largely from the diverse theoretical 

orientations within the field.   

The prominent models of consultation commonly seen in schools are reviewed next to 

provide a framework for the model embraced in the current study.  It is important to delineate 

and differentiate these models in order to prevent using the term consultation too broadly and 

to apply inappropriately to any services of school psychologists – a tendency noted by 
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Reschly (1976). Three models of consultation are outlined here, each chosen for their 

historical popularity and use by school psychologists (Reschly). They are (a) mental health 

consultation, (b) organizational consultation, and (c) behavioral consultation.  

Three Prominent Consultation Models  

 Mental health consultation. Caplan (1963) is credited with formally introducing 

mental health consultation in the human services field. He distinguished mental health 

consultation by its primary goal – to prevent, treat, and rehabilitate mental disorders. Caplan 

also emphasized the importance of the logistical strengths of consultation: one consultant can 

work with professionals in direct-service roles to benefit many more clients than the 

consultant could directly serve. Mental health consultation has four different subtypes (i.e., 

client-centered case consultation, program-centered administrative consultation, consultee-

centered case consultation, and consultee-centered administrative consultation), each with 

slightly different goals shaping the client-consultee relationship and course of consultation 

(Caplan). The subtype most strongly influencing the practice of consultation in schools is 

consultee-centered case consultation (Caplan, Caplan, & Erchul, 1995). In this type of 

consultation, the consultant focuses on improving the knowledge and skills of the consultee 

rather than directly changing the client. Caplan explained that the majority of the consultant’s 

time in consultee-centered case consultation is focused on discussing the client with the 

consultee as opposed to spending time conducting formal evaluations of the client. The goal 

is to reduce the consultee’s difficulty in managing the client’s problems so that the he or she 
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can learn skills to both intervene in the present case and to prevent similar struggles in the 

future.  

Consultee-centered case consultation is evident in schools when school psychologists 

work with teachers and focus on the teachers’ difficulties with students instead of directly 

evaluating or intervening with the students. In this way, teachers can learn skills that they can 

use to solve current and future problems with their students. Assuredly, though, school 

psychologists do often spend some time in direct assessment and intervention with students. 

Caplan et al. (1995) defined mental health collaboration as a framework in which school 

psychologists often function. In this model, school psychologists as consultants collaborate 

with teachers through traditional consultee-focused consultation work but also serve the 

clients directly through assessment and intervention during this process. Knotek and 

Sandoval (2003) noted that Caplan’s (1963) consultee-centered case consultation is often 

seen in schools. For example, psychologists frequently serve in dichotomous roles as both 

collaborators and consultants with teachers and other school staff, especially when they serve 

on teams of staff requiring them to participate with less responsibility for the client while 

also serving as a consultant.  

 Organizational consultation. The goals of organizational consultation vary widely 

and can include: increasing productivity and morale within the organization; working with 

subsystems within the organization to develop communication and problem-solving skills, 

and; developing training processes and procedures (see Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990 for a 

brief review).  This second model of consultation commonly used in schools often includes 
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group training sessions and exercises (Reschly, 1976). The organizational consultant often 

functions as a facilitator in group meetings of school staff with the goal of improving the 

overall functioning of the system rather than improving one consultee’s or client’s ability to 

manage problems (Brown et al., 2011). This type of consultation uses some of the methods 

and strategies included in other models, with a focus on data collection and feedback (Bergan 

& Kratochwill) but it does so with the broad organizational culture and health in mind 

(Truscott, Cosgrove, Meyers, & Eidle-Barkman, 2000). Organizational consultation can be 

seen in schools when school psychologists consult with administrators regarding school 

policies as a whole, or other similar systems-level concerns. At times, these systems-level 

concerns can affect consultation at other levels as well – as when lack of administrator 

support diminishes the effectiveness of team-based consultation (e.g., Rafoth & Foriska, 

2006).  

Behavioral consultation. Consultation within schools takes many forms, as it is 

influenced by various theoretical orientations. Behavioral consultation, which focuses on 

directly observing and measuring behavior that is developed through learning and 

reinforcement principles, is one of the most frequently used models employed by school 

psychologists (Costenbader, Swartz, & Petrix, 1992; Erchul & Martens, 2010; Reschly, 

1976). Like other models of consultation, behavioral consultation involves problem-solving 

components. Unlike other models, though, these steps are clearly delineated and followed 

during the consultation process in behavioral consultation (Erchul & Martens).  
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 Behavioral consultation is relatively new in the field of school psychology. Bergan’s 

seminal introduction of this model came with the release of his book, Behavioral 

Consultation, in 1977. Since then, this work and its revised edition (Behavioral Consultation 

and Therapy; Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990), have been cited and used extensively in many 

areas of school psychology research (Gutkin & Curtis, 2009). Behavioral consultation 

includes four stages: (a) problem identification; (b) problem analysis; (c) plan 

implementation; and (d) problem evaluation. Interviews are conducted to gather information 

at three of these stages, yielding: (a) the problem identification interview (PII); (b) the 

problem analysis interview (PAI); (c) Plan implementation (PI); and (d) the problem 

evaluation interview (PEI). The consultation process is dyadic, involving interactions 

between the consultant (typically the school psychologist in school-based consultation) and 

the consultee (typically the referring teacher). Uniting these stages of the consultation 

process are two overarching goals for this type of problem solving: that it be used to promote 

mental health and educational development, and that its aims are behaviorally defined 

(Bergan).  

Bergan and Tombari (1975) also developed a system to allow researchers to 

investigate verbal interaction occurring within each stage of his problem-solving model. This 

coding system, the Consultation Analysis Record (CAR), is the primary measure of the 

current study and will therefore be discussed at length in later sections.  The consultation 

meetings included in the current study also did not precisely follow Bergan’s behavioral 

consultation model but they offer close approximations of the model. Perhaps most notably, 
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the PII and PAI meetings were combined in this study and were therefore analyzed with 

Bergan’s goals for both of these meetings in mind.  

Importantly, behavioral consultation as conceptualized by Bergan (1977) incorporates 

consultee involvement by viewing the consultee as an active participant and problem solver, 

and encouraging the consultee to use the consultation process to develop skills for solving 

similar problems in the future. Behavioral consultation is also distinct from Caplan’s (1963) 

mental health consultation in its emphasis on environmental factors: Consultants and 

consultees define problems as occurring outside of the client, consider environmental 

influences on behavior, and focus the evaluation of success on goal attainment rather than 

individual characteristics of the client (Bergan).  

Moving Beyond Traditional Dyadic Consultation 

Two of the three models of consultation typically practiced in schools reviewed thus 

far – mental health consultation and behavioral consultation – typically involve a dyadic 

consultative relationship. However, Bergan’s (1977) model of behavioral consultation has 

been successfully adapted for a slightly larger group. This type of triadic consultation that 

has been promoted in the literature, Conjoint Behavioral Consultation, (CBC; Sheridan & 

Kratochwill, 2007), is an example of team-based consultation on a slightly smaller scale – 

involving a consultant meeting with parents and teacher to discuss a student’s needs and 

interventions. CBC has been demonstrated to contribute to favorable outcomes for a variety 

of students, and it is viewed favorably by consultants and consultees (Sheridan, Eagle, 

Cowan, & Mickelson, 2001). Furthermore, historical events, including federal laws 
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pertaining to special education regulation and current movements in the field of school 

service delivery such as RTI (Reschly & Bergstrom, 2009), are influencing changes in the 

format of consultation in the schools and often moving it more toward consultation within 

larger group contexts rather than within dyads. RTI will be summarized following the 

discussion of PSTs.  

Tilly (2008) noted that problem solving has probably been used in an unstructured 

way in schools since at least the 1970s. However, team decision making became compulsory 

after the passage of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, P.L. 94-142, in 1975. 

The law required schools to use multidisciplinary teams to determine eligibility for 

placement in special education – a requirement that spurred the development and 

differentiation of teams, including Individualized Education Plan (IEP) teams, Prereferral 

Intervention Teams (PITs), and Problem Solving Teams (PSTs; Bahr & Kovaleski, 2006). 

This new focus on teams was paired with another mandate of P.L. 94-142, which stated that 

students must receive their education in the least restrictive environment. Students who were 

previously placed in separate classrooms or even separate schools were in large part brought 

back into the regular education classrooms, and teachers were faced with the task of meeting 

the academic, behavioral, and emotional needs of a wide range of students. The increase in 

the development and use of consultation in schools was propelled by these issues of 

mainstreaming, where more students with varying levels of need were participating in regular 

education classrooms. Team-based decision making does indeed occur in schools, as Truscott 

et al. (2005) reported that most states either require or recommend that all schools have a 
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team of staff members that meets regularly to address concerns with students, even in cases 

that do not fall within the federally mandated multidisciplinary team requirements.  

Consultation occurring within the group-based setting of multidisciplinary problem-

solving teams, where a school psychologist or meeting facilitator might act as a consultant 

for multiple consultees (e.g., teachers, administrators, parents) at one time, was the central 

focus of the current study. Group meetings consist of numerous verbal interactions between a 

consultant and these consultees, and meaningful information can be gained from the careful 

analysis of these verbal interactions (e.g., Lee & Jamison, 2003). This field of research and 

its rationale and support is presented after a careful review of the history and outcomes 

associated with problem-solving teams in schools.  

Problem-Solving Teams: Definition and Historical Background 

In an age of increasing accountability with the introduction of the 2001 Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act (No Child Left Behind or NCLB), public school staff are under 

pressure to maximize resources and provide the best possible education for every individual 

student under its care. One way schools are meeting individual students’ academic, 

behavioral, and emotional needs is through increased teaming and early intervention efforts 

(Truscott et al., 2005). School staff form teams of teachers, specialists, administrators, and 

often a combination of all of these roles to evaluate students’ needs and plan for how best to 

meet those needs (Truscott et al.). One type of team often formed in schools is a problem-

solving team (PST), which meets to provide early intervention to individual students who do 
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not seem to be progressing academically, emotionally, and/or behaviorally in relation to their 

peers (Raforth & Foriska, 2006).  

Many terms in psychology and education have multiple definitions, and PST is no 

exception. These teams go by many different names, with some researchers clearly 

differentiating PSTs from other types of teams in schools and others categorizing all teams 

together under one umbrella term. The inconsistency in the definition and use of the term 

problem-solving team can lead to confusion, which is why a careful consideration of the 

various terms is important in order to reach a decision on how best to define PSTs. The use 

of teams to meet the needs of students certainly has a long history in schools, and another 

viable way to examine the development of PSTs is to do so chronologically. Over the past 35 

years, there has been a good deal of research on the functions and effectiveness of PSTs in 

schools. That history will be briefly reviewed here.  

One of the earliest introductions of the idea of problem solving in a team format in 

schools came from Chalfant, Pysh, and Moultrie (1979). It was shortly after the passage of 

P.L. 94-142 that Chalfant et al. found through survey information from principals and 

teachers that teachers needed a better support system to be effective with students with 

learning and behavior problems. As a result, the researchers worked with teachers and 

schools to develop teacher assistance teams (TATs). Membership on the teams was flexible, 

but teachers were always included on the team and were in charge of inviting any other 

specialized staff or administrators to team meetings. TATs were conceptualized by these 

researchers as “a day-to-day problem-solving unit for teachers within a particular building” 
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(p. 88). Notably, these teams incorporated problem solving and included multiple staff 

members. These same themes are also present in the definitions of many other types of teams 

in schools. The only guidelines suggested by the researchers were that the teams should 

accept referrals, hold a meeting to make objectives and have problem-solving discussions, 

record recommendations, implement recommendations, and hold a follow-up meeting to 

determine outcome of the intervention after six to eight weeks. This early TAT model is not 

unlike modern PST models. Five years after Chalfant et al.’s development of the TAT model, 

Graden et al. (1985) introduced the PIT model.  

In a review of studies from 1980-1997 on PSTs in schools, Welch, Brownell, and 

Sheridan (1999) referred to the teams as school-based problem-solving teams (SBPSTs). 

These researchers defined the teams as “an indirect service delivery approach consisting of a 

group of … educational professionals who share the responsibility of working with a 

colleague or family member to develop and evaluate an action plan to address an academic or 

behavioral problem” (p. 38). This operational definition is helpful to gain an understanding of 

what exactly constitutes a SBPST. The researchers also explained that SBPSTs incorporated 

teams by other names, including TATs (Chalfant et al., 1979) and student assistance teams 

(Rankin & Aksamit, 1994). Thus, SBPST is one umbrella term for the various types of teams 

focused on meeting students’ individual needs.  

There are still more terms for problem-solving teams in schools. Friend and Cook 

(1997) discussed student-centered problem-solving teams, which engage in problem solving 

for students’ academic, social, and emotional issues. These teams were seen as an 
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overarching term incorporating the definitions of various types of teams, including TATs 

(Chalfant et al., 1979), intervention assistance teams, mainstream assistance teams, student 

support teams, multidisciplinary teams, child study teams, transdisciplinary teams, and case 

conference teams. Thus, after Friend and Cook’s summary and Welch et al.’s (1999) 

differentiations of the various team names, there were at least two broad terms attempting to 

simplify the definition of problem-solving teams in schools: student-centered problem-

solving teams and SBPSTs. It seems logical to shorten these terms to simply problem-solving 

teams, but first there is one more definitional issue to consider. 

 In 1985, Graden, Casey, and Christenson defined a model for what are known as 

prereferral intervention teams (PITs) in schools. The model included four key steps for these 

teams to complete: (a) request for consultation, (b) consultation, (c) observation, and (d) 

formal referral for special education services, if needed. Since Graden et al.’s seminal article 

on PITs, this term has become one of the most commonly used names for these types of 

teams in schools. Other researchers have presented their own definitions of PIT as well. 

Burns and Symington (2002) defined a PIT as “any multidisciplinary problem solving team 

that develops interventions to meet the needs of students in general education that are 

difficult to teach” (pp. 437-438). In one study, Yetter and Doll (2007) chose to use PIT 

interchangeably with student assistance team, stating that both names incorporate many other 

similar team models and names. 

Despite the widespread use of the PIT name, many current researchers are unsatisfied 

with using PIT to describe problem-solving teams in schools. In their introduction to a 
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special issue of Remedial and Special Education, Bahr and Kovaleski (2006) explained that it 

is the prereferral part of PITs that is the problem. These researchers agreed with Graden’s 

(1989) argument that prereferral implies that a referral to special education is likely to 

follow. This implication is problematic because the focus of problem-solving teams should 

be on assisting students to succeed rather than waiting to refer them to special education. 

Bahr and Kovaleski argued for a broad definition of PSTs incorporating PITs and many of 

the other names previously discussed. Truscott et al. (2005) used the PIT name in their study 

but noted that they agreed with Graden’s concerns and chose to use PIT “to avoid confusion 

among the plethora of names” (p. 140).  

Even researchers are searching for a consensus among the various names, and it 

appears that PST is the most accurate name to reflect the current and future state of these 

teams in schools. Burns, Vanderwood, and Ruby (2005) clarified the distinction between 

PITs and PSTs by stating that PST is a more accurate name for teams focused on service 

delivery, whereas PITs may be more appropriate for teams focused on special education 

referrals. Other current researchers in the field agree that PST is a more accurate and 

encompassing term for the true functions of these teams (Gregory, 2010; Rafoth & Foriska, 

2006). Thus, for the purposes of this review and to best reflect the nature of these teams, PST 

as used here includes the many other names of teams that all have the focus of bringing 

together different school staff, parents, and even community members to engage in problem-

solving discussions and activities to serve students’ needs.  
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Despite the aforementioned arguments over the use of the word prereferral, the 

original intended focus of PITs is again not unlike modern PST models. However, there is 

still not one clear definition of who should be included on teams and which aspects of their 

functioning are most important to student outcomes (Friend & Cook, 1997). In fact, in their 

review of team data from 1980-1997, Welch et al. (1999) were able to identify only 18 

articles on PSTs that met their criteria (i.e., focused on school-based problem solving, was 

conducted in schools, focused on concerns for students in kindergarten through 12
th

 grade, 

and was published in a peer-reviewed journal). These researchers concluded that, despite 

years of research on these teams, there is not a solid database on efficacy and there is still not 

enough quality research on PSTs. Since that publication, there has been more research on 

PSTs. The current status of PSTs and highlights of the outcome research are reviewed next. 

The Current State of PSTs in Schools 

 One of the most informative investigations into the use of PSTs in schools comes 

from two national surveys conducted from 1998-2000 (Truscott et al., 2005). These 

researchers interviewed representatives from 51 state education departments (i.e., each state 

plus the District of Columbia) during the 1998-1999 school year and representatives from 

200 elementary schools (i.e., 4 in each state) during the 1999-2000 school year. Truscott et 

al. asked about issues ranging from state mandates for PSTs to interventions recommended 

by the teams and perceived goals of the teams. Their results revealed that PSTs are prevalent 

in American schools. In fact, 69% of states reported mandating some type of prereferral 

intervention and 41% reported mandating teams to serve this purpose, with an additional 
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44% of states recommending team-based problem solving. Even beyond these state mandates 

and recommendations, a striking finding is that 170 of the 200 (85%) schools interviewed 

reported that their school had a PST in place. The researchers stated that their sample was 

certainly small given the number of elementary schools in the United States, but they 

selected the 200 elementary schools to be representative of all schools in the country. Thus, 

the findings can be generalized with some degree of confidence. Given these data and the 

upward trend of teams in schools since the 1970s, it is likely that an even greater proportion 

of schools are using PSTs today than when these data were collected. 

 In addition to the prevalence of PSTs, Truscott et al.’s (2005) study revealed 

important information about the perceived goals of PSTs in schools and the interventions 

typically recommended within these teams. The primary goal shared among the teams was to 

increase students’ academic performance; however, there was little consensus about the goals 

of PSTs in general. As for interventions, most schools (74%) reported that the interventions 

recommended in the PSTs tended to be focused on academics and were designed to be 

implemented by teachers. The five most common interventions were: peer tutors or buddies 

(37%), individual or group counseling (33%), out-of-classroom remediation (32%), changing 

the child’s seat (32%), and decreasing the amount of work that the child is expected to 

complete (22%). Truscott et al. noted that none of the common interventions require the 

teacher to alter instruction in any way, and that teams seemed hesitant to intrude on 

classroom management practices as a focus of intervention. The researchers concluded that 

there is a significant gap between the functions and efficacy of PSTs as reported in the 
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literature and the actual current functioning of these teams in schools. The types of 

interventions that PSTs recommend and how the teams decide which issues should be the 

focus of concern are both issues that are affected by the verbal interactions and 

communication patterns within PST meetings. Although the current study did not investigate 

ideal interventions per se, it contributes to the understanding of communication within these 

meetings and how communication may be improved to enhance issues such as intervention 

selection and student outcomes. 

 In a more recent study on the acceptability of PSTs in schools, Yetter and Doll (2007) 

surveyed 313 elementary and middle school staff about their experiences with PSTs and team 

procedures. Their results revealed that teachers rated PSTs as moderately high in 

acceptability, but neutral in their perceived ability to actually help students. Taken together, 

these studies on the current state of PSTs in schools point to the growth and prevalence of 

PSTs but also begin to reveal some areas in need of further investigation. If 41% of states 

mandate PSTs (Truscott et. al, 2005) and teachers find the team process acceptable but not 

especially helpful for student outcomes (Yetter & Doll), there is undoubtedly room for 

improvement where PSTs are concerned. The current study further investigated the PST 

process and offers some insight and direction to improve the current situation. First, though, 

it is important to consider some of the research on outcomes related to PSTs (i.e., those going 

beyond simply documenting teachers’ general opinions about whether the teams help).  
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Outcome Research on the Process Within PSTs 

 Since the inception of PSTs, researchers have rightfully been interested in 

determining the success of these teams. As suggested by Truscott et al.’s (2005) survey, there 

are many possible goals for PSTs and therefore many possible foci for outcome research. A 

comprehensive review of all outcome research involving PSTs is beyond the scope of the 

present review, but the studies highlighted here will focus on some of the different types of 

outcome research that has been conducted with PSTs.  

 To provide an organizational framework for outcome research, the meta-analysis of 

PSTs conducted by Burns and Symington (2002) is a useful starting point. These researchers 

found only nine studies on PSTs that met their criteria (i.e., included an outcome measure for 

the PST as a dependent variable, included at least one between-group or within-group 

comparison of outcomes, included quantitative data that could be used to determine effect 

sizes, and were written in English). Despite the low number of quality studies on PST 

outcomes, Burns and Symington were able to gather enough data to make some conclusions. 

First, they argued that outcome data should be divided into student outcomes and systemic 

outcomes. Student outcomes include: (a) time on task, (b) task completion, (c) scores on 

behavior rating scales, and (d) observations of target behavior in students. Systemic outcomes 

include: (a) referrals to special education, (b) new placements in special education, (c) 

percentage of referred students who are eventually diagnosed with a disability, (d) number of 

students retained in a grade, and (e) amount of increase in consultation and/or counseling 

activity by school psychologists.  
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The results of the meta-analysis revealed that PSTs had a strong effect on almost all 

of these desired outcomes, with large effect sizes (at or above .90) for all but two of the mean 

effect size coefficients. One of the two coefficients that was not within the large effect size 

range was for nonrandomized studies, suggesting a greater need for randomized studies 

concerning PST outcomes. Another important finding was the magnitude of the difference 

between the effect size for university-based PSTs (1.32) and field-based PSTs (.54). Both 

types of teams led to positive gains on the desired outcomes, but the university-based PSTs 

were significantly better than the field-based PSTs at obtaining these outcomes. Taken 

together, these conclusions point to the importance of PSTs, which can contribute to 

increased positive outcomes for students and systems.  

 Some of the earliest systemic PST outcome data are included in Chalfant et al.’s 

(1979) introduction to TATs. When developing the TAT model, these researchers looked at 

the effectiveness of these teams as measured by reduced referrals to special education. Over 

the span of time since the start of TATs in their studies, 203 children were referred to the 

teams for assistance. The team resolved problems for 129 (63.5%) of these referred children, 

sending only 74 children on for additional assistance though special education evaluation. 

The researchers noted that the decrease in referrals to special education allowed members of 

the special education team, including the school psychologist, to engage in other activities 

and to better meet the individual needs of the students who truly qualified for special 

education services.  
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Other research on systemic outcomes has demonstrated a consistency in the success 

of PSTs at reducing referrals to special education services. For example, in their summary of 

years of research on statewide instructional support teams in Pennsylvania, Kovaleski and 

Glew (2006) reported that 84.6% of students who were referred to PSTs did not go on to be 

referred for special education placement. This percentage, called the success rate (as 

students’ needs were served through regular education services rather than special education 

placement; see Hartman & Fay, 1996), was higher in schools using the PSTs than in other 

schools. Thus, schools with PSTs referred approximately 33% fewer students than did 

schools without PSTs (Kovaleski & Glew).   

 An important area of PST outcome research that bridges systemic and student 

outcomes is research on treatment integrity. In their 1999 study, Kovaleski, Gickling, 

Morrow, and Swank compared 492 students who received the services of instructional 

support teams (IST) to students who did not get IST support but were at-risk for academic 

problems (237 students) and average students who also did not receive IST support (1189 

students). The researchers were measuring student outcomes of time-on-task, task 

completion, and task comprehension before, during, and after the interventions of the IST. 

They used observers and trainers to ensure that there was treatment integrity for the specific 

interventions identified to help these students, to influence increased time-on-task, 

completion, and comprehension. Additionally, the researchers analyzed the level of 

implementation for each IST – a measure of the integrity of the IST process itself.  
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In order to assess these variables, a team visited each participating school to look at 

documentation from the IST and objectively rate intervention and process integrity using a 

comprehensive list of target items (Kovaleski et al., 1999). Results revealed that when the 

IST process was implemented with fidelity, students performed better on all of the dependent 

variables when compared to students who did not receive IST interventions. However, when 

the IST process was implemented with low levels of integrity (both in the specific 

intervention integrity and in the overall IST process integrity), the students who received 

interventions from the IST were no better off than the at-risk students who did not receive 

any interventions. Kovaleski et al. noted that “basic collaborative team structures…may be 

necessary but not sufficient to realize desired student outcomes” (p. 182). Thus, there is 

evidence for the importance of PSTs with respect to student and systemic outcomes (e.g., 

Burns & Symington, 2002), but researchers have also identified an important moderator in 

intervention and PST process integrity (e.g., Kovaleski et al.).  

Three Issues Affecting the Success of PSTs 

When any procedure is put into practice in schools, it is expected that there will be 

problems to overcome in order for the process to run smoothly and serve its intended 

purpose. PSTs are no exception, and the literature is replete with areas in need of attention. 

Keeping these issues in mind is essential to overcoming them and helping PSTs to function 

more effectively. Three of these problems will be explored here: the lack of procedural and 

intervention integrity, staff training and implementation, and the research base for PSTs. The 

current study allows for further consideration regarding these issues and provides a basis for 
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the current study’s emphasis on providing additional data to improve the state of PSTs in 

schools today. 

 First, without fidelity to the PST process and to the specific interventions 

recommended by these teams, PSTs appear to be a waste of time and resources for schools 

and students. Indeed, Telzrow et al. (2000) conducted a comprehensive study of PSTs in 227 

schools and collected “best case” documentation (i.e., a problem-solving worksheet and 

evaluation team report – two documents designed to guide the PST process) from each 

school. This documentation was reviewed by trained specialist-level school psychologist 

raters, who used a scoring rubric to assign ratings for each of eight problem-solving 

components and for student outcome. The researchers concluded that the fidelity to the 

problem-solving process was significantly correlated with student outcomes, with significant 

correlations ranging from .13 for the problem-solving component of systematic intervention 

plan to .24 for having a clearly identified goal. Additionally, the problem-solving 

components of clearly identified goal and data indicating student response to intervention 

combined to predict approximately 8% of the variance in student change (R
2
 = 0.08, F = 

11.09, p < .001).  

It is important to note that part of the documentation presented by the schools was 

supposed to include notes on treatment integrity, but the researchers found that these notes 

were either absent or vague in every case. They could only conclude that PST interventions 

are carried out with lower than desired levels of integrity (Telzrow et al., 2000). Fidelity is 

clearly an essential component to consider when analyzing student outcomes with PSTs. The 
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integrity with which teams are run and interventions suggested by those teams are put into 

practice is just one of the many issues affecting the success of PSTs. The current study 

provides additional data regarding the PST process through a careful investigation of the 

specific topics of conversation and progression of problem-solving processes within PST 

meetings. Specifically, the study provides information that can be used to increase teams’ 

ability to efficiently define the primary issue of concern and to follow a structured problem-

solving format.  

 A second issue affecting the success of PSTs relates to staff training and 

implementation of these teams. Martens and Ardoin (1992) acknowledged the need for 

increased consultant support of teachers as the teachers work to implement interventions 

identified through the consultation process. They highlighted and supported with research a 

few strategies that consultants can employ to support teachers, including social influence, 

setting clear goals for teacher behavior, modeling, coaching, performance feedback, and 

developing implementation protocols (Martens & Ardoin).  Many other researchers have also 

found that schools vary in how much training they provide before and during implementation 

of the PST process (e.g., Friend & Cook, 1997; Telzrow et al., 2000).  

From the early developmental studies of PSTs (Chalfant et al., 1979) to more current 

research on state requirements for the teams (Truscott et al., 2005), the specific procedures 

for training teams and determining the exact procedures for PSTs are quite vague. In a 

comparison of PST formation and processes with the literature on what is known about 

successful team functioning, Friend and Cook’s (1997) study revealed that most PST 
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members are not clear on the function of PSTs and there is little direction on how to form and 

use teams effectively. Yetter and Doll (2007) agreed, stating that even when schools were 

part of an established PST project, there were still low levels of PST training for teachers and 

other team members. Truscott et al. were concerned that so many states mandate teams but 

then provide little, if any, direction and training to make the teams successful. These issues 

compound with the previous problem of integrity to create a situation where teams may be 

practicing without much direction or follow-up, potentially spinning their wheels and not 

meeting student or systemic outcome needs.  

 Third, there is a clear problem with the lack of sound research on PSTs. Two 

comprehensive reviews of PST-related data in schools have found few studies meeting basic 

criteria including clearly defining outcomes and being published in peer-reviewed journals 

(i.e., Burns & Symington, 2002; Welch et al., 1999). Without quality research on the 

functioning and outcomes of these teams, it is difficult to move forward and offer evidence-

based recommendations for PSTs in the future.  

 These three issues with PSTs – fidelity to the PST process, training of team members 

on the goals and process of PSTs, and research on what makes PSTs effective and what leads 

to favorable outcomes for students – can certainly impede the progress of these teams to 

meeting both systemic and student outcomes. Fortunately, there is also evidence that teams 

can overcome problems with proper support. In a study on the development of PSTs, 

Truscott et al. (2000) supported teams to meet their changing needs and issues as they slowly 

developed. One issue that the researchers quickly found was that teams did not spontaneously 
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engage in effective problem solving. Instead, teams focused almost exclusively on within-

child or within-family problems and ignored the classroom environment as a potential area of 

concern. As a result of their concerns with PST development around problem solving, the 

researchers introduced the idea of problem solving as a goal to the teams. They found that 

although the teams were initially opposed to implementing a clear problem-solving process, 

they still did their best to follow the problem-solving plan in spite of their frustrations.  

Additionally, Young and Gaughan (2010) found that as support and training in the 

PST process progressed, teams were more effective at achieving procedural integrity. One 

indicator of this improvement is based on the number of problems targeted for each child. 

Bergan and Tombari (1975) demonstrated that problem identification (as defined by the 

consultant) in behavioral consultation meetings accounted for 59% of the variance in whether 

plans were implemented to address the problem, and one feature essential to adequate and 

accurate problem identification involves narrowing the focus to fewer target behaviors. 

Young and Gaughan also reported that teachers improved from initially identifying 4.4 

targeted problem behaviors per child to identifying only 1.9 problem behaviors per child. 

Although it is difficult to determine whether teams chose the correct behaviors to target, their 

progress in narrowing their focus is consistent with Bergan and Tombari’s data supporting 

the increased success with plan implementation. Furthermore, teams moved from a focus on 

referral for determining special education eligibility to a focus on solving problems before 

the point of referral. Young and Gaughan reported that special education evaluations were 

recommended 35.8% of the time at the start of their investigation into PSTs, and over time 
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this number dropped to less than 10%. This result provides additional support for the positive 

effects of PSTs on the systemic outcome of success rate previously discussed (e.g., Kovaleski 

& Glew, 2006).  

Investigations such as those conducted by Truscott et al. (2000) and Young and 

Gaughan (2010) are important to consider in the context of the many issues facing PSTs, 

because these studies provide evidence that PSTs can implement difficult and at times 

“unpopular” practices in order to better serve students’ needs. The current study will also 

help to alleviate the challenges that PSTs face by providing an analysis of the specific types 

of verbal interactions occurring within the meetings and how these interactions contribute to 

the procedural integrity of PSTs.  

Analyzing Verbal Interactions Within Consultation 

 With an understanding of the history of consultation and PSTs, how these are applied 

and practiced within schools, and some of the issues affecting the success of PSTs, it is 

important to address the specific means by which verbal interactions can be analyzed in 

consultation meetings. The history and development of verbal analysis and the specific 

coding measures used to explore verbal interactions will be reviewed first. Then, the CAR 

(Bergan & Tombari, 1975) will be presented in detail as it was the primary tool used in this 

study.  

History and Development of the Study of Verbal Processes  

 Researchers in fields including communications and psychotherapy (e.g., Lichtenberg 

& Heck, 1986; Patterson & Forgatch, 1985, Stiles & Shapiro, 1995) have focused on 
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understanding the verbal exchanges that characterize various sorts of interactions, from 

workplace discussions to conversations in therapy and counseling contexts. Indeed, 

investigators studying verbalizations within psychotherapy have demonstrated relationships 

between therapists’ verbal behaviors and clients’ verbalizations and actions (e.g., Patterson & 

Forgatch). Furthermore, Martens, Deery, and Gherardi (1991) argued that the information 

gained from studies of verbal interaction within therapy are especially important because 

there are clear parallels between the types of conversations occurring in psychotherapy and 

those occurring within consultation – both of which are helping relationships. Therefore, it 

makes sense to investigate the verbal exchanges occurring within consultation because, as 

demonstrated by Martens et al. (1991), consultation outcomes can be mediated by the 

influence of a consultant’s verbalizations on a consultee.  

As they have studied verbal interactions across various settings, researchers have 

developed several coding systems in order to quantify and analyze these interactions. 

Martens, Erchul, and Witt (1992) reviewed four coding schemes with roots in diverse 

settings but histories of application to the analysis of verbalizations within the consultation 

context. The selected coding systems, summarized in Table 1, are a sampling of the many 

coding systems available. Despite being developed in order to assist with understanding 

verbal interactions in various contexts, Martens et al. found that these coding schemes 

revealed several consistencies when used to analyze interactions occurring within behavioral 

consultation. For example, across all systems, researchers demonstrated that consultants 

consistently controlled the conversation with the use of questions, initiated topic changes, 
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and focused discussion on the child. On the other hand, consultees asked far fewer questions 

than consultants and consultees primarily provided information about the child throughout 

the initial consultation interview (i.e., PII). These results were revealed no matter which 

coding scheme was employed to analyze interviews. 

 

 

Table 1 

 

Summarization of Key Verbal Process Coding Schemes Reported in School Consultation 

Literature (Martens, Erchul, & Witt, 1992) 

 

Coding System   Description 

 

Consultation Analysis Record Developed for: School psychology 

(Bergan & Tombari, 1975)  Theoretical basis: Behavioral psychology (Bergan 

                                                                                                & Tombari, 1975; Bergan, 1977) 

     Primary application: School-based consultation 

     Materials required: Verbatim transcript and/or  

                                                                                                audiotape 

     Unit of analysis: Independent clause 

     What is coded: All independent clauses 

     Emphasis of scheme: Primarily content; secondarily  

        process 

 

Relational Communication  Developed for: Speech communication 

Coding System    Theoretical basis: Bateson’s (1935, 1958) theory of  

(Rogers & Farace, 1975)     schismogenesis; relational  

        communication theory (e.g., 

         Parks,1977; Watzlawick, Beavin, 

& Jackson, 1967) 

     Primary application: Marital interaction research 

     Materials required: Verbatim transcript with all talk- 

        overs indicated  
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Table 1 (Continued)  

 

 

Coding System   Description 

 

Unit of analysis: Entire message spoken by person 

A until person B speaks 

     What is coded: All messages 

     Emphasis of scheme: Exclusively process 

 

Request-Centered Relational   Developed for: Speech communication 

Coding System    Theoretical basis: Bateson’s (1935, 1958) theory of  

(Folger & Puck, 1976)     schismogenesis; relational  

        communication theory (e.g.,  

        Parks, 1977; Watzlawick, 

         Beavin, & Jackson, 1967) 

     Primary application: Doctor-patient interviews 

     Materials required: Verbatim transcript and audio  

        recording of all requests and  

        responses 

     Unit of analysis: Entire message spoken by person 

         A until person B speaks 

     What is coded: Only requests/bids and responses 

to requests/bids 

     Emphasis of scheme: Exclusively process 

 

Topic Following and Topic   Developed for: Speech communication plus  

Initiation Coding System     counseling and psychotherapy 

(Tracey & Ray, 1984)   Theoretical basis: Bateson’s (1935, 1958) theory of  

        schismogenesis; relational  

        communication theory (e.g.,  

        Parks, 1977; Watzlawick,  

        Beavin, & Jackson, 1967) 

     Primary application: Counseling interviews 

Materials required: Verbatim transcript  

     Unit of analysis: Entire message spoken by person 

A until person B speaks 

     What is coded: All messages 

     Emphasis of scheme: Exclusively process 

 

Note. Table adapted from Martens, Erchul, & Witt (1992). 
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 In addition to these four dyadic coding schemes, the Family Relational 

Communication Control Coding System (FRCCCS; Heatherington & Friedlander, 1987) 

provides a means to analyze verbal interactions occurring within groups of three or more 

people. This coding system was developed as an outgrowth of the Relational Communication 

Control Coding System (RCCCS; Rogers & Farace, 1975), and both were developed for use 

primarily within the therapeutic fields to understand therapist-client or therapist-family 

interactions. Although the RCCCS appeared in the consultation literature reviewed by 

Martens, Erchul, and Witt (1992), the group-based FRCCCS  has not been widely used to 

study verbal interactions within consultation. Bennett’s (2010) analysis of school-based 

consultation within PSTs is one notable exception to the dearth of research utilizing the 

FRCCCS to understand consultation interactions in the group context. This work is 

especially important to the current study because it provides a basis for comparing two 

coding schemes (i.e., FRCCCS and CAR) as they are used to analyze the same consultation 

data. Details on Bennett’s (2010) investigation are provided following a description of the 

CAR and its history and empirical support.  

The Consultation Analysis Record 

The CAR (Bergan & Tombari, 1975) is the only verbal interaction coding system 

specifically formulated to investigate behavioral consultation like that which occurs often in 

schools (Costenbader et al., 1992; Gutkin, 1996). It has been used in research on traditional 

dyadic models of consultation (e.g., Busse et al., 1999; Gutkin, 1996; Martens et al., 1992; 

Martens, Lewandowski, & Houk, 1989), but the literature on using this coding scheme to 
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better understand group-based consultation is lacking (for one exception, see Lee & Jamison, 

2003) . The CAR was the primary measure used in the current study; as such, it is described 

in detail below.  

General description. Bergan and Tombari (1975) developed the CAR as a training 

and research tool for analyzing dyadic behavioral consultation with the goal of increasing 

school psychologists’ knowledge of what types of verbalizations lead to positive consultation 

outcomes. The CAR allows for coding of verbalizations across four major categories: (a) 

message source (e.g., the speaker); (b) message content (e.g., what is talked about); (c) 

message process (e.g., the kind of verbal action); and (d) message control (e.g., the potential 

influence of one person’s verbalizations on another person’s verbalizations). Verbalizations 

can be further coded across subcategories within each of these major categories. Detailed 

descriptions of each category and its subcategories are provided in Table 2. The current study 

involved coding messages for source, content, and control; explanation for this decision is 

provided below.  

The CAR also provides a way to determine overall measures of interview 

effectiveness during the three interviews conducted in behavioral consultation (Bergan, 1977; 

Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990). These measures of interview effectiveness are analyzed by 

means of the following four indices: (a) index of content focus; (b) index of content 

relevance; (c) index of process effectiveness; and (d) index of interview control. The indices 

were designed for research purposes in order to analyze transcripts of consultation interviews 

and determine the relative effectiveness of consultants within interviews (Bergan &  
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Table 2 

 

Description of Message Classification Categories and Subcategories of the CAR (Bergan & 

Tombari, 1975) 

 

Category and Subcategories  Description 

 

Source     Identifies the speaker (consultant or consultee) 

 

Content    Identifies topics discussed during consultation 

 

 Background Environment  client’s previous/current home/community  

factors 

      

 Behavior Setting   events/behaviors proceeding, following, or 

       sustaining current behaviors 

 

 Behavior    client behaviors that are observable and covert, 

      how behaviors are recorded, behavioral 

intensity, and purpose of behaviors 

 

 Individual Characteristics  individual traits (e.g., personality, IQ) 

 

 Observation    observing/recording client’s behavior 

 

 Plan     strategies to assist in solving problem  

      behaviors 

 

 Other     verbalizations that do not reflect other content 

            categories 

 

Process    Identifies types of verbal messages 

 

 Specification    giving or requesting a definition/description 

 

 Evaluation    value judgments of events/objects/persons,  

      reflecting attitudes and emotions of speaker 

 

 Inference    verbalizations based on opinion rather than fact 

 

 Summarization   giving/requesting previously stated information 
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Table 2 (Continued)  

 

Category and Subcategories  Description 

 

 Validation    indicating agreement/disagreement regarding  

      factual information 

 

Control    Identifies whether information is asked for or provided 

  

 Elicitor    verbalization requiring a response/behavior 

 

 Emitter    verbalization providing information 

 

Note. From Bergan, J. R., & Tombari, M. L. (1975). The analysis of verbal interactions 

occurring during consultation. Journal of School Psychology, 13, 209-226.  

 

 

 

Kratochwill), providing information that can in turn shape training in the development of 

adequate consultative skills. There are no set standard scores or cutoffs for determining 

success; instead, higher scores on these four indices suggest more effective consultant 

communication than do lower scores (Bergan & Kratochwill). The Index of Content 

Relevance and the Index of Control are pertinent to the current study; as such, each is 

discussed in greater detail below. The precise methodology for CAR coding and scoring will 

be presented in the methods chapter. 

Index of Content Relevance. Bergan and Tombari (1975) included the Index of 

Content Relevance in their coding scheme to analyze the extent to which consultants 

discussed a balance of topics relevant to the specific behavioral consultation interview stage. 

This index provides a measure of the degree to which the consultant discusses material 

germane to each separate behavioral consultation interview stage (Bergan, 1977; Bergan & 
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Kratochwill, 1990). The CAR specifies six different content subcategories into which 

messages can be coded: (a) background environment; (b) behavior setting, (c) behavior, (d) 

individual characteristics, (e) observation, and (f) plan. There is also an “other” subcategory 

for verbalizations that do not conform to the identified content areas (Bergan & Tombari, 

1975). Consultant verbalizations should differentially reflect these content areas depending 

on the interview stage; it is important to consider certain topics at certain times because there 

are separate goals for each behavioral consultation interview (e.g., Bergan & Kratochwill; 

Erchul & Martens, 2010). Table 3 provides an overview of the goals for each interview and 

the content subcategories of greatest importance to achieving those goals, as well as a brief 

explanation of how the identified content categories assist interview goal attainment. The 

current study involved analysis of initial consultation meetings, similar to a combined PII and 

PAI meeting.  

Bergan and Kratochwill (1990) noted that consultants should avoid making two kinds 

of errors in message content: (a) focusing on discussion categories that are not relevant to 

those specified as important to reaching the goals of the present consultation stage, and (b) 

minimizing or omitting discussion in one of the categories important to that stage. Ideally, 

then, consultants’ verbalizations will be balanced across the content areas identified as 

central to each stage of the behavioral consultation process (Bergan & Kratochwill). The 

index of content relevance involves calculating the proportion of verbalizations within each 

content subcategory for each interview. In order to achieve a high value on the index of 

content relevance, the consultant must demonstrate a balance of verbalizations in the 
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Table 3 

Behavioral Consultation Interview Goals and Instrumental Related Content Subcategories 

Stage  Objectives    Relevant Content Subcategories  

Problem  

Identification 

1. Assess scope of consultee 

concerns 

2. Prioritize problem 

components or identify 

target problem area 

3. Define target problem in 

overtly observable 

behavioral  

terms 

4. Estimate the frequency, 

intensity, or duration of 

problem behavior 

5. Identify tentative goals for 

change 

6. Tentatively identify 

environmental conditions 

surrounding the problem 

behavior as antecedents, 

sequences, and 

consequences 

7. Establish data collection 

procedures and 

responsibilities 

8. Schedule the next interview 

Behavior 

To attain specification of behaviors of 

concern to consultee 

 

Behavior setting 

To examine conditions under which 

behaviors of concern do or should 

occur 

 

Observation 

To establish recording procedures for 

collecting data on client’s behavior 

 

 

Problem 

Analysis 

 

 

1. Determine the adequacy of 

baseline (i.e., 

preintervention) data 

2. Establish goals for change 

3. Analyze environmental 

conditions surrounding the 

problem behavior as 

antecedents, sequences, and 

consequence 

 

 

Behavior 

To validate the problem and examine 

client skills 

 

Behavior setting 

To conduct a conditions analysis and  

establish procedures to be used during 

baseline for goal attainment 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

 

Stage  Objectives    Relevant Content Subcategories 

 

 

 

 

4. Design and implement an 

intervention plan 

5. Reaffirm data collection 

procedures 

6. Schedule the next interview 

 

 

Behavior 

To validate the problem and examine 

client skills 

 

Behavior setting 

To conduct a conditions analysis and  

establish procedures to be used during 

baseline for goal attainment 

 

Plan 

To facilitate plan design 

 

Observation 

Reflected in discussion of skills 

assessment procedures and 

reaffirming baseline assessment 

techniques 

 

Problem 

Evaluation 

 

 

 

 

1.  Determine whether 

intervention goals were met 

2. Evaluate plan effectiveness 

3. Discuss continuation, 

modification, or termination 

of the plan 

4. Terminate consultation or 

schedule additional meetings 

to recycle through the 

problem-solving process 

 

Behavior 

To evaluate goal attainment 

 

Plan 

To evaluate plan effectiveness and for 

postimplementation planning 

 

Observation 

To discuss postimplementation 

recording procedures, and discuss 

data collected during plan 

implementation 

Note. Adapted from “School Consultation: Conceptual and Empirical Bases of Practice,” (2
nd

 

ed.) by W. P. Erchul and B. K. Martens, 2002, pp. 85-87. Kluwer Academic/Plenum 

Publishers: New York, NY; and from “Behavioral Consultation and Therapy,” by J. R. 

Bergan and T. R. Kratochwill, 1990, pp. 131-136, 185-188, 299-304. Plenum Press: New 

York, NY.  
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relevant subcategories; focusing too much on one content area at the expense of others, even 

if it is an area important to the goals of that stage of consultation, results in a lower score on 

this index. Thus, the index is sensitive to the consultant’s ability to focus primarily on 

appropriate areas of conversation with the goals of the interview in mind. In addition to this 

measure of how relevant conversational topics are, the index also provides information to 

measure whether the consultant omits information that should be discussed in the interview.  

Index of Message Control. According to Bergan and Tombari (1975), consultants 

should take a leading role in the consultation process, guiding problem-solving by structuring 

interviews to facilitate attainment of interview goals and objectives. The index of message 

control is a means of measuring the consultant’s ability to influence the consultee’s verbal 

behavior (Erchul & Martens, 2010). When coding verbal interactions using the CAR, the 

message control category is used to classify messages in two ways: (a) elicitors are 

verbalizations presumed to influence the listener; and (b) emitters are verbalizations not 

presumed to have a controlling effect (Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990; Bergan & Tombari, 

1975). Elicitors frequently take the form of imperative statements or questions, and can be 

conceptualized as requests for information, whereas emitters are most often declarative 

statements made to provide information and clarify topics (Bergan & Kratochwill; Erchul & 

Martens). This index is a measure of the proportion of elicitors to emitters, revealing the 

extent to which elicitors are used in the interview (Bergan & Kratochwill) and thereby the 

degree of the consultant’s interview control (Bergan & Tombari). This measure of control is 

important because one of the primary tasks for consultants in behavioral consultation 
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interviews is to guide the problem-solving process, and this guidance is achieved through the 

use of elicitors (Bergan & Kratochwill; Bergan & Tombari; Erchul & Martens, 2010). 

Measuring the Index of Control simply requires a calculation of the proportion of 

elicitors to emitters in the verbalizations of an identified speaker. If the proportion of elicitors 

to emitters is high, one can posit that the identified speaker has greater control over the 

consultation interview than if the proportion is low (Bergan & Tombari, 1975). These 

conclusions were of course reached from research on dyadic consultation following Bergan’s 

(1977) behavioral consultation model, and it is possible that the Index of Control functions 

differently in the group-based context than in dyadic consultation. Indeed, Sheridan (1997) 

found that consultants used more elicitors in CBC than they did traditional dyadic 

consultation. The current study investigated this issue as it relates to group-based problem 

solving.  

 Reliability. Bergan and Tombari (1975, 1976; Tombari & Bergan, 1978) emphasized 

the importance of interrater reliability and demonstrated that strong reliability (i.e., Scott 

coefficients ranging from .88 – 1.00) can be achieved for coding messages into categories 

using the CAR. McDougall, Reschly, and Corkery (1988) confirmed good interrater 

reliability for coding messages from PII meetings, with kappa statistics of .84 for the content 

category, .94 for process and control, and .98 for source. Similar interrater reliabilities for 

assigning clauses to categories have been reported by others (e.g., Anderson, Kratochwill, & 

Bergan, 1986; Benes, Gutkin, & Kramer, 1991; Gutkin, 1996; Martens et al., 1991; Martens 

et al., 1992).  
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 Validity. In their study comparing four coding schemes used to analyze interactions 

in behavioral consultation, Martens et al. (1992) demonstrated the convergent validity of the 

CAR. These researchers noted that the CAR was similar to the other coding schemes they 

analyzed in that all four schemes were consistent with one another in their descriptions of the 

processes occurring during consultation meetings. On the other hand, Benes et al. (1991) 

demonstrated the discriminant validity of the CAR by comparing it to a coding system for 

nonverbal behavior. Benes et al. examined videotapes of two consultants working with 20 

consultees and coded the consultants’ verbalizations using the process content subcategory of 

the CAR. These verbal codes were compared with a standardized coding system for 

observing nonverbal behavior, resulting in a proposed unit for assessing interactions in 

consultation taking verbal and nonverbal behaviors into account for their separate influences 

on the process.  

Though there is some evidence for convergent and discriminant validity, predictive 

validity is perhaps most well-established for the CAR. Theoretically, based on Bergan and 

Tombari’s (1975) development of the CAR and explanations of the scoring indices (Bergan 

& Tombari; Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990), effective consultation should predict better 

consultation outcomes. Indeed, Hughes and DeForest (1993) found that higher scores on 

CAR indices predicted problem resolution. Other researchers have demonstrated similar 

results (e.g., Bergan & Tombari, 1976; Busse et al., 1999; Curtis & Watson, 1980; 

McDougall et al., 1988; Tombari & Bergan, 1978). The CAR also appears to have predictive 

validity with plan implementation, quality of problem identification, and consultees’ 
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perceptions of the consultation process (Bergan & Tombari; Gutkin, 1996; Hughes & 

Deforest).  

Research base of the CAR. There are several distinct advantages to using the CAR 

to understand verbal exchanges taking place within the context of consultation: (a) the CAR 

has a history of use within the literature on school consultation; (b) it was developed based 

on the tenets of behavioral consultation, and is therefore readily applicable to the most often-

used type of consultation practiced in schools (behavioral consultation); and (c) it allows for 

the analysis of both the process and the content of verbal interactions (Gutkin, 1996). Since 

its inception in 1975, the CAR has been employed in at least 16 published works in the 

consultation literature. These studies are detailed in Appendix A (Table A). In the following 

section, the literature most relevant to the current study – that drawing conclusions regarding 

the Indices of Content Relevance and Control – is reviewed in greater detail to provide 

support and direction for some of the hypotheses and research questions of the current study. 

To provide an overview of some of the most important findings based on research with the 

CAR, five essential findings are summarized in Table 4.  

First, researchers using the CAR have shown that consultants’ verbalizations can 

influence problem identification and thereby affect the outcomes of consultation. One often-

reported finding reviewed above comes from the work of the developers of the CAR, who 

found consultants with high indices of message control, content relevance, content focus, and 

process effectiveness were more successful at guiding the course of consultation towards 

positive outcomes (Bergan & Tombari, 1975, 1976; Tombari & Bergan, 1978). One notable 
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Table 4 

Five Major Findings Stemming from CAR Research 

Category      Studies providing empirical support 

1. Consultants’ verbalizations correlate with   Bergan & Tombari (1975, 1976) 

problem identification and affect outcomes.  Tombari & Bergan (1978) 

Conoley, Conoley, & Gumm   

     (1992) 

 

2. Consultants are more successful when their  Tombari & Bergan (1978) 

verbalizations are clear and specific. Martens, Deery, & Gherardi     

      (1991) 

 

3. Consultees have opinions and preferences  Martens, Lewandowski, &  

 that correlate with the success of consultation      Houk (1989) 

 and should be considered by consultants.  Gutkin (1996) 

        Sheridan (1997)   

 

4. Consultants tend to use elicitors more than   Benes, Gutkin, & Kramer (1991) 

 emitters, and Consultees display the opposite Bergan & Kratochwill (1990) 

 effect; this pattern is correlated with desired   Bergan & Tombari (1975) 

outcomes.      Busse, Kratochwill, & Elliott 

            (1999) 

        Erchul (1987) 

        Gutkin (1996) 

        Gutkin & Curtis (2009) 

        Hughes, Erchul, Yoon, Jackson, 

             & Henington (1997) 

        Martens, Erchul, & Witt (1992) 

 

5. The CAR facilitates the evaluation of training Curtis & Watson (1980) 

 effectiveness for consultants and consultees.  Anderson, Kratochwill,  

             & Bergan (1986) 

        McDougall, Reschly,  

             & Corkery (1988) 
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finding is the strength of the relationship between problem identification and plan 

implementation –identifying the problem accounted for approximately 60% of the variance 

in plan implementation (Bergan & Tombari, 1976). Plan implementation accounted for 95% 

of the variance in problem solution (Bergan & Tombari, 1975); thus, the importance of 

consultant skill in making appropriate verbalizations is clear.  

 Another study involving the CAR provides additional support for the importance of 

consultants’ verbalizations on problem identification and consultation outcomes. Conoley, 

Conoley, and Gumm (1992) conducted a study wherein 18 consultants were placed into two 

groups; half worked with consultees who conceptualized their situations within a behavioral 

model and half worked with consultees coming from the perspective of the medical model. 

Consultees in the behavioral model group presented information to consultants by focusing 

on the child’s current behavior or antecedents and consequences of that behavior. Consultees 

in the medical model group, on the other hand, presented information about covert processes 

or distant causes. Results revealed that consultees’ conceptualizations influenced consultants’ 

abilities to engage in effective verbalizations; if consultees had vague and covert descriptions 

of client behavior from the outset, consultants struggled to guide the consultation process 

toward effective problem identification more than they did when consultees operated from 

the behavioral perspective. This study supports the notion of the importance of consultant 

verbalizations to problem identification by demonstrating that consultants can be more or less 

successful in using appropriate verbalizations depending on factors such as the consultee’s 

theoretical orientation.  
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Second, data from the CAR indicate that consultants are more successful at reaching 

the goals of consultation when their verbalizations are clear and specific. Two studies will 

are presented to support this point: (a) Tombari and Bergan’s (1978) comparison of medical 

model versus behavior cues; and (b) Martens et al.’s (1991) comparison of reflecting 

message content versus affect during problem identification. Results from both studies lend 

support to the need for consultants to engage in certain types of verbalizations over others.  

Tombari and Bergan (1978) designed their study to examine the difference in 

consultees’ verbalizations, understanding of client problems, and self-efficacy beliefs in their 

ability to solve these client problems – all as a function of the consultant’s verbalizations. 

Consultants conducted interviews with 60 preservice teachers in which they operated from 

either a medical model or a behavioral model framework. The researchers’ conclusion was 

clear: “consultant cues strongly influence how instructors just beginning their teaching 

careers describe the problem behaviors of children” (p. 217). When consultants provided 

medical model cues (e.g. “Tell me anything you would like about Billy”), consultees’ 

verbalizations reflected the same model and were generally less specific and overt than the 

verbalizations seen when consultants provided behavioral cues (e.g. “Immediately after Billy 

performs this behavior, how do you and the other children react?”). This finding is especially 

important given the additional finding that when consultees provided behavioral model cues, 

consultees reported a better understanding of client problems and greater belief in their 

abilities to solve problems in the classroom. Through a careful analysis of verbalizations 
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using the CAR, Tombari and Bergan demonstrated the impact of consultants’ use of clear 

and specific cues to guide the consultation process.  

Martens et al. (1991) also compared two types of consultant verbalizations during the 

PII and found that outcomes were different depending on whether consultants reflected 

consultees’ affect or the content of verbalizations. Specifically, when consultant 

verbalizations were primarily reflections of consultee affect, consultees responded by talking 

more about themselves and their emotions. On the other hand, when consultant verbalizations 

were primarily reflections of the content of the consultee’s messages, consultee agreement 

increased. The authors point to these findings as important for the task of establishing 

relationships with consultees and note that “[reflecting consultee affect] may be one method 

of encouraging consultees to discuss their emotional responses to student problems” (p. 129). 

However, these results can also be interpreted as a reminder of the importance of consultants 

choosing their verbalizations carefully so as to guide the consultation process in desired 

directions (e.g., clear problem identification, which is likely facilitated by reflecting content 

more than affect).  

 Third, there are empirical data involving the CAR to support the notion that 

consultees have opinions and preferences that influence the success of consultation. 

Furthermore, researchers have demonstrated that behavioral consultation may be more 

successful when consultants take consultees’ thoughts and opinion into consideration 

throughout the consultation process. For example, consultees reported favorable perceptions 

of the consultation process if they were given a chance to share their own inferences about 
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client behavior during the PII (Martens et al., 1989). This finding contradicts the structure 

and goals of the PII stage as Bergan and Kratochwill (1990) report it, as inference is seen as 

better aligned with the goals of the PEI. However, Martens et al. hold that consultants may 

need to create opportunities for consultees to voice their hypotheses early in the process to 

facilitate their positive attitudes toward consultation. These findings represent one example 

of the importance of the CAR to an understanding of behavioral consultation and to the need 

for consultants to consider consultees’ thoughts and needs and how these affect consultation 

outcomes.  

Gutkin (1996) and Sheridan (1997) brought to light additional consultee information 

that could shape consultants’ interactions. Specifically, Gutkin argued that consultees and 

consultants both can and should take leadership roles with regard to discussing content in 

consultation (e.g., teachers should be encouraged to share their areas of knowledge and 

expertise and consultants should as well). However, only consultants should lead where the 

process of consultation is concerned (e.g., consultants are the experts in how the problem-

solving process works and should guide it accordingly). Sheridan extended the use of the 

CAR to analyze interactions within Conjoint Behavioral Consultation (CBC; Sheridan, 

1997), and concluded that consultees in CBC use more elicitors than would be expected 

when compared with consultees in traditional dyadic behavioral consultation. CBC is no less 

successful because of this increase in consultee elicitors (Sheridan). The findings of Gutkin 

and Sheridan both point to the utility of the CAR for analyzing consultees within the 

consultation framework and parsing out their unique influences.  
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 Fourth, with few exceptions, it is clear from data on the CAR that consultants tend to 

use elicitors more than emitters, and consultees tend to use more emitters than elicitors 

throughout the course of behavioral consultation. Additionally, this pattern of message 

control is generally good for consultation outcomes. For example, Anderson, Kratochwill, 

and Bergan (1986) found that teachers (consultees) provided specific, observable information 

on behavior setting when consultants asked clear and specific questions during the 

consultation process. When consultants’ questions were broad and vague, however, teachers’ 

reports on behavior setting events were similarly unclear. This finding provides further 

evidence of the importance of message control in behavioral consultation because it sheds 

more light on the central role of elicitors. Consultants must thoughtfully guide the problem-

solving process by not only requesting information from consultees, but also by forming 

clear and specific questions. The results of Benes, Gutkin, and Kramer’s (1991) comparison 

of two consultants also suggest that the message control category is important to consider 

when determining the effectiveness of consultation. These researchers found that consultants 

talked an average of only 23% of the time during the problem identification interview, and 

when they talked it was usually to ask brief questions (elicitors). Consultees, on the other 

hand, talked an average of 77% of the time and provided a wealth of information (emitters) 

in response to the consultants’ elicitors. Thus, research on the CAR supports the argument 

that one task central to behavioral consultation – problem identification – is facilitated by 

consultants using message control to guide consultees to provide information (emitters) 

necessary to proceed with the problem-solving model. 
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In sum, many researchers have found a common pattern of a greater number of 

elicitors from consultants and more emitters from consultees (Benes et al., 1991; Bergan & 

Kratochwill, 1990; Bergan & Tombari, 1975, 1976; Busse et al., 1999; Erchul, 1987; Gutkin, 

1996; Gutkin & Curtis, 2009; Hughes, Erchul, Yoon, Jackson, & Henington, 1997; Martens 

et al., 1992). This pattern, when measured with the CAR’s index of message control, reveals 

that consultants generally guide the consultation process across all interviews and that this 

control is correlated with positive outcomes (e.g., increased problem solution, increased 

consultant and consultee perceptions of effectiveness).  

 Fifth, the literature supports the use of the CAR as one tool to evaluate the 

effectiveness of training programs for consultants and consultees. Two important studies 

supporting this conclusion provide evidence that the behavior content category of the CAR 

can be especially useful when determining how training impacts consultants’ skills (viz., 

Anderson et al., 1986; McDougall et al., 1988). Both of these studies involved an analysis of 

consultant skill following training in behavioral consultation, and results of both studies 

indicated that consultants’ interviewing effectiveness skills increased as a result of this 

training. In a similar vein, Curtis and Watson (1980) assigned 24 classroom teachers to eight 

consultants with varying training and skill in the tenets of behavioral consultation. Through 

analyses of consultation interviews using the CAR, these researchers found better 

consultation outcomes for the consultants in the “highly skilled” group versus the “low 

skilled” or control groups of consultants. Specifically, teachers and consultants in the highly 

skilled group identified problems more capably, focused more on describing the child, and 
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based more statements on fact as opposed to speculation. The CAR is undoubtedly a useful 

means for measuring improvements in consultation skills following training.  

 In conclusion, the past 35 years of research on the CAR provide copious evidence of 

this measure’s application to advancing the understanding of behavioral consultation. 

Through research involving the CAR, many aspects of consultation are now widely accepted 

and understood. There is evidence to support the role of consultants’ verbalizations on 

problem identification, the specific types of messages leading to positive consultation 

outcomes, the role of the consultee in behavioral consultation, the effects of elicitors and 

emitters, and the utility of the CAR for increasing knowledge of the function and success of 

training programs in behavioral consultation. Although research using this measure has 

dwindled in the past decade, there is nevertheless reason to believe that it remains a 

meaningful tool in the field of consultation. 

Bringing the Pieces Together: PSTs, RTI, and Consultation 

 PSTs certainly fit with well-established functions that school psychologists serve and 

have served for decades. They also serve an important purpose within the more recent growth 

of RTI in schools, wherein teams often serve in the process of identifying children in need of 

additional support and developing intervention plans (Gutkin & Curtis, 2009). If the issues 

with these teams can be overcome, PSTs could have a significant impact on the future of the 

field of school psychology. For example, one team of researchers has highlighted the 

essential role of consultation in PSTs with a qualitative study of PSTs and consultation 

within the teams (Meyers, Valentino, Meyers, Boretti, & Brent, 1996). Meyers et al. 



 52 

 

 

 

 

incorporated a district-wide model that focused on teacher-centered and system-centered 

consultation and included specific problem-solving stages for the teams to follow stemming 

from the consultation literature (e.g., a focus on teacher-centered and system-centered 

consultation that follows problem-solving stages consisting of multidisciplinary team 

members and eight specific implementation steps for team meetings).  

Through interviews with staff who participated on the PSTs across the district, the 

Meyers et al. (1996) concluded that consultation is a necessary and important aspect of PSTs 

that must be included in the problem-solving process in schools. Erchul and Martens (2010) 

united problem solving and consultation as well, concluding that problem solving is the core 

task of consultation and so the two are essentially inseparable. Again, consultation is a well-

established practice that is essential to the field of school psychology, and at its core is an 

organized and systematic approach to problem solving. Thus, it is only logical to conclude 

that PSTs – whose whole function is to solve problems – cannot be successful without 

consultation (or at least significant elements of consultation). This relationship between the 

longstanding practice of consultation and the current implementation of PSTs is important 

because it suggests that PSTs will continue to be an important arena for consultation in 

schools in the years to come (Gutkin & Curtis, 2009).  

A brief overview of RTI should be considered before exploring the relationship 

between the RTI movement in schools and PSTs. There are many different models of RTI, 

but all major models include several similar core compents: (a) tiered interventions of 

varying intensity; (b) interventions guided by goals; (c) universal screening of all students; 
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(d) establishing expected levels of academic and social-emotional performance to determine 

whether students’ skills meet expectations; (e) interventions based on empirical research; (f) 

progress monitoring; and, (g) potential for use as additional information source when making 

special education placement decisions (Reschly & Bergstrom, 2009). RTI models often 

operate on a foundation of prevention, screening all students for academic or behavioral 

concerns and then identifying students in need of additional support (Gutkin & Curtis, 2009). 

PSTs and their roles are important to understand as RTI gains recognition and widespread 

use in schools (Reschly & Bergstrom, 2009). Frequently, PSTs are incorporated in the RTI 

process for students in need of increased support – teams meet to develop plans and goals for 

identified students in order to meet their needs (Burns et al., 2005; Tilly, 2008). Thus, it 

makes sense for consultation to occur in these team meeting settings.  

One clear example of the relationship between PSTs and RTI comes from Tilly 

(2008), who directly compared the three-tier RTI model to the Heartland problem-solving 

approach, a type of PST model. Tilly noted that PSTs fit well with the second and third tiers 

of RTI, which aim to provide increasingly intensive and individualized interventions to 

students who do not respond to regular instruction. Burns et al. (2005) agreed with the 

relevance of PSTs at the third tier of RTI, noting that PSTs are useful for assisting with 

identifying students who have learning disabilities because these teams analyze students’ 

responses to various types of interventions. If students do not respond to the interventions 

introduced and evaluated by the PST, there is evidence that the students may indeed have 

learning disabilities. In this model, PSTs are part of the RTI process and both PSTs and RTI 
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serve to decrease inappropriate referrals for special education services. Other researchers also 

agree that PSTs can fit well within multi-tier RTI models. In their review of lessons learned 

from the mandated implementation of PSTs in Pennsylvania, Kovaleski and Glew (2006) 

noted that PSTs fit within RTI because they help staff to manage intensive remedial services 

and to provide personalized interventions to students.  

Although all of these researchers agree that PSTs are helpful within RTI models, it is 

likely that the teams will continue even if RTI in schools does not remain, because of the 

strong relationship between consultation and PSTs (Erchul & Martens, 2010). Thus, team-

based problem solving does correspond well with current RTI practices in schools because 

teams aim to identify and solve problems before these problems reach a level where a referral 

for special education services would be needed (e.g., Erchul & Martens; Meyers et al., 1996; 

Tilly, 2008).  

PSTs will also continue in the future, but in what capacity will they be most 

effective? Nearly every researcher studying these teams offers predictions for where PSTs 

will go and how best to guide their development in schools. Beyond the previously identified 

need for more strong research on PST outcomes and essential functions, the issue of training 

is one that will have to be addressed soon for the teams to be successful (Burns et al., 2005). 

As more states and school districts begin to mandate PSTs, it is imperative that there be 

comprehensive, clear, and consistent training for all staff members involved in the PST 

process (Truscott et al., 2005). Meyers et al. (1996) also pointed to the importance of 

ongoing training rather than the brief workshop or inservice presentations that schools often 
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use. The focus of ongoing training parallels calls for teams to regularly meet and discuss their 

purpose, progress, and expectations within the team (Friend & Cook, 1997; Meyers et al.; 

Yetter & Doll, 2007).  

Addressing these recommendations will help to make PSTs better at meeting student 

and systemic needs. The current study used verbal analysis of team-based consultation 

meetings to provide recommendations for training based on the types of verbalizations and 

content discussed within PST meetings. Ideally, these recommendations will assist PST 

functioning and potentially lead to improved student outcomes. Data for the current study 

came from Young and Gaughan’s (2010) investigation of PST development and functioning. 

These data, described in detail below, were selected because of their potential to reveal 

important aspects of team functioning in PSTs using a model similar to the behavioral 

consultation model previously discussed (Bergan, 1970).  

Studies Using the Alfred University Data Set 

 Young and Gaughan’s (2010) longitudinal investigation into the functioning of PSTs 

provides a link between behavioral consultation, PSTs, the analysis of verbal interactions 

within these team meetings. This study followed PSTs in four rural New York schools over a 

four year period to examine the implementation of a problem-solving process within teams 

(labeled PITs in this study). Graduate students from Alfred University were trained in 

collaborative consultation and received ongoing training and support as they served as PIT 

members in the four schools. The students offered their skills and guidance to the teams and 

also collected qualitative and quantitative data on the teams’ functioning, teacher 
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perceptions, and student outcomes over the course of the study. These data were collected 

through documentation reviews from the PST meetings, but primarily through the 78 

meetings that were audiotaped and transcribed into 12,140 coded statements (Young & 

Gaughan). 

Most students referred to the PSTs in this study were 6-7 years old (32.6%), most 

came from first-grade clasrooms (22.2%), they were males (61.2%) more than females 

(31.7%), and two of the most common referral problems were attention and reading. Team 

membership varied, but the following roles were represented in meetings: (a) special 

education teachers, (b) school psychologists/school psychology interns, (c) specialist 

teachers, (d) regular education teachers, (e) parents, and (f) administrators.  

The process followed by the PSTs in Young and Gaughan’s (2010) study is similar to 

the problem-solving stages and interview objectives outlined by Bergan (1977; Bergan & 

Kratochwill, 1990) in behavioral consultation. The researchers developed six problem-

solving stages for PSTs to follow: (a) problem identification, (b) data collection, (c) problem 

analysis, (d) problem redefinition, (e) intervention development, and (f) evaluation/follow-

up. The structure of the meetings was such that the initial meeting could be considered an 

amalgam of Bergan’s PII and PAI. The follow-up meeting (unfortunately, not always held) 

was similar to Bergan’s PEI. The current study included analyses of initial PST meetings, 

and as such, used Bergan’s recommendations for the PII as well as PAI when considering the 

verbalizations made.  
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Young and Gaughan (2010) analyzed transcripts of the meetings in order to determine 

how well the discussion within the meetings adhered to the ideal progression of problem 

solving. An additional category, off-task, was also added for statements that did not directly 

contribute to any of the identified problem-solving categories. Their results revealed that all 

four schools progressed through the six identified problem-solving stages during their PST 

meetings, with the majority of all comments falling within the problem identification stage 

(63.2% of all statements).  

The researchers also coded the statements for six different areas of ecological focus: 

(a) child-centered, (b) child x family, (c) child x instruction, (d) child x classroom, (e) child x 

community, and (f) general school issues. Across these focal areas, the majority of statements 

made across all of the coded meetings were child-centered (58.6% of all statements). When 

these coding areas of problem-solving stage and ecological focus were combined, the child-

centered focus remained the most common type of statement across all problem-solving 

stages of the meetings. This focus on identifying the problems at the child-centered level is 

important because adequate problem identification has been shown to be an essential 

component for developing and implementing interventions to affect behavioral changes (e.g., 

Bergan & Tombari, 1976). 

Student outcomes were measured via teacher report of student improvements 

following the PST process. In line with the previously noted importance of problem 

identification, Young and Gaughan (2010) reported that “teams that were able to identify one 

important problem and operationally define it during the problem identification stage were 
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more likely to see positive results” (p. 127). These researchers also noted several positive 

changes in the PSTs over the course of the study, including an increased focus on data-based 

decision making, more follow-up meetings to refine interventions and monitor progress, and 

a shift away from recommendations for psychoeducational evaluations and toward increased 

classroom modifications and parent-school contact to help meet student needs. Young and 

Gaughan emphasized that this study is an important first step in the empirical investigation of 

PSTs and their functioning, with the ultimate goal of improving the PST process in order to 

ultimately improve student outcomes. 

A second study using the Alfred University PST data set was conducted by Bennett 

(2010). Results are briefly summarized here as they have implications for the current study, 

which involves a further analysis of the same PST meetings. Bennett completed a 

microanalysis of verbal interactions in a subset of 15 PST meetings using the FRCCCS 

(Heatherington & Friedlander, 1989). One important area that Bennett analyzed related to the 

control that individuals in different roles had over PST conversations. Bennett presented 

several notable conclusions. First, she found that patterns of influence were similar across 

individuals in all roles in the PST meetings, with the exception of the referring teacher. This 

finding suggests that no single role seems to be more influential than others during PST 

meetings. Levels of domineeringness were low overall, and referring teachers’ 

domineeringness levels were significantly lower than those from individuals in other roles. 

Despite low levels of attempting to control the conversation (i.e., domineeringness), referring 

teachers’ success at influencing others (i.e., dominance) was similar to everyone else’s in the 
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PST meetings. Thus, referring teachers do not often try to control the conversation, but when 

they do, their bids for control are often successful. Bennett (2010) proposed that this finding 

could be a function of team members working to ensure that teachers feel “heard” in PST 

meetings.  

Considering the school psychologist role specifically, Bennett (2010) found that 

psychologists showed lower levels of dominance, or successful bids for conversational 

control, in these team meetings than other researchers have found through microanalyses of 

other consultation meetings (i.e., dyadic meetings in behavioral consultation). Importantly, 

other researchers have demonstrated that school psychologists have lower dominance levels 

in CBC than in traditional dyadic behavioral consultation (Sheridan, 1997). Thus, Bennett 

concluded that one’s ability to successfully influence others in consultation may vary 

depending on group size. That is, it appears that school psychologists are more successful in 

their bids for conversational control in a one-on-one meeting with a referring teacher, slightly 

less successful at influencing others during CBC when parents are also present, and less 

successful again in the team environment of PST meetings.  

Conclusions 

 Consultation has been an essential and desired task for school psychologists for many 

years (Gutkin & Curtis, 2009). As such, it is important to ensure that school-based 

consultation services are firmly rooted in sound theory and also continually measured and 

explored with current research methodology. Bergan’s (1977; Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990) 

behavioral consultation model has influenced the practice of consultation in the schools as it 
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is the most widely used model (Costenbader et al., 1992; Erchul & Martens, 2010; Reschly, 

1976).  

 Although behavioral consultation is certainly still used as a foundation, as the years 

have passed, new legislation and movements have come to the field of school psychology 

(e.g., NCLB, RTI). These changes have led to increased team-based decision making in 

schools (Truscott et al., 2005). PSTs represent a type of team that bridges the gap between 

the goals of the dyadic behavioral consultation model and the demands for team meetings in 

schools. Researchers have demonstrated the utility of PSTs for student and systemic 

outcomes (Burns & Symington, 2002), although the research base on PSTs is not without its 

limitations. One notable limitation is the lack of research on the verbal interactions occurring 

within PST meetings.  

Dyadic behavioral consultation and even CBC have been the focus of many analyses 

of verbal interaction (Martens et al., 1992) using verbal analysis coding schemes including 

the CAR, which was developed specifically to quantify interaction in the dyadic behavioral 

consultation context (Bergan & Tombari, 1975). Team-based consultation meetings, on the 

other hand, have not been the focus of many similar investigations. Just as microanalyses of 

communication within dyadic consultation and CBC can facilitate the training of school 

psychologists (e.g., Anderson et al., 1986; Tombari & Bergan, 1978) and improve student 

outcomes (e.g., Bergan & Tombari, 1976; Curtis & Watson, 1980), careful analyses of the 

verbalizations within PSTs may improve psychologists’ functioning within these meetings 

and lead to better outcomes for students. 
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                                                                  CHAPTER 2 

Statement of the Problem 

PSTs are both prevalent and important for school-based problem-solving 

consultation, especially given the current emphasis on RTI. Although these teams are present 

and active in the majority of schools nationwide (Truscott et al., 2005), the types of verbal 

interactions occurring within PSTs have received limited attention in the literature. 

Researchers have established the importance of analyzing the verbal interactions occurring 

within consultation meetings for the purposes of training consultants and understanding how 

communication content, processes, and patterns can impact outcomes. Indeed, investigators 

have carefully analyzed the verbal interchanges occurring within consultation meetings for 

decades, leading to findings such as the importance of clearly identifying the target behavior, 

and increased positive perceptions of the consultation process when the consultant is in 

control of guiding the conversation (e.g., Bergan & Tombari, 1976).  

As school psychologists move toward providing increasing amounts of consultation 

operating within PSTs rather than mainly within dyads, it is essential to gain a more thorough 

understanding of what types of verbal communication patterns are present within PSTs. The 

research-based conclusions that hold true for dyadic consultation may not function in the 

same way in the team-based setting, as researchers have demonstrated using the CAR and 

relational communication coding systems in CBC (Sheridan, 1997). Therefore, it is important 

to apply verbal analysis measures developed specifically for understanding consultation to 
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the group context in order to determine their strengths and drawbacks when used in this new 

way.  

The purpose of this research was to apply a coding scheme developed for dyadic 

behavioral consultation, the CAR, to PST meetings in order to better understand the verbal 

interactions occurring during these team-based consultation meetings. The current study 

facilitated comparison between the CAR and the FRCCCS (Heatherington & Friedlander, 

1987) and the conclusions reached using each coding system with the same PST data set 

(viz., Bennett, 2010). Additionally, it allowed for comparison between conclusions reached 

using the CAR in dyadic consultation or CBC and those found when applying this coding 

system to group-based consultation. This study also contributes to the literature in a 

meaningful way by providing an analysis of PST functioning using a coding system 

developed specifically for consultation. The hypotheses (Hs) and research questions (RQs) 

for the current study were as follows:  

H1. Individuals in the role of meeting facilitator would display significantly higher  

scores on the index of message control during initial PST meetings than would 

individuals in all other roles in attendance.  

Rationale for H1. This hypothesis was proposed based on previous research in 

consultation wherein the consultant is considered to be leading the interaction 

(e.g., Benes et al., 1991; Martens et al., 1992). In PSTs, there are times when 

the school psychologist is not in the meeting facilitator role. Thus, it was 

predicted that the meeting facilitator would have a higher index of message 
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control than others in the meeting due to the “leader” or “lead consultant” 

role that this position in the meeting creates.  

H2. Meeting facilitators would display significantly higher scores on the index of 

content relevance during initial PST meetings than would individuals in all 

other roles in attendance. 

Rationale for H2. Similar to the rationale for H1, previous research on the 

topics discussed in consultation has revealed that consultants’ verbalizations 

tend to focus on the child’s behavior and behavior setting events (e.g., 

Martens et al., 1992). It was hypothesized that meeting facilitators would act 

as a type of “lead consultant” in PST meetings and discuss relevant content 

areas. 

 H3. There would be a significant positive correlation between the problem solving  

components outcome scale (adapted from Bennett, 2010, and Telzrow et al., 

2000) and meeting facilitator scores on the index of message control.  

 H4.  There would be a significant positive correlation between the problem-solving  

components outcome scale (adapted from Bennett, 2010, and Telzrow et al., 

2000) and meeting facilitator scores on the index of content relevance.  

  Rationale for H3 and H4. The problem-solving components outcome scale is  

designed to allow coders to measure the fidelity to the problem-solving 

process established for the PST (Bennett, 2010). Other researchers (e.g., 

Bergan & Tombari, 1975; Tombari & Bergan, 1978) have demonstrated the 
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relationship between high scores on the CAR indices and positive outcomes of 

consultation. These two hypotheses bring these findings together, relating 

high scores on CAR indices to ratings of consultation model fidelity.  

RQ1. Would school psychologists’ scores on the index of message control and the 

index of content relevance differ significantly when psychologists served in 

the role of meeting facilitator as compared to when they were not placed in 

this role in the meeting?  

RQ2. Would the referring teacher have a significantly lower score on the index of 

message control when compared to the meeting facilitator role?  
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CHAPTER 3 

Method 

 The current study was an investigation of verbal interactions within Problem-Solving 

Team meetings that uses data derived from a research project at Alfred University. Data were 

collected by researchers at Alfred University from the fall of 2000 through the spring of 

2003. The methodology for the Alfred University studies is presented first, followed by the 

methodology of this study.  

Alfred University Methodology: The Collaborative Team Project 

 General description of study. Students and faculty in the school psychology 

program at Alfred University worked for three academic years with four rural New York 

schools on a federally funded project focused on consultation within PST meetings (Young 

& Gaughan, 2010). Doctoral students from Alfred worked with PSTs at each school through 

practicum placements, summer seminars that included members of the schools’ PSTs and 

administration, and internship placements in the schools. The doctoral students developed 

needs assessments and action plans for existing PSTs, and they assisted in the establishment 

of PSTs for schools that did not previously have such teams. The students also served as 

regular members of the PSTs within their assigned public schools, providing ongoing support 

and training as needed. As part of the study and to allow for later analysis of the PST 

meetings, many of these meetings were audiotaped and transcribed.  

 Setting and participants. Although four schools were included in the original 

sample from Alfred University (Young & Gaughan, 2010), this study will include data from 
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only two of these schools (a more detailed explanation for this decision is included in the 

next section). Thus, data on the two selected schools are described here. School 1 data were 

collected during the 2002-2003 academic year. Approximately 580 students in grades K-6 

were enrolled in this school, 62.8% of students qualified for free or reduced lunch, and 98% 

of the student population was White (not Hispanic) (New York State Comprehensive Report 

Card, 2003). School 2 data were collected during the 2001-2002 and 2002-2003 academic 

years. Approximately 558 students in grades K-5 were enrolled in this school, with 40.1% of 

students qualifying for free reduced lunch in 2001-2002 and 44.7% qualifying in 2002-2003. 

The racial origin of most students at this school was again White (not Hispanic), at 98% of 

students.   

 The schools followed similar models with regard to the functioning of their PSTs. 

The teams were open to referrals from the whole student population, teams met weekly, and 

one or two referrals focused on academic or behavioral issues were typically discussed 

during each PST meeting. Participant roles present in the PSTs varied somewhat between and 

within schools, but meetings typically included a special education teacher, referring teacher, 

specialists (e.g., school psychologist, counselor, reading teacher). School administrators (e.g., 

assistant principals) were not present at meetings for School 1, but were regularly present for 

meetings at School 2. Parents were invited to PST meetings at both schools but rarely 

attended. Finally, meetings were distinguished as either initial (i.e., consideration of a new 

referral) or follow-up (i.e., prior referral meeting had been held for this case), as noted by 

Young and Gaughan (2010).  
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 Data collection procedures. The Alfred researchers conducted data collection in five 

phases, and described their data in both quantitative and qualitative terms. Phase 1 occurred 

in June of 2001, 2002, and 2003. This phase involved collecting data from PST records, 

including student demographics, recommendations made by the teams, outcomes, and data 

from follow-up meetings. Phase 2 occurred during the second half of the 2001-2002 

academic year and the full 2002-2003 academic year. Importantly, Phase 2 involved 

audiotaping and transcribing PST meetings. All participants signed a consent form to agree to 

audiotaping, and participants understood that they could discontinue audiotaping at any point 

with no consequence. Phase 3 occurred during the fall of 2003, and consisted of training 

students to use a problem-solving grid (developed by Truscott et al., 2000) as well as refining 

and developing a final version of this grid for use in data analysis. Phase 4 occurred in the 

spring of 2004. This phase consisted of training students to use the final coding grid and then 

coding transcripts using this grid until adequate interrater reliability was achieved. Each 

statement was coded across six problem-solving stages and then six areas of ecological focus. 

Phase 5 occurred in October 2004, and involved an archival review of 240 PST records to 

determine the evaluation methods used to determine the outcomes of individual referrals 

(Young & Gaughan, 2010). The audio recording and transcription of the PST meetings are 

especially relevant to the current study, which will involve  new analyses of these meetings.  

Current Research Study Methodology 

 Stimulus material. This study used data from 15 PST meetings from two of the four 

schools involved in the Alfred University project. Although analysis would ideally include 
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data from all original schools, analysis was limited to these meetings from two schools 

because of poor audiotape quality and difficulty with PST member identification in the other 

recorded meetings. For example, in some of the taped meetings it was impossible to reliably 

identify all speakers or understand words even after enhancing the audiotapes. All of the 

meetings included in this study were initial meetings (rather than follow-up meetings) 

because these initial meetings included more of the problem-solving process than did the 

follow-up meetings. Whereas follow-up meetings were focused primarily on evaluating the 

outcomes of interventions and determining the need for referral for special education testing, 

the initial meetings provided a richer discussion involving the identification of academic and 

behavioral problems, determination of causes of these problems, and decision making 

regarding possible interventions. The 15 initial PST meetings included in the current study 

averaged 30 minutes in length. Greater detail regarding PST participants is provided in 

Appendix B (Table B).  

 Consultation Analysis Record (CAR). The CAR (Bergan & Tombari, 1975) was 

used to study the verbalizations made by various individuals in the PST meetings. As noted, 

this measure was designed specifically for use in the analysis of communication within 

dyadic behavioral consultation. Because the PST meetings in the current study were not 

dyadic, the CAR was applied to individuals in different roles within these meetings; more 

detail is provided in the Procedure. 

 Coding verbal communication using the CAR is a three-step process (Bergan & 

Tombari, 1975). First, the researcher must determine what verbal segment to code. Bergan 
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and Tombari suggested using the independent clause or implied independent clause as the 

unit of observation. Such a clause conveys a complete subject-action-object relationship, and 

it allows for a closer and more careful  analysis than does a complete sentence (which could 

contain multiple independent clauses). However, other researchers (e.g., Hughes & DeForest, 

1993) have successfully modified this recommendation and used the thought unit rather than 

the independent clause as the unit of analysis. A thought unit reflects a compromise between 

the sentence and the independent clause; it is a statement or phrase that expresses one 

complete thought but could contain more than one independent clause (Curtis & Zins, 1988). 

Each thought unit is determined and numbered on the transcripts. 

 Second, the researcher must determine how to code the unit of observation (e.g., the 

thought unit). The CAR allows for analysis of thought units across four message 

classification categories. As such, each thought unit can be coded four times (i.e., once for 

source, once for content, once for process, and once for control; Bergan & Tombari, 1975). 

When complications arise during this coding process, the researcher uses decision rules to 

determine the best code to assign each thought unit across each major category and 

subcategory. Some of these decision rules are provided by Bergan and Tombari (1975) and 

others specific to the current study are likely to be developed during the coding process and 

will be included as an addendum in the dissertation.  

 Third, the researcher must establish interrater reliability. Two types of reliability can 

be considered: (a) interrater reliability for the task of assigning utterances to thought units, 

and (b) interrater reliability for the task of coding the thought units among the various 
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categories and subcategories (Bergan & Tombari, 1975). In their seminal study on the 

development of the CAR, Bergan and Tombari reported achieving an interrater reliability of 

96% for the task of assigning utterances to units of observation. Most other research 

involving the CAR does not clearly establish reliability for this first task, but consistently 

provides evidence that strong reliability can be achieved for the task of coding statements 

into categories. For example, Bergan and Tombari found interrater reliability (Scott 

coefficients) ranging from .87 to 1.00 for two coders coding statements into the various 

categories and subcategories in the initial meetings (i.e., PIIs) within the behavioral 

consultation model.  

 Problem-Solving Components Outcome Coding Scale. Telzrow et al. (2000) 

developed a problem-solving components and student outcome Likert scale and scoring 

rubric “for evaluating the fidelity of problem-solving implementation and degree of student 

change” (pp. 447-448) based on permanent products from multidisciplinary team meetings. 

This instrument was developed and refined by the researchers first by determining interrater 

reliability for each item on an earlier version of the coding sheet when it was used to judge 

previously held meetings. When items resulted in scoring discrepancies between raters, the 

researchers changed the wording of items to enhance clarity. Eventually, this process led to a 

nine-item Likert scale coding rubric. Eight of the items relate to fidelity of the problem-

solving process, and one item assesses student outcome as reported by the team in a follow-

up meeting. Telzrow et al. reported inter-rater reliabilities ranging from .87 to .97 on the 

items on their coding sheet.  
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The first five items on the coding sheet were pertinent to this study, as they related to 

important issues that should be discussed in an initial PST meeting (e.g., defining target 

behavior, collecting baseline data, developing an intervention plan). As such, a part of the 

current study evaluated PST fidelity to the problem-solving process by scoring each meeting 

on the first five items of the Telzrow et al. (2000) coding sheet. These five items were 

supplemented by one modified item from the outcome coding sheet developed by Bennett 

(2010). This item assessed the PSTs discussion of data collection procedures throughout the 

intervention phase. The complete six-item Problem-Solving Components Outcome Coding 

Scale is found in Appendix C. 

 Procedure. Complete transcripts from the 15 PST meetings were checked for 

accuracy, and meeting participants were identified by role as part of a previous study (viz., 

Bennett, 2010). The roles that were identified were: (a) special educators, (b) school 

psychologists, (c) specialists (e.g., reading specialists, speech pathologists), (d) regular 

education teachers, (e) referring teachers, (f) parents, and (g) administrators. To prepare the 

transcripts for CAR coding, the principal investigator followed several steps. First, the 

researcher parsed the verbalizations present in the transcripts into thought units. These units 

could be larger than one independent clause, but all clauses comprising a single unit must 

have the same focus (Curtis & Zins, 1988). For example, according to Bergan and 

Kratochwill (1990), the sentence “Ted is the one who overeats because he is frustrated” (p. 

64) is a single independent clause, but this could be extended to two clauses that would be 
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coded as a single thought unit if it were changed to “Ted is the one who overeats because he 

is frustrated. He is so frustrated every day, you can just see it in him!”  

After thought units were identified for each role in all 15 meetings, the researcher and 

a second trained assistant coded all thought units using the CAR’s message control and 

message content categories. Both coders had previous training and experience in school 

consultation. Additionally, coders received additional training on coding verbal interactions 

using the CAR  led by the lead researcher with support from the dissertation chairperson. 

Training consisted of reading sections of Bergan and Kratochwill’s (1990) Behavioral 

Consultation and Therapy, following a written coding manual, and practice with coding 

transcripts with discussion and feedback. Coders also practiced using the outcome coding 

scale by using it to evaluate initial PST meetings from the Alfred University study that were 

not included in the data set for this study.  

Percent of interrater agreement was be established (i.e., agreement/agreement + 

disagreement x 100) for three initial meetings before coders proceed to using the CAR and 

outcome sheet on the 15 target PST meetings. Coders needed to reach 90% agreement for the 

Index of Control, 70% agreement for the Index of Content Relevance, and 80% agreement 

for scores on the outcome coding scale in order to progress to coding the target meetings in 

the study. These minimum inter-rater agreement standards were established based on the 

research of Bennett (2010) and Franks (2009). When coders disagreed during the training 

process, discrepancies were discussed and the researcher consulted with the dissertation 
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chairperson to resolve confusion. The researcher also maintained notes of these conversations 

and developed a list of additional coding decision rules that were used by both coders.  

The dependent measures were scores on the Index of Message Control and the Index 

of Content Relevance. The Index of Message Control was measured by comparing the ratio 

of elicitors to emitters for all verbalizations by role, and the Index of Content Relevance was 

measured by determining the balance of verbalizations in relevant topic areas. The latter ratio 

was converted to bits for standardization, using the bit table provided by Bergan and 

Kratochwill (1990) for completing this transformation. Finally, both coders completed the 

problem-solving components outcome coding scale for all 15 meetings.  
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CHAPTER 4 

Results 

 The Results chapter is divided into six sections. First, descriptive statistics will be 

presented. Second, a qualitative analysis of meetings, participants, and outcome ratings will 

be described. Third, intercoder reliability for CAR codes and the Problem Solving 

Components Outcome Scale will be discussed. Fourth, Hypotheses 1 and 2 will be addressed 

by presenting the results of several non-parametric statistical analyses. Fifth, Hypotheses 3 

and 4 will be addressed by presenting the results of correlational analyses between CAR 

indices and scores on the Problem Solving Components Outcome Scale. Finally, Research 

Questions 1 and 2 will be addressed though several non-parametric analyses to determine the 

differences between individuals serving in various roles in the PST meetings.  

Descriptive Statistics 

 Two indices of consultant (i.e., facilitator) effectiveness were derived, resulting in 

two dependent variables: scores on the Index of Content Relevance and scores on the Index 

of Message Control. These dependent variables were further analyzed by role. For example, 

the Index of Message Control was calculated not only for the facilitator role overall but also 

separately for school psychologists serving as facilitators and for special education teachers 

serving as facilitators. Table 5 presents descriptive data for the Index of Message Control.  

Table 6 presents descriptive data for each of the message content subcategories used to 

derive the Index of Content Relevance.  

 

7
9
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Table 5 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Index of Message Control 

Role N Median Mean SD Range Kurtosis  

(z-scores) 

Skewness 

(z-scores) 

Facilitator 15 .36 .35 .12 .15-.60 -.20(-.17) .44(.77) 

 

     Special  Ed. 

     Facilitator 

 

11 .36 .37 .09 .24-.52 -.24(-.19) .53(.80) 

     School    

     Psych. 

     Facilitator 

 

4 .24 .31 .20 .15-.60 3.17(1.21) 1.71(1.68) 

School 

Psychologist 

 

14 .20 .21 .10 .04-.41 .00(-.00) .33(.57) 

Referring 

Teacher 

 

15 .04 .06 .03 .02-.12 -.73(.66) .55(.93) 

Special 

Education 

Teacher 

2 .14 .14 .01 .13-.14 * * 

*Unable to calculate kurtosis and skewness due to n =2 

 

 

 

To test for distribution normality, the Kolomogorov-Smirnov test (Field, 2005) was 

conducted. Results indicated that Message Control index scores for overall facilitator [D(15) 

= .13], special education teachers in the facilitator role [D(11) = .23], psychologists not in the 

facilitator role [D(14) = .18], and referring teachers [D(15) = .19], were all normally 

distributed (values all p > .05). Message Control index scores for school psychologists 

serving in the facilitator role [D(4) = .35] and special education teachers not in the facilitator 

role [D(2) = .26] were both significantly non-normal (p < .05). For the Index of Content  
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Table 6 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Index of Content Relevance 

Role N Media

n 

Mean SD Range Kurtosis  

(z-scores) 

Skewness  

(z-scores) 

Facilitator 15 1.33 1.32 .15 1.06-1.56 -.55(-.46) -.03(-.04) 

 

     Special  Ed. 

     Facilitator 

 

11 1.26 1.27 .14 1.06-1.52 -.02(-.01) .22(.33) 

     School  

     Psych. 

     Facilitator 

 

4 1.45 1.45 .11 1.33-1.56 -4.48(-1.71) .02(.02) 

School 

Psychologist 

 

14 1.41 1.35 .26 .66-1.71 3.59(3.11) -1.59 

(-2.66) 

Referring 

Teacher 

15 1.27 1.25 .11 1.03-1.37 .34(.28) -1.07 

(-1.85) 

 

Special 

Education 

Teacher 

2 1.52 1.52 .18 1.39-1.64 * * 

*Unable to calculate kurtosis and skewness due to n =2 

 

 

Relevance, scores were normally distributed for overall facilitator [D(15) = .11], special 

education teachers in the facilitator role [D(11) = .13], school psychologists not in the   

facilitator role [D(14) = .20], and referring teachers [D(15) = .16, all ps > .05]. The 

distribution of scores were significantly non-normal for psychologists serving in the meeting 

facilitator role [D(4) = .24] and special education teachers not in the facilitator role [D(2) = 

.26, all ps < .05].   
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 Although some of the index scores appeared to follow a normal distribution, visual 

examination of descriptive data such as graphs (e.g., histograms, boxplots, normal Q-Q plots) 

indicated skewness and kurtosis. For examples, Content Relevance scores for school 

psychologists not in the facilitator role were significantly skewed and kurtosis values were 

also significant. Taken together, the identified non-normal distributions and the abnormalities 

apparent through additional examination of the data suggested that these data did not meet 

the assumption of a normal distribution. Accordingly, non-parametric statistics were used.  

General Description of Meetings and Meeting Participants 

 The present study included a total of 15 PST meetings from two schools, with 11 

meetings from School A and 4 meetings from School B. To facilitate coding using the CAR, 

verbalizations of individuals in four roles (i.e., meeting facilitator, school psychologist, 

special education teacher, and referring teacher) were analyzed. Special education teachers 

and school psychologists assumed the meeting facilitator role in different meetings at each 

school. At times, there were multiple individuals present within a role. Specifically, there 

were multiple school psychologists (including school psychologist interns) in 13/15 

meetings, multiple referring teachers in 2/15 meetings, and multiple special education 

teachers in 1/15 meetings. When multiple individuals within a single role were present, 

verbalizations were still analyzed according to role rather than individual. For example, in 

meeting 15 there were two school psychologists and two special education teachers. One 

psychologist was serving as meeting facilitator, and was coded as such. The other 

psychologist was coded as “school psychologist,” and all verbalizations from both special 



 78 

 

 

 

 

education teachers present were coded as “special education teacher.” Refer to Appendix B 

(Table B) for a detailed summary of individuals present within each meeting. Table 7 

provides additional descriptive information about all 15 PST meetings, including CAR Index 

scores, target behavior(s) identified, and planned intervention(s). Table 8 provides a 

summary of total verbalizations and Message Content categories by role.  

Reliability 

 CAR. Intercoder reliability was calculated for the Message Content and Message 

Control codes from study transcripts using Cohen’s kappa (1960). Kappa is a more 

conservative measure of reliability than simple percent agreement because it accounts for 

coder agreements due to chance. Kappa was calculated on all 15 study transcripts to achieve 

the highest degree of accuracy in determining coder reliability. For the Message Content 

codes, Kappa coefficients ranged from .52 - .71 (M = .61). For the Message Control codes, 

Kappa coefficients ranged from .42 - .90 (M = .74). Discrepancies were resolved through 

discussion and consultation of the CAR Coding Guide, coding rules, and decision tree 

generated as part of the present study (See Appendix D).  

Problem Solving Components Outcome Coding Scale. This outcome assessment 

measure was completed by both coders for all 15 study transcripts. The measure consists of 

six items, each rated on a Likert scale ranging from 1-5. Total scores on this measure across 

all 15 meetings ranged from 17-26 (M = 20.47, SD = 2.89). Intercoder reliability on this 

measure was moderate with a Cohen’s kappa value of .60. Discrepancies were resolved 

following the method outlined by Bennett (2010), with an alternating procedure wherein the 
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first coder’s response was chosen for the first disagreement, the second coder’s response for 

the second disagreement, and so on until all discrepancies were resolved.  

Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2 

The first hypothesis was that individuals in the role of meeting facilitator would 

display significantly higher scores on the Index of Message Control during initial PST 

meetings than would individuals in all other roles in attendance. The second hypothesis was 

that meeting facilitators would display significantly higher scores on the Index of Content 

Relevance during initial PST meetings than would individuals in all other roles in attendance. 

These hypotheses were tested with the Kruskal-Wallis test (Field, 2005; Siegel, 1956), which 

is the non-parametric equivalent to the one-way independent ANOVA. Because the Kruskal-

Wallis test reveals only whether differences between groups were significant, and not 

specifically which groups differed and how, post-hoc analyses were performed with the 

Mann-Whitney U test (Field; Siegel). The Mann-Whitney U test was used to compare index 

scores for the meeting facilitator to index scores for the school psychologist, special 

education teacher, and referring teacher roles in turn.  

Results of the Kruskal-Wallis test for Hypothesis 1 and 2 are presented in Table 9. 

There was a significant difference found among scores on the Index of Message Control 

when the four roles were compared [H(3) = 33.18, p < .01]. A significant difference among 
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 Table 7  

 

Summary of 15 PST Meetings 

 

Meeting 

 

Time
a
 

 

School 

Facilitator 

IMC
b
 

Facilitator 

ICR
c
 

Outcome 

Score
d
 

 

Target Behavior(s)
e
 

 

Planned Intervention(s)
f
 

 

1 

 

Year 1 

spring 

 

B 

 

.52 

 

1.53 

 

20 

 

Attention 

 

Parent conference, peer mentor, 

timer, behavior plan with 

rewards and physical movement 

following attentive periods 

 

2 Year 1 

spring 

B .60 1.56 17 Processing Check for understanding of 

directions, modified work 

 

3 Year 2  

fall 

B .22 1.52 17 Attention Parents sign agenda daily, 

timers, repeat directions, parent 

conference, evaluate for ADHD, 

refer for counseling 

 

4 

 

Year 2 

fall 

 

A 

 

.25 

 

1.33 

 

26 

 

Attention 

 

Books on tape, FM system, 

keyboarding instead of 

handwriting, group incentive for 

class 

 

5 Year 2 

fall 

A .29 1.28 20 Decoding skills Five-finger strategy for 

decoding, class library with 

grade-level books, partner 

reading with student in lower 

grade 
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Table 7 (Continued) 

 

 

Meeting 

 

Time
a
 

 

School 

Facilitator 

IMC
b
 

Facilitator 

ICR
c
 

Outcome 

Score
d
 

 

Target Behavior(s)
e
 

 

Planned Intervention(s)
f
 

 

6 

 

Year 2 

fall 

 

A 

 

.04 

 

1.39 

 

20 

 

Early literacy skills 

(concepts of print) 

 

Parent conference, flexible 

grouping with lower grade level 

for reading 

 

7 

 

Year 2  

fall 

 

A 

 

.52 

 

1.22 

 

25 

 

Letter recognition 

 

CCC video game, LeapPad 

programs, Earobics, making 

letters with clay, Letter People 

curriculum 

 

8 Year 2 

winter 

A .29 1.07 17 On-task behavior Sound-dampening headphones, 

medical follow-up for potential 

ADHD, sticker chart to reward 

on-task behavior 

 

9 Year 2 

winter 

A .37 1.33 24 Letter and letter 

sound identification 

Folding-in with flashcards, 

LeapPad programs, flexible 

grouping with lower grade level 

for reading 

 

10 Year 2 

winter 

A .43 1.26 22 Keeping hands to 

self, theft 

Parent conference, behavior plan 

with punishment for touching or 

stealing 
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Table 7 (Continued) 

 

 

Meeting 

 

Time
a
 

 

School 

Facilitator 

IMC
b
 

Facilitator 

ICR
c
 

Outcome 

Score
d
 

 

Target Behavior(s)
e
 

 

Planned Intervention(s)
f
 

 

11 

 

Year 2  

winter 

 

A 

 

.36 

 

1.06 

 

20 

 

Decoding skills 

 

Flexible grouping (attending 

reading group with lower grade), 

make words/letters using clay, 

folding-in with flashcards 

 

12 

 

Year 2 

winter 

 

A 

 

.24 

 

1.39 

 

20 

 

Letter and letter 

sound identification 

 

Folding-in with flashcards, 

phonics game with parent, 

memory game with alphabet 

cards, physical movement paired 

with these activities 

 

13 Year 2 

spring 

B .14 1.38 17 Attention Repeat directions, evaluate for 

ADHD 

 

14 Year 2  

spring 

A .34 1.21 21 Decoding skills Folding-in with flashcards, ARL 

books, retyping phonics stories, 

summer school 

 

 

15 

 

 

 

 

Year 2 

spring 

 

A 

 

.37 

 

1.20 

 

21 

 

Decoding skills 

 

Practice blends and diagraphs 

with LeapPad, folding-in with 

flashcards, books with blends 
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a
Meetings are listed in chronological order and designated by season (fall = September, October, November; winter = December, 

January, February; spring = March, April, May).  

 
b
IMC = Index of Message Control on the CAR; mean IMC for facilitators = .33 

 
c
ICR = Index of Content Relevance on the CAR; mean ICR for facilitators = 1.32 

 
d
Total score on the Problem Solving Components Outcome Scale (maximum score = 30); mean score = 20.47 

 
e
Participants typically identified multiple problem behaviors; target behavior listed here was identified by coders as the primary 

focus for intervention. 

 
f
Participants typically listed multiple possible interventions; those listed here are the interventions specifically selected from the 

options listed in the meeting

Table 7 (Continued) 
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Table 8 

 

Thought Units and Message Content Categories by Role  

Meeting Role Thought Units 

Background 

Environment 

Behavior 

Setting Behavior 

Individual 

Characteristics Observation Plan Other 

 

Facilitator 

 

1562* 

 

.04 

 

.08 

 

.15 

 

.06 

 

.08 

 

.13 

 

.47 

 

School 

Psychologist 

 

1221* 

 

.04 

 

.12 

 

.16 

 

.09 

 

.08 

 

.12 

 

.52 

 

Referring 

Teacher 

 

2085* 

 

.07 

 

.26 

 

.22 

 

.09 

 

.03 

 

.05 

 

.29 

 

Special 

Education 

Teacher 

 

 

133* 

 

.03 

 

.25 

 

.12 

 

.11 

 

.08 

 

.19 

 

.23 

Note. Message Content categories are presented as a proportion of total thought units falling within each content area, per role.  

*Sum of all thought units for this role across all meetings; total numbers of meetings for which at least one person representing 

each unique role are as follows: facilitator (n = 15), school psychologist (n = 14), referring teacher (n = 15), special education 

teacher (n = 2)
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Table 9 

 

Kruskall-Wallis test for Index of Message Content and Index of Content Relevance 

 

Meeting Role 

 

N 

 

IMC
a
 Mean Rank 

 

ICR
b
 Mean Rank 

      

     Facilitator 

 

 

15 

 

36.57
c
 

 

22.97 

     School Psychologist 

 

14 25.93
c
 29.18 

     Special Education      

     Teacher 

 

2 19.50
c
 38.00 

     Referring Teacher 

 

15 8.70
c
 16.80 

a
IMC = Index of Message Control  

b
ICR = Index of Content Relevance  

c
Results differed significantly [H(3) = 33.18]; post-hoc analyses revealed that facilitator role 

was significantly higher than all other roles (p < .01). 

 

 

roles on the Index of Content Relevance was also found [H(3) = 8.61, p < .05]. Mann-

Whitney U tests were used to follow up these findings, and a Bonferroni correction was 

applied to reduce the chance of Type I error. Thus, all effects are reported at a .0167 level of 

significance (Field, 2005). Meeting facilitators exhibited significantly higher scores on the 

Index of Message Control when compared to the school psychologist role (U = 36.50, r = -

.56), referring teacher role (U = .00, r = -.85), and special education teacher role (U = .00, r 

= -.46). These findings support Hypothesis 1. For the Index of Content Relevance, meeting 

facilitators’ index scores did not significantly differ from school psychologists (U = 77.50, p 
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> .05), special education teachers (U = 5.00, p > .05), or referring teachers (U = 83.00, p > 

.05). Although the Kruskall-Wallis revealed an overall significant difference on this index,  

post-hoc testing revealed that the difference was not between the facilitator role and any 

other roles. This finding supports failing to reject the null hypothesis for Hypothesis 2. 

Additional follow-up analyses with the Mann-Whitney U test were performed to determine 

where the detected significant difference was present, and there were significant differences 

between Content Relevance scores for the school psychologist and referring teacher roles (U 

= 49.00, p = .01) and between the referring teacher and special education teacher roles (U = 

.00, p = .03). 

Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 4 

The third hypothesis stated that there would be a significant positive correlation 

between the Problem Solving Components Outcome Coding Scale (adapted from Bennett, 

2010, and Telzrow et al., 2000) and meeting facilitator scores on the Index of Message 

Control. Similarly, the fourth hypothesis stated that there would be a significant positive 

correlation between scores on the Problem Solving Components Outcome Coding Scale and 

meeting facilitator scores on the Index of Content Relevance. These hypotheses were tested 

using Spearman’s rho, the non-parametric equivalent to Pearson’s r for bivariate correlations. 

Results revealed a positive but non-significant relationship between facilitator Index of 

Message Control score and the Problem Solving Components Outcome Coding Scale (rs = 

.30, p = .14) and and a negative but non-significant relationship between facilitator Index of 
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Content Relevance and the Outcome Coding Scale (rs = -.34, p = .11). These results suggest 

that the null hypotheses cannot be rejected for Hypotheses 3 and 4.  

Relationships Between Meeting Role and CAR Indices 

Two research questions were posed at the start of the current study. First, would 

school psychologists’ scores on the Index of Message Control and the Index of Content 

Relevance differ significantly when psychologists served in the role of meeting facilitator as 

compared to when they were not placed in this role in the meeting? The Mann-Whitney U 

test was used to compare index scores between school psychologists serving as meeting 

facilitators (n = 4) and school psychologists as meeting participants (n = 14). The two-tailed 

value for significance was selected as this research question was non-directional. The 

difference between psychologists in the two roles was non-significant for both the Index of 

Message Control (U = 20.00, p = .44) and Index of Content Relevance (U = 25.00, p = .80). 

Thus, school psychologists’ scores on these two measures of consultant effectiveness were 

not significantly different when psychologists facilitated the PST meetings compared to 

when they served as participants in the meetings.  

The second research question asked whether the referring teacher would have a 

significantly lower score on the Index of Message Control when compared to the meeting 

facilitator role. As earlier reported results indicated, meeting facilitators (including both 

school psychologists and special education teachers serving as facilitators) did indeed exhibit 

significantly higher scores on the Index of Message Control than did referring teachers (U = 

.00, p < .05, r = -.85).  
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CHAPTER 5 

Discussion 

 The purpose of this research study was to apply a coding scheme developed for 

dyadic behavioral consultation, the Consultation Analysis Record (CAR; Bergan & Tombari, 

1975), to Problem-Solving Team (PST) meetings in order to better understand the verbal 

interactions occurring during these team-based meetings. Despite the increasing emphasis on 

team-based problem solving in schools (e.g., Truscott et al., 2005), verbal interactions 

occurring within PSTs have received little attention in the literature. In the present study, 

transcripts from 15 PST meetings were coded using the CAR. This investigation facilitated 

the analysis of PST functioning using a coding system specifically developed for the 

consultation setting. In this section, results are discussed primarily with respect to prior 

research and theory. Implications of the present study are considered as well as limitations 

and possible future research directions. The discussion first considers descriptive results and 

their implications, next focuses on the present study’s hypotheses and research questions, and 

then incorporates limitations, future research, and overall implications.  

Results 

 Descriptive results. There are a wealth of descriptive data available from the 

transcripts included in this study. First, when comparing the thought units of meeting 

facilitators, school psychologists, referring teachers, and special education teachers, it was 

clear that referring teachers were the most verbally active participants, with approximately 

500 more total thought units spoken across all meetings than the second-highest role of 
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meeting facilitator. This finding relates to Etscheidt and Knesting’s (2007) recommendation 

for active teacher participation in PSTs. It also replicates previous research conducted using 

the CAR with team-based meetings in which teachers made more verbalizations than 

facilitators or other meeting participants (Lee & Jamison, 2003). Additionally, referring 

teachers’ verbalizations collectively fell into the Message Content categories of behavior 

setting, behavior, observation, and plan at a higher rate than did the verbalizations of 

individuals in any other role in PST meetings. Bergan and Kratochwill (1990) noted the 

importance of focusing discussion on these categories during initial behavioral consultation 

interviews in order to facilitate problem identification and intervention planning to address 

the problem area. These descriptive data suggest that teachers not only participated actively 

in PST meetings, but also verbalized content that was on-topic.  

 The progression of these15 PST meetings over time was also considered with respect 

to problem identification, intervention planning, and the success with which teams carried 

out some of the essential tasks of PSTs (e.g., problem identification, intervention, and data 

collection planning). Because these PST meetings occurred over a two-year time span, there 

was potential to observe changes in teams’ functioning across meetings. Facilitator scores on 

the Index of Message Control and Index of Content Relevance did not progressively increase 

over time; however, such an increase would not necessarily be expected due to different 

individuals serving in the facilitator role in different meetings. In contrast, based on their 

work with the larger sample of PST meetings (n = 78) from which the present sample was 

extracted, Young and Gaughan (2010) reported that PSTs did improve over the years in a 
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number of ways. Specifically, Young and Gaughan stated that meetings included an 

increased focus on data-based decision making, there were more follow-up meetings to refine 

interventions and monitor progress, and there was a shift toward increased classroom 

modifications and parent-school contact to help meet student needs. Thus, although 

descriptive data for the 15 PST meetings in the present study did not reveal conclusive 

patterns of improvement in problem identification or intervention planning over time, the 

larger data set containing this sample does suggest that PST functioning in these areas can 

improve over time with training and support.  

With respect to scores on the Problem Solving Components Outcome Scale (adapted 

from Telzrow et al., 2000, and Bennett, 2010; see Appendix C), the mean score of 20.47 out 

of a possible 30 points suggests that many PST meetings did not include a clear and complete 

discussion of problem-solving tasks such as identifying a target behavior, setting an objective 

goal, and making a structured plan for data collection and progress monitoring. Teams rarely 

received from coders the maximum points available for each of the six items rated. For the 

first item, coders determined that the target behavior was described entirely in measurable, 

observable, and behavioral terms and was related to the student’s academic or behavioral 

performance in only two meetings. Second, coders agreed that teams discussed multiple 

samples of direct measures of student behavior in the natural setting in only one meeting. 

Third, coders found that the desired goal or target behavior was established with a specific, 

clearly stated criterion level in two meetings. Fourth, coders agreed that the meeting included 

a thorough analysis of possible factors related to the concern extending beyond within-child 
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characteristics in two meetings. Fifth, coders determined that no teams devised a step-by-step 

intervention plan that clearly specified the what, who, where, and when of the intervention. 

The highest score any team earned on this item was four out of five points because the 

“what” in the intervention warranted a higher score than the where and when. Sixth, coders 

agreed that teams discussed and agreed on multiple samples of direct measures of student 

behavior in the natural setting in only two meetings. Many of these items were rated as three 

or four on the five-point scale, but clearly it was uncommon for PSTs to completely and 

thoroughly cover each of the outcome areas to earn the maximum score on each outcome 

assessment item. Results on the outcome components coding scale align with previous 

findings analyzing PSTs on these process fidelity issues (Telzrow et al., 2000).  

Despite these apparent lapses in PST best practices, coders were able to document 

one identified target problem for each meeting and to list interventions suggested at each 

meeting to ameliorate the problem. As previously discussed, problem identification is an 

essential task in the initial stages of problem solving (e.g., Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990) and 

it was specifically included as the first step in the PST meeting procedures guiding the Alfred 

University study from which these data were obtained (Young & Gaughan, 2010). Details 

regarding identified target behaviors and intervention plans were provided in Table 7 because 

of the importance of these tasks to successful PST outcomes as well as their relationship to 

previous PST literature. Target behaviors were most often related to reading (e.g., decoding 

skills, concepts of print, letter recognition), followed by attention, processing skills, and 

behavioral concerns (e.g., theft). These findings are not surprising, given that Young and 
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Gaughan reported the two most frequent referral problems were attention and reading issues. 

Using these data as well as others from additional PST meetings as part of the Alfred 

University study, Young and Gaughan found that as support and training in the PST process 

progressed, teachers improved from initially identifying 4.4 targeted problem behaviors per 

child to identifying only 1.9 problem behaviors per child. It appears that the 15 PSTs in the 

present study succeeded in the task of problem identification, based on coders’ ability to 

independently identify one main problem behavior for each student and also to identify the 

planned interventions within each meeting.  

Meeting participants suggested multiple interventions to address the identified student 

needs, with high-frequency recommendations including a “folding-in technique” with 

flashcards (meeting descriptions suggest that this technique is in line with incremental 

rehearsal procedures; e.g., Joseph, 2006), reading practice with a LeapPad, parent 

conferences, and behavior modification charts. Interventions were most often designed to be 

implemented by the student’s classroom teacher. These findings both support and contradict 

Truscott et al.’s (2005) national survey of team-based problem solving in elementary schools. 

Truscott et al. found that most interventions recommended by PSTs were developed to be 

implemented by teachers, which is supported in the present study. However, the most 

common interventions in Truscott et al.’s investigation (e.g., peer tutors, counseling, out-of-

classroom remediation, changing seat assignment, decreasing expected work output) were 

not widely reflected in the present data set. All of these interventions were discussed across 

the PST meetings, but most were not specifically selected as the planned interventions to 
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address the identified problem behaviors or academic needs. Young and Gaughan (2010) 

reported that the most common interventions for the larger Alfred University data set were 

within-classroom modifications (e.g., seating changes, peer tutoring, behavior modification), 

parent contact, and changes in instruction (e.g., change in instructional level, flash card 

interventions).  

Thus, two of the five most common interventions as identified by Truscott et al. were 

also popular interventions identified by Young and Gaughan (i.e., peer tutors, seating 

changes). These interventions, however, were not the most popular interventions selected in 

the present data set, possibly because this data set reflects a relatively small proportion of the 

overall Alfred University data set from which Young and Gaughan derived their results. 

Subjectivity could also influence the determination of which interventions were truly the 

primary focus in PSTs, leading to subtle differences in which interventions are the most 

popular for teams to carry out. For example, seating changes were not identified as a primary 

intervention in the present data set despite being prominent in previous analyses of PSTs 

(i.e., Truscott et al.; Young & Gaughan). PSTs in the present study did mention seating 

changes, but discussion of seating assignments was often quite brief and often referred to 

changes teachers had already made rather than specific plans for the future.  

Hypotheses 1 and 2. The first hypothesis was that individuals in the role of meeting 

facilitator would display significantly higher scores on the CAR Index of Message Control 

than would individuals in all other roles in attendance. Similarly, the second hypothesis was 

that meeting facilitators would display significantly higher scores on the CAR Index of 
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Content Relevance than would individuals in other meeting roles. Results demonstrated 

support for the first hypothesis (i.e., Message Control), but none for the second hypothesis 

(i.e., Content Relevance).  

It is useful to understand these findings in the context of prior studies that have used 

the CAR. First, with respect to message control, the present data support previous team-based 

research revealing that many more total statements are classified as emitters than elicitors 

(Lee & Boughtin, 1999; Lee & Jamison, 2003). In dyadic consultation, many researchers 

have reported that consultants’ verbalizations have a higher ratio of elicitors of emitters than 

do consultees’ verbalizations (e.g., Benes et al., 1991; Busse et al., 1999; Gutkin, 1996; 

Martens et al., 1992). Bergan and Tombari (1975, 1976) pointed to the importance of 

message control due to the correlation between high scores on the Index of Message Control 

and positive outcomes such as problem identification in dyadic behavioral consultation. 

Sheridan (1997) found that CBC consultants’ verbalizations accounted for 79% of elicitors, 

noting further that consultants appeared to be even more directive in CBC than in dyadic 

behavioral consultation. In the present study, meeting facilitators’ verbalizations accounted 

for 56% of all elicitors. This total is lower than the proportion reported by Sheridan for CBC, 

but it is well above the proportions of the total elicitor verbalizations across PST meetings for 

the other roles [i.e., school psychologists (28%), referring teachers (14%), special education 

teachers (2%)]. The results of this study thus support the conclusion from dyadic behavioral 

consultation and CBC studies that consultants (i.e., PST meeting facilitators) guide the 

problem-solving process through the use of elicitors.  
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Second, with respect to message content, additional consideration of the results of this 

study reveal important information about the topics of discussion within PST meetings. It is 

essential to note that 47% of facilitator statements across all meetings were coded into the 

content category of “other.” This finding is consistent with Martens et al. (1992), who 

reported that 50% of consultant verbalizations were in the “unspecified” content category. In 

the PST meetings, these statements often pertained to meeting procedures. For example, 

when a facilitator began a meeting by saying, “Okay, um, if you’d look, what we have up on 

the, uh, board there is kinda the process that we’ll be going through today. Or, there’s, um, 

smaller ones at the table, um, to look at. And we’ll just follow the steps through, um, in order 

to come up with some strategies,” these statements/thought units were coded into the content 

category of “other.” These types of statements were important and necessary but they did not 

reflect the identified relevant content categories of behavior setting, behavior, observation, 

and plan (Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990). The high proportion of facilitators’ statements 

falling into the “other” category is therefore likely an artifact of applying the CAR to PST 

meetings. Considering that such a large proportion of facilitators’ verbalizations fell into the 

“other” category, it is understandable that facilitators’ scores on the Index of Content 

Relevance were not significantly greater than those of other PST members.  

The nature of the CAR and how the Index of Content Relevance is derived is also 

important to understand when interpreting the results of this study. The CAR includes this 

measure to analyze the extent to which consultants discuss a balance of topics relevant to 

each specific behavioral consultation interview stage (Bergan, 1977; Bergan & Kratochwill, 
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1990). This study included initial PST meetings that could be considered to be similar to a 

combined Problem Identification and Problem Analysis behavioral consultation meeting 

(Bergan). As such, the content subcategories relevant to these initial PST meetings are: (a) 

behavior, (b) behavior setting, (c) observation, and (d) plan. Because the Index of Content 

Relevance incorporates both the topics discussed and balance of verbalizations across all 

topic areas identified as important, focusing too much on one content area at the expense of 

any other will detract from the overall score on the Index of Content Relevance (Bergan & 

Kratochwill). This issue informs some of the results found in the current study.  

When the total proportions of statements falling within the four content categories 

that comprise the Index of Content Relevance are considered, results were as follows: 

meeting facilitators (.44), school psychologists (.48), referring teachers (.56), and special 

education teachers (.64). An especially interesting pattern is observed in the verbalizations of 

referring teachers, who had a higher proportion of their verbalizations falling in the behavior 

setting (.26) and behavior (.22) categories than did any of the other PST roles included in this 

analysis. On the other hand, referring teachers’ verbalizations in the observation (.03) and 

plan (.05) categories were lower than all other roles. Because their verbalizations were not 

balanced across all four relevant categories, referring teachers’ scores on the Index of 

Content Relevance were actually the lowest of the four roles. Proportions of verbalizations in 

the observation category were equal (.08) for facilitators, school psychologists, and special 

education teachers. Verbalizations in the plan category were highest for special education 

teachers (.19), followed by referring teachers (.13) and school psychologists (.12). Martens et 
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al. (1992) found that most (M = .36) of consultant verbalizations in their study of dyadic 

behavioral consultation fell in the behavior and individual characteristics categories, with 

other statements falling into the behavior setting, observation, and plan categories (M = 

.13).When meeting facilitator verbalizations in the present study were collapsed into these 

two groups of content categories, mean proportions were nearly equal (.21 for behavior and 

individual content categories; .29 for behavior setting, observation, and plan).  

The present study suggests that the content of meeting facilitators’ verbalizations may 

be different in the group-based format of PSTs when compared to consultants’ verbalizations 

in dyadic consultation. PST meeting facilitators often discussed meeting procedures, which 

detracted from their Index of Content Relevance scores. In fact, referring teachers’ 

verbalizations often focused on areas relevant to the goals of the PST meeting moreso than 

did facilitators’ verbalizations. Within dyadic consultation, researchers have found that 

consultants and consultees do not differ significantly in their measures corresponding to the 

four message content subcategories relevant to the initial stages of problem solving (Gutkin, 

1996). This finding is important because the present study could be interpreted to suggest 

that the same holds for group-based problem solving: the consultant (i.e., meeting facilitator) 

and those in other roles did not differ significantly in the content relevance of their 

verbalizations. However, this summative finding seems to mask important results related to 

what individuals in various roles are discussing. Specifically, meeting facilitators’ 

verbalizations may not have been truly “off topic” or irrelevant because they often discussed 

important procedural issues in order to structure the PST meeting and facilitate the goals of 
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the meeting. Likewise, referring teachers’ Index of Content Relevance scores appear to 

underestimate their true focus on the content areas of behavior and behavior setting. These 

findings suggest that the CAR may not be the best measure for understanding the Content 

Relevance of meeting facilitators’ and referring teachers’ verbalizations in initial PST 

meetings.  

Hypotheses 3 and 4. The third hypothesis was that there would be a significant 

positive correlation between the Problem Solving Components Outcome Scale (adapted from 

Bennett, 2010, and Telzrow et al., 2000) and meeting facilitator scores on the CAR Index of 

Message Control. Similarly, the fourth hypothesis was that there would be a significant 

positive correlation between this scale and meeting facilitator scores on the Index of Content 

Relevance. Support was not generated for either of these hypotheses. There was a positive, 

but non-significant relationship between the outcome scale and facilitator scores on the Index 

of Message Control, and a negative but non-significant relationship between the outcome 

scale and facilitator scores on the Index of Content Relevance. The primary problem with 

testing these hypotheses was that there was little variability in scores on the Problem Solving 

Components Outcome Scale, creating a restricted range which that combined with the small 

sample size of 15 meetings made it difficult to find any relationships between PST fidelity 

and facilitator effectiveness. It is difficult given these results to determine exactly how, and 

to what degree, PST meeting facilitators’ message control and content relevance impact the 

team’s fidelity to a problem-solving model.  
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Research questions. The present study included two additional research questions. 

First, would school psychologists’ scores on the Index of Message Control and the Index of 

Content Relevance differ significantly when psychologists served in the role of meeting 

facilitator as compared to when they were not placed in this role in the meeting? Results 

revealed that the answer to this question was no. The difference between psychologists’ 

Index scores did not change significantly based on which role they served in PST meetings. 

Previous researchers have not specifically investigated this question, so this conclusion is 

informative as a basis for future replication on other samples.  

Second, would referring teachers’ scores on the Index of Message Control be 

significantly lower than meeting facilitators’ Message Control scores? This question was 

answered in the analysis for Hypothesis 1, where referring teachers exhibited significantly 

lower scores than meeting facilitators on the Index of Message Control. However, discussion 

specifically related to this question is included here because of the implications of referring 

teachers’ Message Control scores with respect to previous research. As mentioned 

previously, in dyadic behavioral consultation, many researchers have provided evidence that 

consultants exhibit greater Message Control scores than do referring teachers (e.g., Bergan & 

Tombari, 1975; Martens et al., 1992). Message Control scores are also higher for consultants 

than referring teachers in CBC, although the difference is not as great as in dyadic behavioral 

consultation (Sheridan, 1997). This pattern is also revealed when analyzing these data using a 

relational coding system, the FRCCCS (Heatherington & Friedlander, 1989). Incorporating 

the same data set, Bennett (2010) found that referring teachers’ scores on a measure of 
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attempting to control the conversation (domineeringness; a rough approximation for Message 

Control in the CAR coding system) were significantly lower than facilitators’ 

domineeringness scores. Thus, it appears that the pattern of consultants (i.e., meeting 

facilitators) maintaining Message Control holds true in team-based meetings just as it does in 

dyadic consultation and CBC. Similar to behavioral consultants, meeting facilitators serve to 

guide the conversation and influence others’ verbalizations through the use of elicitors.  

Limitations 

 There are a number of limitations to this research that will be discussed to inform 

future researchers as they investigate verbal communication within PST meetings. Three 

important limitations are considered, including (a) sample and methodological 

characteristics, (b) short-term and long-term outcome information, and (c) issues related to 

the CAR and its application beyond dyadic behavioral consultation. 

First, the relatively small sample had a negative impact on methodological decisions 

and statistical analyses. This study was comprised of 15 PST meetings from two schools and 

its design was based on the analysis of verbalizations of individuals serving in four roles in 

PST meetings: facilitator, school psychologist, referring teacher, and special education 

teacher. As noted previously, there were occasions where more than one person in the 

meeting represented a single role and, in these instances, all verbalizations for all individuals 

in that role were analyzed as one. Thus, in one instance, as few as two data points were used 

for comparisons (i.e., the special education teacher role was present in only two meetings). 

The relatively small sample size contributed to low statistical power, which may have 
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contributed to the failure to detect significant differences in some analyses. Limited sample 

size also inhibits the ability to generalize these findings to other PSTs. Finally, there were 

nesting effects inherent in the design of the study, with individuals situated within meetings, 

meetings within schools, and schools within a specific district.  

Although the sample and methodological issues associated with analyzing PSTs in 

this study presented limitations, it is important to consider these limitations in light of other 

similar studies. Notably, Bennett (2010) used the same data set to draw conclusions about 

relational communication patterns on PSTs using the FRCCCS (Heatherington & 

Friedlander, 1989). Lee and Jamison (2003) published one of the only other available studies 

of verbal interactions within PSTs using the CAR (Bergan & Tombari, 1975), and their study 

included only four PST case studies. Within the broader context of the CAR’s application to 

understanding dyadic consultation, many studies have included relatively small sample sizes. 

For example, in their comparison of four verbal interaction coding schemes to dyadic 

behavioral consultation interviews, Martens et al. (1992) analyzed four consultation 

meetings. Sheridan’s (1997) investigation of verbalizations in CBC meetings included six 

cases. Busse et al. (1999) included 37 dyadic consultation interviews, and still noted that this 

sample size negatively influenced statistical power. It is often the nature of this type of 

research to be limited to some extent by small sample sizes at the level of individual 

consultation meetings. It is possible that such studies will always be similarly limited, as the 

analysis of verbalizations within consultation meetings involves coding thousands of 
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utterances. In the present study, for example, over 5,000 thought units were coded and 

analyzed for the 15 PST meetings.  

 Second, with respect to meeting outcomes, this study was limited in two major ways. 

The original data set from which the transcripts were obtained, the Alfred University data set 

(Young & Gaughan, 2010), did not include any data on student outcomes following the PST 

process beyond teacher-reported student improvement, and these teacher reports were not 

available for the present study.  As such, it is an unfortunate limitation of this research that 

the important indices of Message Control and Content Relevance cannot be clearly linked 

with students’ progress toward identified behavioral and academic goals. Although some 

previous researchers have questioned whether verbal process interaction in and of itself, 

without ties to student outcomes, is useful (e.g., McDougall et al., 1988), others have 

defended verbal analysis research as an important avenue for understanding what is said 

during consultation meetings (e.g., Busse et al., 1999). Because it represents one of the few 

studies available on verbalizations within PST meetings, the present study contributes to our 

understanding of the process of consultation within PSTs.  

 Related to the lack of student outcome data are the limitations associated with the 

Problem Solving Components Outcome Coding Scale (adapted from Telzrow et al., 2000, 

and Bennett, 2010). This scale is designed to assess the degree to which PSTs followed the 

problem-solving model, but it has not been widely used in the literature to investigate PST 

functioning. The psychometric properties of the outcome coding scale used in this study are 
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unknown, and ratings on the outcome scale were quite limited in range as previously 

discussed.  

 Third, it is important to note that the CAR was developed for use in analyzing and 

understanding dyadic behavioral consultation meetings (Bergan & Tombari, 1975). This 

investigation expanded the scope of the CAR to include team-based meetings, thereby 

altering the dyadic nature of the tool. Such an investigation was recommended by Bennett 

(2010) and serves as an extension of the work of Lee and Jamison (2003). However, it is 

clear from the present study that aspects of the CAR impede a complete understanding of 

verbalizations occurring during team-based problem solving. Specifically, as seen from this 

study’s results, the Index of Content Relevance appears to have obscured important 

information about the topics of discussions for individuals in each role. For instance, 

referring teachers spoke about student behavior and behavior setting events more often than 

any other meeting participants. However, referring teachers’ Content Relevance scores were 

not higher than others’ because they did not discuss student observation and intervention 

planning equally as much as they discussed behavior and behavior setting events. This 

validity issue was also discussed by Busse et al. (1999), who recommended analysis of the 

proportions of verbalizations in various content categories rather than simply relying on the 

Index of Content Relevance as an overall measure.  

Future Research Directions 

As team-based problem solving becomes increasingly common in schools (Reschly & 

Bergstrom, 2009), it will be important to continue to research verbal processes within PSTs 
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in order to ultimately increase their effectiveness at meeting student needs. A great need for 

research in this area is to adapt the CAR for the analysis of verbal interactions in group-based 

school meetings such as PSTs. The CAR was created to analyze dyadic behavioral 

consultation interactions in schools (Bergan & Tombari, 1975), and it remains the only such 

verbal coding scheme specifically developed for school-based consultation (Costenbader et 

al., 1992; Gutkin, 1996). However, over the years multiple researchers have conceded that 

reliable coding with the original CAR is difficult to obtain. For example, Martens, Deery, and 

Gherardi (1991) and Martens et al. (1992) collapsed the Message Content categories into 

fewer groups to increase reliability. Gutkin (1996), based on findings including those of 

Curtis and Watson (1980), added the message content category of “process overt” to include 

procedural statements (such as many of those made by facilitators in this study) when using 

the CAR to analyze dyadic consultation interviews. Results of the present study suggest that 

the “process overt” content category could be included to improve the sensitivity of the CAR 

when it is applied to understanding group-based verbalizations. Other researchers have 

included this category in analyses of PSTs, but have reported descriptive information rather 

than analyses of scores on the Index of Content Relevance (Lee & Boughtin, 1999; Lee & 

Jamison, 2003). Moving forward, researchers are encouraged to include the process overt 

content category, to collapse the CAR content codes for increased reliability, and to continue 

to analyze proportions of verbalizations within each category in addition to calculating the 

CAR index scores. It would also be helpful for future researchers to investigate the CAR 
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index not included in this study (i.e., Message Process), and to use the CAR to analyze 

additional PST meetings in order to replicate and extend the results of this research.  

As the understanding of verbal communication patterns on PSTs improves, it will be 

important to link effective PST communication patterns to student outcomes. To this end, 

future researchers are encouraged to collect objective data on student outcomes that could be 

analyzed with respect to PST functioning. The PST process itself could also benefit from 

clear evaluation of fidelity to the problem-solving process. The outcome coding scale 

included in the present study (adapted from Telzrow et al., 2000, and Bennett, 2010) could be 

validated and carried forward to analyze the procedural integrity of PST meetings and draw 

conclusions about the relationship between verbalizations of meeting participants and PST 

integrity. With an increased understanding of these issues, PST facilitation and training could 

be improved so that all participants could ideally understand the impact of their 

communication and thus improve the content of their verbalizations to improve procedural 

integrity and, ultimately, student outcomes.  

Finally, because this study represents one of the only investigations of PST verbal 

communication, it is important to replicate these results with different data sets and to 

continue to compare these results with the findings of other researchers using the CAR (i.e., 

Lee & Jamison, 2003) and the FRCCCS (i.e., Bennett, 2010). An investigation of PSTs could 

be structured similarly to the work of Martens et al. (1992), who analyzed the same data set 

using four different verbal communication coding schemes. Such an investigation would 

inform researchers as to the strengths and limitations of various coding schemes as they are 
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applied to the ever-increasing team-based meetings occurring in schools. In their review of 

behavioral consultation, Martens and DiGennaro (2008) highlighted the increasing use and 

importance of PSTs in schools and posited that the biggest challenges facing PSTs were: (a) 

selecting appropriate, evidence-based interventions; (b) preparing teachers for the consultee 

role; and (c) contributing to long-term changes by promoting intervention fidelity. This study 

contributes to our understanding of which interventions teams select and how teachers 

respond as consultees in a team-based meeting. However, future research should continue to 

investigate these areas and their relationship to verbal interactions within PSTs. The present 

study did not evaluate intervention fidelity, and the relationship between PST communication 

and integrity should be studied in the future.  

Summary and Implications 

 This research represents an important and unique contribution to the literature on 

verbal interactions within school team-based decision making. Literature from the past three 

decades includes numerous analyses of the analysis of verbalizations within dyadic 

behavioral consultation (e.g., Bergan & Tombari, 1976; Conoley et al., 1992; Gutkin, 1996; 

Martens et al., 1992), but only a few  researchers have focused their efforts on similar 

analyses of PSTs (e.g., Bennett, 2010; Lee & Boughtin, 1999; Lee & Jamison, 2003). 

Because many states now require PSTs (Truscott et al., 2005), and these teams are 

increasingly important in RTI models (Reschly & Bergstrom, 2009), it is essential to 

continue to research the content and processes of the conversations occurring within these 



107 

 

 

 

 

meetings. Recommendations for training and the improvement of PSTs can follow from a 

complete understanding of the current state and functioning of these teams.  

The primary goal of this study was to better understand the verbal interactions 

occurring during PST meetings. It has facilitated comparisons between the CAR (Bergan & 

Tombari, 1975) and the FRCCCS (Heatherington & Friedlander, 1987) and the conclusions 

reached using each coding system with the same PST data set (viz., Bennett, 2010). 

Additionally, it has allowed for comparisons between conclusions reached using the CAR in 

dyadic behavioral consultation and CBC to those found when applying this coding system to 

group-based consultation in PSTs. It was determined that, as measured by the Index of 

Message Control, meeting facilitators were more directive in their conversations than were 

other meeting participants. This finding supports previous research from dyadic consultation 

and CBC. However, it differs from Bennett’s (2010) conclusion that no one PST meeting role 

seemed to be more or less in control of the conversation than any other role, as measured by 

dominance and domineeringness scores. With respect the topics of discussion in PST 

meetings, it was found that meeting facilitators did not discuss relevant content categories to 

a greater extent than individuals in other meeting roles. However, referring teachers’ 

verbalizations revealed an important trend in that teachers’ verbalizations focused on student 

behavior and behavior-setting events to a greater extent than did other meeting participants. 

These findings provide important information on PST functioning and lay the foundation for 

additional research on the processes occurring within PSTs. 
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Table A 

 

Chronological Summary of Published Studies Using the Consultation Analysis Record (CAR) 

 

Year 

 

Researcher(s) 

 

Participants 

 

Purpose 

 

Key Findings 

 

1976 

 

Bergan & 

Tombari 

 

11 school 

psychologists 

 

(a) Determine extent to which 

measures of consultant 

efficiency and skills predict 

problem identification; 

(b) Determine how consultant 

variables and problem 

identification predict plan 

implementation; 

(c) Determine how consultant 

variables, problem 

identification, and plan 

implementation predict 

problem solution 

 

 

(a) Consultant variables had greatest effect 

on problem identification stage 

(b) If consultants were skilled at facilitating 

problem identification, goals of 

consultation were attained in 97% of 

cases 

(c) Researchers concluded that training 

programs for school psychologists 

should include more training in teacher 

consultation 

1978 Tombari & 

Bergan 

60 preservice 

teachers, 2 

consultants 

(a) Determine how medical-model 

and behavioral cues 

differentially affect teacher 

verbalizations, 

conceptualizations, and 

expectations; 

 

 

(a) Medical-model and behavioral cues 

strongly influenced how preservice 

teachers conceptualized and described 

student behavior; 
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Table A (continued) 

 

 

Year 

 

Researcher(s) 

 

Participants 

 

Purpose 

 

Key Findings 

    

(b) Determine how summary 

statements enhance cueing 

effects 

 

(b) behavioral verbal cues correlated with   

      teacher optimism about being able to 

solve 

      children’s problems in the classroom 

 

1980 

 

Bergan, 

Kratochwill, & 

Luiten 

 

49 consulant 

trainees 

 

Describe and support the need for 

competency-based training in 

behavioral consultation 

 

(a) Consultant verbalizations tended to fall 

into behavior, behavior setting, 

observation, and plan categories; 

(b) Competency-based consultation training 

is beneficial because it relates practice 

to purpose, relates evaluation to 

objectives, and it can stimulate more 

consultation research 

 

1980 

 

Curtis & Watson 

 

8 consultants 

(special 

education 

teachers 

receiving 

intensive vs. 

no training); 

24 classroom 

teachers 

 

Comparing changes in problem 

identification skills in consultees 

paired with highly vs. lowly skilled 

consultants vs. no consultation 

 

Teachers working with highly skilled 

consultants showed significant gains in 

problem identification skills, spent more 

time describing the child, and based more 

statements on fact rather than speculation, 

as compared to teachers working with lowly 

skilled consultants or no consultants 
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Table A (continued) 

 

Year 

 

Researcher(s) 

 

Participants 

 

Purpose 

 

Key Findings 

 

1986 

 

Anderson, 

Kratochwill, & 

Bergan 

 

56 teachers, 1 

experimenter, 

3 trainers (2 

doctoral 

students in 

educational 

psychology, 1 

licensed 

psychologist), 

2 psychologist 

raters 

 

Evaluate the effectiveness of 2 

teacher-training packages under 2 

consultation conditions (training in 

behavior modification and 

consultation; training in procedures 

of consultation delivery and 

multidisciplinary team processes – 

the control) 

 

(a) Training in behavior modification and 

consultation was significantly more 

effective than the nonspecific control 

condition at increasing the frequency of 

verbalizations in the behavior content 

category during PIIs; this results was 

not found for behavior setting or 

observation content categories;  

(b) Training was significantly more 

effective than the control condition at 

increasing consultee verbalizations in 

the plan category; this result was not 

found for the content categories of 

behavior and observation;  

(c) General consultation questions elicited 

vague and general information in 

behavior category when compared with 

the specific information elicited by 

precise questions 

 

1988 McDougall, 

Reschly, & 

Corkery 

13 school 

psychologists, 

2 social  

Evaluate effectiveness of 1-day 

inservice workshop on behavioral 

consultation in a competency-based  

(a) Workshop was effective in teaching 

professionals problem identification 

skills;  
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Table A (Continued) 

 

Year 

 

Researcher(s) 

 

Participants 

 

Purpose 

 

Key Findings 

   

workers, 1 

special 

education 

consultant, 

graduate 

students in 

school 

psychology 

(coders) 

 

training framework with strong 

emphasis on problem identification 

 

(b) Content categories used most frequently 

were: behavior, behavior setting, and 

observation 

(c) Significantly more consultees met all of 

the goals of the PII following training 

 

1989 

 

Martens, 

Lewandowski, & 

Houk 

 

20 teachers, 2 

master’s-level 

school 

psychologists 

 

Examine relation of verbalizations 

during PII to consultees’ 

perceptions about how much the 

consultant: (a) elicited information; 

(b) summarized and validated 

consultee statements; and (c) 

specified important aspects of 

problem behavior 

 

(a) The more consultees hypothesized about 

the causes of behavior during the PII 

(especially through behavior emitters), 

the more favorable their opinions about 

the consultation process;  

(b) The more consultants agreed with 

consultees’ descriptions of behavior, the 

more often consultees made statements 

of inference about behavior 

 

1991 

 

Benes, Gutkin, & 

Kramer 

 

2 master’s-

level school 

psychology 

graduate  

 

Investigate the types, frequencies, 

and combinations of verbal and 

nonverbal behaviors within school-

based consultation (using Message  

 

(a) Consultants talked an average of 77% of 

the time during the PII, using brief 

elicitors;  

(b) Consultees’ verbalizations were  
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Table A (Continued) 

 

Year 

 

Researcher(s) 

 

Participants 

 

Purpose 

 

Key Findings 

   

students, 9 

undergraduate 

student 

teachers, 11 

certified 

teachers 

 

Process category during PII 

meetings) 

 

generally longer and more descriptive than 

consultants 

 

1991 

 

Martens, Deery, 

& Gherardi 

 

7 teachers, 2 

master’s-level 

school 

psychologists 

 

(a) Compare 2 types of consultant 

summarization statements for 

effects on consultee 

verbalizations during the PII;  

(b) Examine the use of lag 

sequential analysis to 

understand consultee responses 

to consultant statements 

 

(a) Consultee agreement was facilitated by 

increasing the consultant’s statements 

summarizing message content; 

(b) Consultees made more statements about 

themselves and their emotions when the 

consultant made more statements 

summarizing consultee affect 

 

1992 

 

Conoley, 

Conoley, & 

Gumm 

 

18 doctoral 

students 

 

(a) Understand how the consultee’s 

presentation of problem 

conceptualization influences the 

consultant’s effectiveness at 

problem identification; 

(b) Determine how consultee, not 

solely consultant, influences the 

consultation process 

 

Consultees’ problem conceptualizations 

influence consultants’ success with problem 

identification; if the consultee operated 

from a behavioral rather than medical 

model, the consultant was more likely to 

describe the behavior in specific terms 
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Table A (Continued)  

 

Year 

 

Researcher(s) 

 

Participants 

 

Purpose 

 

Key Findings 

 

1992 

 

Martens, Erchul, 

& Witt 

 

4 school 

psychology 

doctoral 

students 

(consultants), 4 

teachers 

(consultees) 

 

Describe 4 verbal interaction 

coding schemes and apply them to 

a set of 4 behavioral consultation 

interviews 

 

(a) Consultants tended to control the 

consultation relationship through the use 

of elicitors and to focus on the child as 

the main topic; 

(b) Aside from elicitors, consultants’ main 

verbalizations either reflected content or 

validated what consultees said; 

(c) Consultees’ verbalizations consisted 

primarily of emitters, providing 

information about topics selected by 

consultant 

 

1993 Hughes & 

DeForest 

17 school 

psychology 

doctoral 

students, 17 

teachers 

Evaluate the relationship between 

consultants’ relationship-building 

and problem-solving skills and 

consultees’ perceptions of 

consultation 

(a) Consultees gave higher effectiveness 

ratings to consultants who provided 

personal support and shared hypotheses 

about the consultation problems during 

initial interviews than to consultants 

who did not;  

(b) There was a negative relationship 

between consultants’ use of elicitors and 

consultees’ ratings of consultation 

effectiveness [contrary to previous 

studies such as Bergan & Tombari  
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Table A (Continued) 

 

Year 

 

Researcher(s) 

 

Participants 

 

Purpose 

 

Key Findings 

     

      (1976)] – possibly due to the use of an  

      expanded model of consultation used in 

       this study;  

(c) “closed-ended questions may not be 

effective in consultation with teachers” 

(p. 370) 

 

1996 Gutkin 41 graduate 

students and 

professionals 

in education & 

psychology, 41 

consultees 

(field-based 

professionals 

in education or 

psychology) 

(a) Assess patterns of leadership 

and control; 

(b) Assess the relationship of the 

patterns of leadership and 

control to ratings of 

consultation effectiveness 

(c) Remedy problem of limited 

external validity in previous 

works;  

(d) Complement and extend prior 

work on microanalysis by using 

the CAR 

(a) Consultants use elicitors, “process-

overt” statements, and summarizations 

for more often than consultees; 

(b) Consultees spent more time answering 

questions and providing information, 

with significantly more emmiters than 

consultants; 

(c) Consultation may be most effective 

when consultants and consultees both 

exhibit leadership in terms of content, 

but only consultants take the lead in 

terms of process 

 

1997 Sheridan 6 cases Compare verbalizations in Conjoint 

Behavioral Consultation (CBC) to 

those in dyadic behavioral 

consultation 

(a) Consultees in CBC used more elicitors 

than consultees in behavioral 

consultation;  

(b) Consultants and consultees were equally  
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Table A (Continued) 

 

Year 

 

Researcher(s) 

 

Participants 

 

Purpose 

 

Key Findings 

     

      likely to accept leads from the other in  

      content verbalizations 

(c) Overall, consistent with previous 

research from behavioral consultation, 

consultants in CBC were more likely to 

ask questions, use process overt 

statements, use elicitors, and make 

summarizations than were consultees 

 

1999 Bussee, 

Kratochwill, & 

Elliott 

25 school 

psychology 

graduate 

students 

Investigate relationships among 

consultant-consultee verbal 

interactions and child outcomes 

using CAR categories as predictors 

of treatment outcome 

(a) Consultees made more verbalizations 

than consultants throughout all 

interviews, most of which were 

emitters; 

(b) Consultants made more emitting than 

eliciting statements overall, but did try 

to elicit information from consultees and 

they had more control over the 

consultation process than did 

consultees; 

(c) Consultants’ and consultees’ 

verbalizations both often fell into 

behavior setting and treatment plan 

categories during the PII 
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Table A (Continued) 

 

Year 

 

Researcher(s) 

 

Participants 

 

Purpose 

 

Key Findings 

2003 Lee & Jamison 7 teachers Include FBA in the Student 

Assistance Team (SAT) process to 

study teams’ ability to select 

interventions related to behavior 

(a) Referring teacher made more statements 

in the early descriptive meeting than the 

interpretive or verification meetings that 

followed; 

(b) The SAT liason spoke more during 

meetings where data were presented and 

hypotheses were discussed (interpretive 

meetings);  

(c) At the final verification meeting, SAT 

members were balanced in the number 

of statements made by each individual;  

(d) There were more emitters than elicitors 

across all meetings and participatns, 

with the most elicitors occurring during 

the initial descriptive meeting; 

(e) Prominent content discussed included: 

background environment (during 

descriptive meeting), behavior setting 

(across all meetings), behavior and 

individual characteristics (primarily 

during descriptive meeting), observation 

and planning (increasing from the 

interpretative meeting onward) 

     



127 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B:  

Table B: Individuals Present at Each PST Meeting by Role 
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Table B 

 

Individuals Present at Each PST Meeting by Role 

 Meeting Number 

Speaker 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

 

SpEd. 1 X
a
 X

a
 X

a
 X

a
 X X

a
 X

a
 X

a
 X

a
 X

a
 X

a
     

SpEd. 2             X
a
   

SpEd. 3               X 

SpEd. 4               X 

SP 1 X X X X X
a
 X X X X X X     

SP 2 X  X X  X X X X X X X
a
    

SP 3            X X X X
a
 

SP 4              X  

SP 5            X X X
a
 X 

Spec. 1 X X X X X X X X X X      

Spec. 2   X             

Spec. 3    X            

Spec. 4            X X   

Spec. 5              X  

Spec. 6             X   
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Table B (Continued) 

 Meeting Number 

Speaker 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

RgEd.1 X  X   X  X X  X     

RgEd.2  X X X X X X  X X X     

RgEd. 4            X  X X 

RgEd. 5            X X X  

RgEd. 6               X 

RgEd. 7              X  

RgEd. 8               X 

RT 1 X       X        

RT 2  X        X      

RT 3   X             

RT 4    X       X     

RT 5     X           

RT 6      X   X       

RT 7       X X        

RT 8            X    

RT 9            X    

RT 10             X   
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Table B (Continued) 

 Meeting Number 

Speaker 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

RT 11              X  

RT 12               X 

RT 13               X 

Parent    X           X  

Admin.            X X X  

N =  6 6 10 8 5 7 7 7 8 7 7 9 8 9 9 

Note. SpEd. = Special Education Teacher; SP = School Psychologist or School Psychologist 

Intern; Specialist = Speech/Language Teacher, Counselor, or Reading Specialist; RegEd. = 

Regular Education Teacher; RT = Referring Teacher; Admin = School Administrator. 

Meeting numbers 1-11 are from School A; Meeting numbers 12-15 are from School B.  

a
 Meeting Facilitator 

From Bennett, M. S. (2010). Exploring relational communication patterns in prereferral 

intervention teams. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations and 

Theses. (Accession Order No. AAT 3425888) 
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Appendix C: Problem Solving Components Outcome Coding Scale 
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Appendix C: Problem Solving Components Coding Sheet [Adapted from Telzrow et al. 

(2000) and Bennett (2010)] 

 

Coder ID 
 

Date Coded 
 

Participant ID 
 

Date of Meeting 
 

 

Circle the number of the response that most closely reflects your assessment of this PST 

meeting.  

 

1. Behavioral definition of the target behavior:  

1 2 3 4 5 

Target behavior is 

not identified. 

(intermediate 

between 1 and 3) 

Area of concern is 

identified (e.g., 

reading, 

attendance), but 

concern is defined 

in non-behavioral 

terms such as 

“trouble with,” 

“weakness in,” etc.. 

(intermediate 

between 3 and 5) 

Concern is 

described entirely in 

measurable, 

observable, and 

behavioral terms 

and is related to the 

student’s academic 

or behavioral 

performance. 

 

2. Direct measure of the student’s behavior in the natural setting prior to intervention  

    implementation (baseline data):   

 
1 2 3 4 5 

Estimates or 

general descriptive 

information about 

student’s 

behavior: no 

baseline data 

(intermediate 

between 1 and 3) 

 

e.g., raw samples 

that are not 

summarized or 

quantified 

Indirect measures 

of the student’s 

behavior are 

provided (e.g., 

scores on 

standardized tests) 

(intermediate 

between 3 and 5) 

 

 

Multiple samples of 

direct measures of 

student behavior in 

the natural setting 

are reported (e.g., 

three baseline 

probes in reading)  
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3. Clearly identified goal or target behavior for student. 

1 2 3 4 5 

No specific goal 

or objective is 

identified. 

(intermediate 

between 1 and 3) 

 

 

A goal has been 

identified, but no 

information is 

provided about 

what level of 

accuracy or by what 

date it should be 

accomplished 

(neither date nor 

level, or date only) 

(intermediate 

between 3 and 5) 

 

Criterion level, 

but no date 

The desired goal or 

target behavior has 

been established 

with a specific, 

clearly stated 

criterion level (how 

much and when)  

 

4. Hypothesized reason for the problem. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Interventions are 

designed without 

consideration of 

the possible 

factors related to 

the concern: no 

hypothesized 

reason for the 

problem 

(intermediate 

between 1 and 3) 

 

Limited to child 

characteristics 

Some possible 

factors related to 

the concern beyond 

child characteristics 

are considered 

(intermediate 

between 3 and 5) 

 

 

A thorough analysis 

of possible factors 

related to the 

concern has been 

conducted beyond 

child characteristics 

 

5. Systematic step-by-step intervention plan. 

1 2 3 4 5 

No systematic 

intervention plan; 

vague, general 

information about 

interventions 

(intermediate 

between 1 and 3) 

 

 

A plan of action is 

devised, but not all 

specifics are 

provided 

(intermediate 

between 3 and 5) 

 

“What” in 

intervention 

warrants higher 

score than where, 

when 

A plan of action is 

devised which 

specifies what will 

occur, who will do 

it, where the 

intervention will 

occur, and when the 

intervention will be 

implemented  
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6. Ongoing data collection procedure.  

1 2 3 4 5 

Estimates or 

general descriptive 

information about 

measuring 

student’s progress 

during 

intervention: no 

proposed data 

collection 

(intermediate 

between 1 and 3) 

 

e.g., raw samples 

that are not 

summarized or 

quantified 

Indirect measures 

of the student’s 

behavior are 

proposed (e.g., 

scores on 

standardized tests) 

(intermediate 

between 3 and 5) 

 

 

Team discusses and 

agrees on multiple 

samples of direct 

measures of student 

behavior in the 

natural setting (e.g., 

ongoing probes in 

reading at specific 

intervals)  
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Appendix D: CAR Coding Materials 
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Appendix D: CAR Coding Materials 

 

CAR Abbreviated Coding Guide: General Information 

 

Consultative Problem Solving (Kratochwill & Bergan, 1990) 
The stages of consultative problem solving progress as follows: problem identification, problem 

analysis, plan implementation, and problem evaluation. Interviews between consultant and consultee 

traditionally occur at three of those stages: problem identification, problem analysis, and problem 

evaluation.  

 

In the present study, the Problem-Solving Team (PST) meetings represent an amalgam of two of 

Kratochwill and Bergan’s (1990) problem-solving stages: problem identification and problem analysis.  

 

The Coding Process, Step 1: Determining What to Code 
Bergan and Tombari (1975) explain that the first step in the coding process is determining which 

verbal segments to code. For the purposes of the present study, the primary researcher will complete 

this step by dividing the transcripts into thought units. A thought unit reflects a compromise between 

the sentence and the independent clause for coding purposes. It is a statement or phrase that expresses 

one complete thought but could contain more than one independent clause (Curtis & Zins, 1988). Each 

thought unit is determined and numbered on the transcripts.  

 

The present study incorporates team-based meetings in schools with multiple team members and other 

adults present (e.g., teachers, specialists, administrators, parents). The CAR was developed for use in 

coding dyadic consultation; as such, certain adaptations will be made for the present study’s purposes. 

Only the statements from individuals in four roles will be coded: meeting facilitator, school 

psychologist, referring teacher, and special education teacher. Statements made by individuals in these 

roles will be divided into thought units and numbered by the primary researcher.  

 

The Coding Process, Step 2: Determining How to Code 
The CAR allows for analysis of thought units across four message classification categories. As such, 

each thought unit could be coded four times (i.e., once for source, once for content, once for process, 

and once for control; Bergan & Tombari, 1975). For the purposes of the present study, thought units 

will be coded in three areas: message source, message content, and message control. The primary 

researcher will identify the message source. The primary and secondary researchers will each code all 

messages for content and control. Details regarding the coding process for message source and 

message control follow in this guide.  

 

The Coding Process, Step 3: Establishing Interrater Reliability 
Percent of interrater agreement (i.e., agreement/agreement + disagreement x 100) will be established 

for three initial meetings before coders proceed to using the CAR for the 15 meetings comprising the 

data set for the present study. Coders will need to reach 90% agreement for the Index of Control and 

80% agreement for the Index of Content Relevance before proceeding to coding the target PST 

meetings.  
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Consultation Analysis Record (Adapted) 

 

Meeting Code: _______________________________  Page: ______________ 

 

 Message  

Source 

Message  

Content 

Message 

Control 

F
ac

il
it

at
o
r 

S
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o
o
l 

P
sy

ch
 

R
ef

. 
T

ea
ch

er
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D

 T
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ch
er
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n
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n
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. 

B
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r 
S
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n
g

 

B
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r 

In
d
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u
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 C
h
ar

ac
. 

O
b
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rv
at
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n

 

P
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n
  

O
th
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E
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r 

E
m

it
te

r 

1              

2              

3              

4              

5              

6              

7              

8              

9              

10              

11              

12              

13              

14              

15              

16              

17              

18              

19              

20              

21              

22              

23              

24              

25              
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CAR Abbreviated Coding Guide: Coding Source, Content, and Control 

 

Please refer to the adapted CAR coding sheet sample (p. 3) to see how messages will be 

coded during the coding process.  

 

Coding occurs in thought-unit sets of 25, which will be separated by page in the transcripts. 

Referring back to specific thought units is possible by means of a two-number code 

consisting of the page number (noted on transcript and on the top of each coding sheet) 

followed by the thought unit number.  

 

Source 

The primary researcher will identify speakers and divide statements into thought units 

prior to the coding process. However, during the coding process it will be important 

to track on the coding sheet which role is the origin of the thought unit being coded.  

 

Coding message source is therefore simple. Simply place a slash in the box 

corresponding to the identified speaker (noted on the transcript) for that statement.  

 

Content 

Coders will assign each thought unit to one of seven message content categories. 

These categories are described with examples herein to facilitate coding decisions.   

 

1. Background Environment 

a. Past and present home and community influences 

b. Behaviors of parents, siblings, peers occurring outside setting in which 

behavior of concern occurs 

c. Examples: 

i. Tell me something about Bob’s home life.  

ii. How many brothers and sisters does Bob have?  

iii. Why do you think Carol was beaten by her father?  

iv. I don’t like the way Bob’s brothers treat him at home.  

v. You said that when Alice goes home from school, there is never 

anyone around.  

 

2. Behavior Setting 

a. Antecedent conditions (those events occurring prior to the behavior of 

concern) 

b. Consequent conditions (events which occur after the behavior of concern) 

c. Sequential conditions (specifications of the day of the week or the time of 

the day that a behavior typically occurs, the number of different 

antecedent/consequent conditions present over a set of occasions, and  
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changes in antecedent/consequent conditions across a set of occasions of 

the target behavior) 

d. Includes teacher behavior, peer behavior, and other stimulus conditions 

occurring in the immediate setting in which the behavior of concern is 

emitted 

e. Conceptual examples:  

i. The spacing of trials in a retention task (i.e., massed versus 

distributed practice) 

ii. Schedules of reinforcement (i.e., continuous versus intermittent 

reinforcement schedules) 

iii. Shaping procedures 

f. Examples: 

i. What happened right before Carol disrupted the class this 

morning?  

ii. Just before Ted answered the question, Bob asked him for a pencil.  

iii. What steps do you go through to teach arithmetic?  

iv. When does Ted tend to hit other children?  

v. I gave Alice a reprimand.  

vi. So you said you give him assignments to do in the morning.  

vii. Alice typically disrupts the class on Mondays.  

viii. The classroom is very hot when Ted is disruptive.  

 

ADDITIONAL NOTES: 

 Thought units with the following content fall here:  

o Attendance 

o Services student currently receives 

o Factors related to behavioral/academic concern 

 

3. Behavior 

a. Covert processes of the student (what he/she is thinking/feeling) 

b. Overt (observable) actions of the student 

c. Strength of the student’s behavior 

d. Goals for behavior 

e. Tasks performed by the student 

f. Related records (e.g., graphs or anecdotal reports) 

g. Examples: 

i. What does Carol do to show her hostility toward other children?  

ii. Give me some examples of ways in which Bob could improve his 

participation in the group.  

iii. Let’s look at the data on Ted’s behavior.  

iv. Ted’s oral reading is what I want to concentrate on.  
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v. Why do you think Alice hits other children?  

vi. Could it be that Bob tears up the other children’s papers to get your 

attention?  

vii. Ted’s hitting is very upsetting to me.  

viii. Ted likes to play ball.  

ix. Alice thinks a lot about her assignments.  

x. We need to set a goal for Ted.  

xi. I know that Ted hits Alice.  

xii. Let’s look at Ted’s homework.  

xiii. Ted talks very loudly during story time.  

xiv. How often does Bob fail to complete a homework assignment 

during the week?  

xv. How long after an assignment is given does Carol typically begin 

the task?  

xvi. On Tuesday, Ted hit Bob six times.  

 

ADDITIONAL NOTES:  

 If deciding between Individual Characteristics and Behavior, behavior 

takes priority 

 Thought units with the following content fall here:  

o What the child does 

o Speculation as to what the child will do if ____ happens 

 

4. Individual Characteristics 

a. Personality characteristics (e.g., traits or states within the student) 

b. Intellectual characteristics (e.g., the student’s abilities and aptitudes) 

c. Physical characteristics (e.g., sex, age, hair color, height) 

d. Examples: 

i. Why is Bob overweight? 

ii. Nine is a bad age.  

iii. You said that Ted is nine. Is that correct?  

iv. Ted is hyperactive.  

v. Do you think Alice is immature?  

vi. Why is Bob aggressive?  

vii. You said Bob is anxious. Is that correct?  

viii. Are these the characteristics you are concerned about?  

ix. Ted is ready to participate.  
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  ADDITIONAL NOTES: 

 Thought units with the following content fall here: 

o Who the child is 

o Listing specific test scores (with numbers), rather than simply 

referring to previous testing 

 

5. Observation 

a. Thought units referring to the observation or recording of behavior 

b. Examples:  

i. Can you observe Ted at recess?  

ii. You can take data by making tallies on an index card.  

iii. How would it be most convenient for you to take data?  

iv. I don’t think you’ll be able to see Ted’s behavior because it occurs 

outside the classroom.  

v. Do you think that you could collect data without interfering with 

the other children?  

vi. I don’t mind taking data.  

vii. You said that you would take data during the first class period for 

five days.  

viii. Did we agree that you’ll take data for five days during the first 

class period?  

 

ADDITIONAL NOTES: 

 Thought units with the following content fall here: 

o Referring to previous testing (e.g., “An OT screening was 

done...”) 

o Discussion of observations conducted in the past 

 

6. Plan  

a. Procedures suggested as possible means for effecting changes in the 

student’s behavior 

b. Procedures previously agreed upon and implemented through consultation 

which are under discussion (this typically occurs during an evaluation 

interview) 

c. Note: if a plan involves a student taking data on him/herself, 

verbalizations describing this would fit in the observation category 

d. Plan strategies: categories of procedures/materials useful in solving 

academic or adjustment problems (does not include discussion of goals to 

be achieved through plan implementation) 

e. Plan tactics: concrete examples of procedures/materials useful in solving 

academic or adjustment problems 
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f. Examples:  

i. How would you go about reinforcing Ted’s good behavior?  

ii. I am wondering if we could use reinforcement in attempting to 

change Ted’s behavior.  

iii. Do you think that you could use other children to model 

appropriate behavior for Alice?  

iv. I would not like to use reinforcement in this case.  

v. Ignoring Alice’s behavior simply wouldn’t be practical.  

vi. We said we would use modeling and reinforcement to change 

Bob’s level of participation in science.  

vii. Are we agreed that reducing role conflict is the strategy we should 

implement for eliminating Ted’s outbursts in class?  

 

ADDITIONAL NOTES: 

 This category is for thought units referring NOT to the plan for the 

meeting itself (meeting procedures), but the plan for addressing the 

targeted area of concern (behavioral or academic) 

 

7. Other 

a. Statements which do not fall in the other content categories 

b. Examples:  

i. Ted’s clothes generally have holes in them.  

ii. That’s an attractive tie.  

iii. What caused the school bus to break down?  

iv. You said that Alice’s dress was cut. Is that correct?  

v. Ted was absent last week.  

vi. Alice has a new bike. 

vii. Bob has a broken pencil.  

 

ADDITIONAL NOTES: 

 Thought units with the following content fall here: 

o Discussion of parent permission 

o Discussion of procedures for the meeting itself 

 

Control 

Messages are coded in one of two ways in this category, according to whether they 

request action/information or provide information.  

 

1. Elicitors 

a. Statements which request verbalizations or actions 

b. Always interrogative, imperative, or exhortative verbalizations 



143 
 

 

 

 

c. Examples:  

i. We need to have a plan.  

ii. Let’s look at the data.  

iii. How old is Ted?  

iv. Give this to Alice when you see her.  

 

2. Emitters 

a. Statements which give information 

b. Examples: 

i. Ted is at home today. 

ii. Jim’s first-period class is science.  
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Appendix D, Figure 1 

CAR Message Content Coding Decision Tree 

 
BEHAVIOR SETTING 

antecedent/consequent/sequential conditions, teacher/peer behavior in  

immediate setting of behavior, attendance, services child currently gets  

in school, factors related to behavior/academic concern 

 

 

 

 

 

BEHAVIOR 

student’s thoughts/feelings, observable 

actions, strength of behavior, goals for 

behavior, graphs/anecdotal reports of 

behavior, what the child does, speculation as 

to what child will do if ____ happens 

 

INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS 

personality (traits/states within student), 

intellectual (abilities/aptitudes), physical (sex, 

age, hair color, height), who the child is, 

listing specific test scores with numbers 

(rather than a general reference to previous 

testing) 

OBSERVATION 

observing/recording behavior or academic 

concern, referring generally to previous 

testing, discussion of observations conducted 

in the past 

 

PLAN 

suggestions to change student’s 

behavior/academic problem, discussion 

procedures previously agreed upon, categories 

of procedures/materials useful to solve 

problem, concrete examples of 

procedures/materials to solve problem 

BACKGROUND ENVIRONMENT 

past/present home/community influences, behaviors of: parents, 

siblings, peers occurring outside of school 

OTHER 

parent permission, meeting procedures, all other statements 

NO 

TAKES PRIORITY OVER OR 

LAST RESORT 

Could it be... 

None of the above... 


