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' Bach of 1° fl:st-year graduate students in Cllnlcal

Psychclogy enrolled in a criteriop-referenced self-trainirg:codrse-on
clinical interviewing received egg.hsr issediate or delayed feedback.
on their performance in simulated interviews. The ismediate teedback -
groups (IF, two yplads) practiceq the requisite skills for each
sodule with- the continuous feedback of an advancéd grgduate *student
sonitor during the first 90 minutes of. training. Following this, and
coftinuing. ;ractice if necessary, the triad videota;eﬂ each other S
demonstrating the skills. The delayed -feedbaa@k grougs (DF, three I
- triads) trained each other, practiced, and wvideotaped pricr to '
feedback froa their monitors. The DF triads met with their adnitors
within the next week for 90 linutesfto receive feedkack on their "
" completed videotapes. Prcke interviews were regquired to complete a
sodule evaluation fora following each session with a monitor.
Performance and improvement ratings of all grcugs was comfparable
throughout the semester, Lbut the <fhdent§aln the IF grocups shent only
slightly more than half of theé time expended by thcse in the DP
groups. Further, the IF grcups expressed significantly greater .
‘satisfaction .with both mopitors. and tbe individuval modules than did
the DP grougs. (Author)
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SO Peedhaek has been shem to tmh.n.ttate hearnitng, and m:ﬂediate
{

feedbegk ‘has’ repeatedly been shown to be more e}‘fimcions than de'layad
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feadback in m‘oducing behavior change. These priciples, . however, ht‘Vg'-

«

trhditioually been 1gnored in f.he t@ing of 1ntervieW1n5 skills. In

“W s

the tyyieal training s:\.tuatian, feedback to the student is dela.yed.
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: 'U.Bually, the student a?o— or vidbotapes an interview or simulated

", intervie¥ which is y. reviewed by his/her supervisor. The presexﬁJ

study mvestigated the effects of mmediate versus d,elayed feedback on
)

. the’ acquisition oct’ behaviors canprising basic mterviewing skills The

J

— weining materials tnelied the self-instructional text developed. by
. Hackhey agd Nye (1973) w‘hi.ch- was. implemented in a criterion Teferenced
~self‘et'a:a;i.nj.ng."course on clinical Qterviewing (Couture & melstein,
1977). 1t L pas ‘p:roposed that immediate feedback would produce more unit
" behavior change than dela.yed feedback, and that 1mmediate feedback woyld I -
; be more cost-effective’ in terms of ‘student tlme. : ]
. - Method .
‘1 - F‘ive triads of first -year cliniea.l peybhology gréduate students’

each met with- an, advanced graduate student "monitor” onge per week for

/

.

orie ‘and one half hours ‘The monitor was responsible f’gr providing
fstudents 'with feedback on +hs=1r por}Formanoe on each of nine interviewing
‘skill modules. 'I’he modules consisted of criterion referenced, self-
instructional material which was-used by each triad to trainthe nembers

© sin the stills coveret.i 'in the module. The immediaté feedback groups
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m} MM mcmm ﬁm htervieﬂins skills far: each module
w‘ththo mﬂmmfeeﬂhakofaimtordunngtheﬁrstomm one
dem Followingthispe:riod, thetriadcontinued L
v fm practice if neceesary. and then v:l.deotaped aach dthecr: demons’té:ting

e
!.

tm criterion skills fox each module. The. delayed feedback group (three
_ tm,ads) trained each other, practiced. and videotaped with no feedback
. | \frq their monitars. These triads then met with their moni¥ors for
" one and; one half hours, and were given feedback on their campleted
' videotaped perft’)mances. These feedback sessions occurred at least one
day after taping, and -prior to taping the next module. Any Student

who failed to reach criterion on a module was squired ¢o retape that

“module, S ‘ /J | L G
4 Performance of the triads was evaluated by having e student
conduct an interview with a sinulated client (drama and édunselling
students) priqu: to training (baseline). at midterm. and during the final
iR 1 ~ week of cclass;é‘s. Dependent measureg/included the mumber of triterion
o " _\behaviors emitted, percentage of (responses coded inappropriate, . ratings
| of overall skill level demonstrated the videotaped probe interviews,
amount of s*budent h.me‘ spent ig, training and taping, s.fudent ratings of_
7 satisfaction with their monitors, and with the individual modules.
Results and Discussion
h g . \ﬂ(e probe interviews were all rated at the end of the semester by
| "~ the triad monitors. Individual responses were scored&-a.s either appro-
; ‘ priata or in'\l;pr:olu:.la+o fuor each dpqig’nafed opportunity for- the studen.t
therapist to emit a response. Monitors did not rate members of their (
own triads, and were blind to whether the pa:obes were conducted at the

?

. beginning, middle, or end of the semester. Two raters scored for
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m mwmm of allﬂmobe tams. Relhbd.lity sc,m:es were
onlml&m m &mm.‘ms the mnbo of opportamities sectred the same by

.- * " scores msed. frcn 75 tq .93 wiﬂx a maam of .85. Ovemall perfo:mance
D ratings correlated .63 between raters, . . . 1,,;/' -

Y : If leamins ‘had. occun'ed, students were expected to ﬁmrcase tho
' nunber af categories of respcnses ‘emitted, decrease the percentaee of
responses scored inappropriate, and improve in overall ratings of pel-*—
fomance. .’ In fact, for the number of -ca.tegoa;';lee of responses mitted‘.
the immediate féedback group averaged 14.8 for the baseline probe, 16
for the midterm probe, and 19 for the final probe compared to 14.6, 15-6.'

and 15.6 for the de}ayed feedback group., Neither the baseline to final

- difference‘no:r the between group differences were siénificant. For
. percentage of fina.ll)propriate responses anitted. the immediate £eedback
~group averaged 39%, 4%, and L% for the three sequential probes. The
dela.yed feedbacK group scored 38%, 5%, and 5% inappropriate responses
respectively, Thexre was a signifioant Leduction in percent of responses
scored inappropriate frcm baseline to fina.l for both groups (p <.01).
There was, in fact, a significant reduction (p:.01) from baseltnc to
midterm and a nonsignificant difference from midterm to final for both
groupe. These scores did not’ signjfinemt]y_ differentiate between the
tWwo groups. Ovecra.il pe;.'fomance ratings were made on a seven point
scaie a.nc;xor'ed with 1=exeeptionally poo;'r: and 7=outstanding. The {mmed i-
ate feedback group was rated 2.5, 5l.2, aﬁd 5.5 for the three sequenitial
probe intexviets. .as’ ccanpared to the delayed feedback gfoup"s ratings of
" 3.4, 5.4, and 5.9 respectively. Again, baseline to fmal'increases in
ratings were 'significant (p<.05) for both groups, but the two groups

did not differ framn each other on any pm'obe.
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both raters: d;tmm, vy -the total- mmberaf oppommues scm.'ed 'lhese
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lﬂl\lln Mﬁm_ fma ﬁ.lld out. w anah ahﬂent at. the canpletion
ot -mh quule. St\ﬁ.ewh m ;.he medaete feedback group sp&nt an aver-

PR age of 2.9 hours por Hodule, which ias sigxificantly Iesa time than the . * -
! | 54 houra spent by sttﬁ?ents ’1n the deﬁeed ely’gxoup (p< .01) ’/

.;,,_. Hmitor, etulnesewasratednnaseve)x t's ewithe.ratinggfone’
. o .
hﬂioai detrimental. and a.rating af se?en 1nd1cat1hg very helgful.
&

» %" The immediate feedback grcup rated monitor usefulness 548, and the delayed
e Q\foa&'back group gave a mean reﬁéng of 5. 0.\,‘1'bie di.fferem!e is gnifica.nt
<  at the .05 ]eve'! of confidence. In addition. ratings af mOdul efulnese. Y4
/s un. the same scale as above, were 6q0 fom the mmediate feedback group, '
d ard 4.2 for the delayed feedba®k _gpoug, 'I‘his difference is sigﬁifl/‘%
at the .01 level of confidence. ' S ’ i o .
Canclysiems . L : )
. As can be seen, while the perfomance\a{xi mm'ovement ratings of L - »
(3 ‘ both gronps was cumparable throughout the semester, %e students An the
1mmediate feedback group spent only slightly more than half of the time
. expended by the students 1n the delayed feedback group.- Further, the .
mmediate feedba.ck group expressed greater Satisfadtion with both ‘their
monitors and ‘the individual modules than the deldyed, ,feedback gyou,p
Thus, immediate fewdback scems to benefid the student in tems of tine’
. and satisfaction at no additional\cfet m/monitor —timq or skil;( improve~

nent, : . . . .
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