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ABSTRACT . , ' - 7
. Seven of 16 firstoyeat graduate students 1n~cl;a$cil
Jgglogy enrolled in a crltetlon-referenced self-training course in
al interviewing were shown a tape of a faculty member or >
advanced graduate student pgrforsing the requisite skills for each of
nine modules. Tapes vere showt imsediately preceding practice of the
skills. Allstudents met in groups of three or four with an advanced
graduate student or faculty mcnitcr for 90 minutes wnile practicing
the skills for each modtle. Students received imsmediate feedback on

" their perfcrmance during these sesgions. Students were evaluated on

their pexfg;;ance on probe interviews comucted during both the first
--and last weeks of classes, and they were required tc compléte a’
sodule evaluation form foklowing the completicn of each module.

" Performance and improvement ratings of all students were comparable

throughout the semester, the sole excpetion being. that students who
sav the modeling tapes evidenced a signlflgant decrease in percentage
of respons s coded as requests for deecrlp ions of covert behavior.
The mddelijfg tape group spent significantly mcre tise cn the course
than the control group. However, they did hot rate the time spent as
excessive, and they rated the individual modules higher. Prov1dlng
,m0dels wvho emphasized overt rather than covert behaviors in their
zntervxeulng behaviors seemed to fill a gap in the training of
behavioral clinicijans. It was concluded that lodellng tapes should be
offered but not required as a part of the course instruction.
(Author/PJC)
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Modeling has repeatedly been shown to be instrumental ‘in the teaching

of new behaviors (Bailey,’ Deardorff, & Nay, 1977; Bandura, 1971), and
L r >

virtuauy every therapist observes some models of therapy sessions A'oves

"the course of her/his ti'gininge Typically, however, these models are N o

~

.on the acquisition of behaviors comprising basie interviewing skills.

‘ot presentéd systematically in actual f.raining situations. The present
' 3

study investigated the."effects of the presentation of videotaped models

'l‘rai.ning materials, including the self-instructional text developed by

Hackney and Nye (1973), were implemented in a ct1terioxhreferenced v
self-training' course on clinical interviewing (C?\ture & %Qelstem, | |
1977). Since immediate Feedback had been shown to be more cost-cffective
than delayed feedback on performance (Christoff , Spencer, Ede@.stein, /_,,
Couture, Sims, & Vieira, 1978), all st,udents ‘received immedxaté feedback/
It was proposed tha;: the bresentation of videotaped models of criterion
behaviors would fac.ilitate the acquisition of these behaviors,

Method

Four groups of first-year clinical psychology graduate students each

. met with a monitor once per week. ~Five advanced graduate students and

-

the course instructor served as monitors to facilitate skill acquisition. N
The monitors were rotated throuéh the groups so that each monitor met
with thﬁ same number of groups in each condition. ..The monitors were

responsilbie for providing stéidents with fecdback on their performance

on each of nine interviewing skills modules. Thejmedules consisted of

2



c:uman Mm«l. ulf-»in;tmticml mer:l.al which vas usect by the . . S

- mto ummmsh};mns covered ‘for theweek. “‘f/ SR
~ eroups practiced the skills for each module with the continuous feedback
ot' a mnitor for~the first portion of the trainins eriod, Follou'l&\
this. and continued ptactice if needed, the’ group eotaped each other
demonstrating the criterion skills for the module, Immediately prior to
*Fpru‘:‘tice:, two of tﬁe four groups were presented with a videotaped lmodel ‘,
of ‘an advanced graduate student or faculty member performing the ' : ’
’ \.. criterion betaviorse o : | N .
Performaﬂce of thelsgudents wae evaluated byAhaving each skudent
corduct. an interview with.a simulated client (drama and counseling
students) prior to training (baseline), and during éhe’fingl week of .
classes. Tapes oflthesé interviews were rated at the end of,the semester o
by two underéradéa:e research assistants, Individual responses were
coded as either appropriate or inappropriate for‘each designared
3 epporrunity for the student ;herapist_to emit a response. Raters were
blind to both conditioft and tipe of interview. The ratere-independenrly
scored one=third of all probe interview tapes for reliab1lity¢ Inter-
observer agreement scores were calculated by dividing the\number of
% opportun{ties' scored the same bry both ratlers by the total number of
'opportehities scored for the interview. These scores;é;ﬁéed from 0,75
to 0,89 with a mean of 0,83, .Overall performance rat{ngs correlated ‘

0,86 betwéen raters. There were 30 categor1es of crlterion behaviors -
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coded, and these includeds unstructured invitation to talk, minimal 1 .

/
L)

verbal response, requests for descrlptlons of covert and overt behavior,

reflection,‘paraphrase, silence, and cbnfrontationag’rhe definitions ' NG
( used in cocding these.behariors are avaitable upon redhest from tne»first
.- - ~ . ) \/ ’.. .
3 ' 3 :
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m&m ‘thle coet.e to the st\aenw and congumer s‘e:&féct.ion were
evelmed by ‘module walun:ton foma ﬁued out by each student following *

the cclpletion of each nodple. RN L . .
~~  Results and Diacussion -
1f learnins had occurred, students were expected to increase the
nulber of cetegoriee of responses emitted, decrease the number of respon-

ses ecored 1napproprtate, and improve in overall ratings of performance.

In fect. for the number of categories of responses emitted, Qhe modeling

tape group averaged 11,9 and 12,3 for the base11ne and final probes

pespectively while the control group averaged 13,2 for: both probes.

Neither the baseline to final differences nor the between groupfﬁtfferen-

‘ces were significant, This may indicate that we were simply previding

labels for behaviors that the students already had in their repertoires..

All students reduced the number of responses coded inappropriate from

baseline to final probes. The control group averagéd 1.4 inappropriate

’

responses on baseline and 0.2 on final probes. The modeling tape group
averaged 1.8 and 0.0 inappropriate responses respectively, There was an

, _
overall significant reduction (p < .05) but the two groups did not

significantly differ from each other. Overall performance ratingé vere
made on a nine point scale anchored with l=exceptionally poor and

f
9=outstanding. The modeling tapr group was rated 6.1 and 7.0 for the

two sequential probe interviews as compaxed to the control group s

v

average ratings of 4.8 and 6.7 respectively, Again, the baseliné to.

w,

‘final increases were significant .(p< ,025) overall, but the two groups

did not differ from each other,

* Some findings with respect to the,individual categbries of

- behaviors scored are also of interest. All students . increased the

-




bVtape growp made an average of 4.7 value stct:énent:s on baseli.ne and 0.3

. baseline to.final mb. (p<.8's). The uodollns tape

16.12 on bucline and,ss',ﬂ on fin;l ptobe whileé the control group'
avenge mcrca)ed from 14,3% to ZB. 9\)\?11 lcaltc/ tesponses. There .
was also overall signiﬂcant decrease m mlnbe; of value at:a‘eme}xts
" made from* buelingo final probes (p.<.05). Stqdents 1n the modeling

’ ‘-
on final i.nterviewa as compar to 2,0 and 0.8 fo: the control ku Pe

Again, the two groups did not differ from each other, The only

‘ _ significant d}fferenge..between Foups occurred in percentage of
. - SN
coded as.reqﬁests for description of covert behavior (p <.05).
) N
modeling tape group went from 15.,4% to 4.7% while the control group ¢
\, ~t

remained at 14,82 for both probes. It: appeats that the models served, -

to direct the student therapists® attention away from jcwert cliedt
S

N 4

behaviors (i.e., thoughts, feelings, and opmi.ons).. ' , ‘ 4
Data from the module evaluation formslindicates thnt the students ' : \

in the modeling tape group spfm: an average of 2.0,xhours per pod,ul_e.. >

‘Fhié was significantly more time than the 1,6 hours spent by the:

students in the control group éb'<.001).» However, there was no -~ . 7

significant differenoce in the two groups' ratings ranngs of sagisfactxon
with the amount of time spent, OX(a sevé: point scale anchoreéd mth
lstoo little, needefl more time to learn the ‘behavio'r:s and 7=too “mpch,.
the behaviors could be -learned in s.i_gnvi’ficant:ly less time, the control
group gave an averageé rating of 4.2 and the modelipg tape group gave
"an average ’ra-ting of 4.3, Thus, despite the fact that the queling |
tape group spent more time completing each module, they g;.d not feel

. S
that the amount of time spent was excessive, Overall ratings of the
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nndula. M! on a m point acale, avorased 4.8 forr the com:rol group

:.and Se4 for the madeling t:ape growp. This differenee ia significant r’: ' | | .
‘ at the .05 level of eonfidence. &1 hlli.cates that the modelins tape '
| group 113-9 the modulea bef.ter than the eonl:rol group. Ratings oj ‘ .
monitor usefulness, made on a: seven point scale with a rating of one. .
,.indiguing detrimental and a tating of seven Micuing very helpful,
did not dimminace between groups. 'rhis was expected since all studen’ts
met with several different monitors, and the monizors' function remained >
constant across groupds However tnese ratings were 6.1 and 6,0 for the _ | N
modeling and eom:rol groups respect:i.vely indicati.ng that the students
considered the ihonitors important to their acqui.si}:ion of skills.
. « . Conelusiens =} -
As the data indicate, performance and improvement rat'ings of both
gréups were comparable t‘hroughou: the sa'ne's‘ter. The sole exception to
tg}s exists in the fact Eha£'on1y the5modelieg tape ‘group evidenced a'
significant decrease in percentage of responses coded as requests for
descript_:ion of covert behavwr. The modeljng tape grOu’spent 51gnif1-
' ceptly more time on the course than d}d the control, group. However,
they did ne; rate the"';ti,me spent as exceye., and they liked the
cogrse modules mqre;‘ Thus, the results are eqhivoca1.='Apparenc1y the
<E;pes presepied’did not e(gnificantly'contribute to skill acquisition,
but‘did srgnificantly contribhte to satisfaction with the course., The
.cyqiee—to use or net to use modeling tapeefin such a course mey depend
epon'the'objectivee‘oﬁ the instructor, Assuming'that we are interested ,/
" in training behavioral clinicians who will use client data in designing, . ’
‘ implementing, and revis1ng treatgent programs, a focus on overt rather

s

'than coyert behaviors might- %e important.‘ Giveri that most llterature

-
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‘ mru. inehding the text used for this.
uh -on elici.m cnenta‘ feennga and attitudes
iﬁ.c wett bebaviota whi.ch are problematic in

,hm:l.ng, some redi.rection may be necessary. Ptoviding

-l

i.npottant. 'l‘his is not to negate the i.mportance of*

8 of the client. houever. as responsible clinicians
l

s should be explai.ned to the student so that s/he can make a more
\

" 7 responsible decision about whether or not to view them.
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