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Abstract S TN e
. - * ’ ) . K
Effects of conceptual level (high versus low CL) and dégree of

structured supervision on training in reflection of feélin§ was

investigaied. Sixty female introductory psychology students served asg

_ participants.. High structured supervision was supervjso}-controlled

consisting of no}mative feedback and éxternal reinforcement. Low
structured supervision was trainee-controlled in that students were
required to ask questions in order to obtain feedback. Experiméntal
participants took part in both didactic (videotépe training) and super-.
visory sessions, Nonsupervised controls received didagtic training

only. Behavioral measures yielded miqimal support for the CL Matching
Model. Compared to controls, supervised'tra{nees improved minimally

on quantiati&e and considerably on qua1iiative dimensions of réf]ection- ‘
of-feeling skill$. Supervised trainees also improved their level of
empathic communicétion béyonq that achieved by cohtrols: Self-report
measures supported the Matching Model preqfctions for low CL individua{s
in that the low CL, high structure group reported ﬁore satisfact1oh, per-
ceived their supervisor as more helpfu1-and.fe1t they 1earnedLmnre.\
than the low CL, low structure group. Low CL's also indicated a greater
preference for high structure. High CL trainees were less affected by
degree of structure. 'Significant superv{sor effects were found on
thelhelpfulness and anxiety during supervision measures. A content
analysis (degree, method, relevancy and evaluative naturetof inquiry)

of low structured supervision was also performed. Results are discussed

.in terms of the fmpact of individual differences in learning style on

self and behavioral measures, validity of.the independent measures,

i14
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Percentage of closed-ended que¥tions as’a
function of trainee conceptual level and
supeyvisor '
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S .
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Introduction

Overview

In the past, several authors in education and psychology have
stressed the need for increased research on individualized instruction
and the effects of individual differences “in cognitive style on per-
formance (Cronbach, 19663 Hunt, 1971; Lesser, 1971; Pervin, 1968).
More specifically, an interactive appgpach h;s been proposed in which
learner characteristics are coordinated with instructional methods in
an effort to maximize performance. In education,. the interaction of
person to instructional methods has focused on Aptitude-Treatment In-
teraction (ATI) approaches (Cronbach, 1966) in which the researcher
looks for combinations of Tearner aptitude apd educational treatmepts
which will producé di%ferentia] effect; as revealed in statistically
derived‘ordina1 and disordinal interactions. These differential ef-
fects are poteniially translatable into educationél plans and decisions,

j.e., individualized instruction.

v

Researchers in counselling andxpsyéhotherapy have a[so challenged
the "myth‘of general effects" (Kiesler, 1966) wherein studies are -
udirected toward determiﬁing whgther one treatment approach is gener-:
ally better than anothér.‘ Psychologists are.increasingly posing
questfons Tike "what treatment, by whom, is most effective for this

individual with ;hat specific prob]eﬁ and under which set of c%rcum— /

stances?" (Paul, 1967).




. to the educator's theoretical orientation and profession

-

. /—\ .
The present study was an attempt to assess the impact of an

interactive.approach within a counsellor training context. It was

hoped that such an approach would help to dispel present "training
uniformity myths" wherein counsellor educatioh programs vary accordi

identity

(Matarazzo, 1971) and do not attempt to take‘individugl ifferences

among trainees into account.

The B-P-E Paradigm

Qne example of an interactive approach has been recently presented

by Hunt and Sullivan (1974). These authors have proposed an inter-
active paradigm based om Kﬂ;ﬁ Lewin's (1936) theoyy that B=f(P,E) or
behaviour (B) is a function of the person (R).and\the environment (E).
Using this paradigm in psychological studie§, it betemes necessary to
specify the behaviour (or &ependeni variable), viewing it as jointly
determined by the Person (kinds of partiéipants) and the Environment
(treatments or independen;’éariables). One theoretical approach to

the study of perSon-envirbnment interactions is the Gonceptu;I Level
(CL) Matching Mode1 (Hunt, 1971) which coordinates CL (person) with
degree of structure in teaching methods (env1ronment) It was the
purpose of the present investigation td the study the CL Matching

Model within the qpntext of a microtf;ihing (microcounselling) approach
(Ivey, 1971; 1974). Spécifica]]y, the effects of-the interaction of

conceptual level of the traineef(person)'hith degtee of structured

feedback (environment) on the development of he]p(:g‘skills (behaviour)

was investigated
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The Person - Conceptual Level

One dimension along which 1nd1v1duals vary is that of conceptual

.
'y g -
i, - .

b level. This construct has been variously referred to as.a personality
r -

) character1st1c, conceptua1 system, integrative complexity, concrete-
-f ness-abstractness and cognitive style. In the present study, the term
b ¥conceptual level” will be defined as “a peréon‘characteristié'indexing
both cognitive complexity (differentiafion, discrimination -and integration)
As well as interpersonal maturixy (increasing self-responsibility)"
(Hunt, 1975a,pp 217-218).

In its or1g1na1 formulation (Harvey, Hunt & Schroder, 1961) con-
ceptual development was viewed as a continuous progression through
hierarchically ordered stages. Thus individuals developed from SFage
1 in which they were more concrete, inflexible and self-centereg to

- Stage IV in which they were more abstract, flexible and self-other
. differentiated. Recentiy, Hunt and Sullivan (1974) have reformulated
* CL as a developmental process involving three seﬁuentia1'stages in-
corporating both interpersonal and in*ormation-processing character-
istics. At the lowest level of conceptual development (Stage A), the
person is described as unsociaiized, immature and capable of only

simple information processimg. Incorporation of cultural standards

that apply to both self and others leads to Stage B, a dependent, con

forming stage characterized by rigid compliance with rules and a
categorical “"good-bad" interpretation of environmental- information.
Stage C is reached a& the individual shows increased self-delineation

and incorporation of internal standards. Interpersonally, Stage C

persons are more empathic, self-reliant and take responsibility for

their own behaviour. In terml of information processing. these in-

s A




* dividuals are capable of complex analysis and synthesis of information

and are more capable of considering alternative interpretations of
environmental events.
' In,summary,,individﬁals develop along a dimension of cognitive

<

compiexity and 1nterper§ona1 maturity to a higher CL in which they'are

 more independent, structurally complex and capabte of qgapting'to

. changing environments than individuals at a lower CL (Hunt, 1971).

Subsequent research has providéd considerable evidence of the

construct validity of CL. Studies have shown that in comparison to

- low CL individuals, high CL indiwiduals are capable of generafing “«

a targer number and diversity of alternative approaches to a problem

',(Berg, 1975; Streufert & Schrgder,'l 65;'Tuckman, 1966), perform in a

more effective mannetr on apdéract, d structured tasks (Tuckman, 1967)
anq are superior in tasks requiring the abiligg“to s}nthesize and
analyze informatiof (Claunch, 1964). In a étudy investigaé?ng the
effects of CL on communication stj1é,’Go1dberg (1974) fouﬁd'that
counselling students Qith high conceptual .levels were more likely to
responq to client fee]ings, showed greatef‘acceptance of the client's
perspective and encouraged clients to explore their feelings and
attitudes through open-ended rather than fact—seek1ng quest1ons
Despite the above ev1dence that,h1gh CL persons have greater-cog-
nitive complexity and flexibility, the relationship between CL apd
1#!e111gence is of a relatively low order (Hunt, 1971) While the f.
relatioﬂ/is about .20 in groups of fair};;heterogeneous intelligence

(for gXample. high school students); fok more intellectually homogeneous

groups, such as college students, the relation is typicaﬁly positi&e

but not significant (Hunt, 1971). Pohl and Pervin (1968) found an
. ) : 4




inverse relationship between CL and heported grade-point average for~

endineering students while a modest positive relationship was found
o 3 < .0
for: students maJor1ng 1n the humanlties and soc1a1 sciences. It e A
appears, therefore, that the re}at1onsh1p betweén cL and 1nte1ligence

¢

is stm debatable. S v o

[3

F1na11y, it is apparent that a diversity of CL measures have been
employed in past research. Harvey et al. (1961),empha51zed'hot1vation
and used content-oriented measures (both objectite aﬁd free response)
for classifying persons into one of four system.categories. Schroder
‘et al. (1967) viewed personality organi%ation on a continuous dimen-
sion of integrative complexity and as§ighedf$core£ﬁhy cddin§ free
responses only. Finally, Tuckman (1966) employed dn‘objectjve, toréed~
choice format for measuring‘sﬁfj/fhe present study employed the Para-
graph Comp]et1an Method for measur1ng cL for several reasons: (@)
theTnterraterre]iabilitieg have been high‘(Hunt. 197]); (b) there
is a growing body of empirical validation fdr this'measuhs‘(Hunt &

. Sdl]ifﬁﬁ?ﬁiﬂl&lih::dvﬁg) Ehg,Paragraph Completidn Method is direétly re-§ ..
lated u:matchiug(n;_with differential 1earning‘envtronments making this

measure most app]iceble to.investigation of ‘modes of counsellor training.

Match1ng Model

. N .
Based on’ Harvey et al.'s (1961) developmental rationale, Hdnt

(1971) has proposed a model in which learner characteristics (1evel of.
conceptual complexity) are matched yith educatiopal approaches (dedree

of structure in the teaching method) " Degree of structure has been . \\\\
defined in terms of the degree of trainer/trainee responsibility. vari-

ation in spec1f1city of 1nstructions ‘and degree of preorgan1zation of

material (Hunt, 1975b). Low structured environments are exemplified




by studentfcentered approaches, discpvery‘1earning and example-rule
_ presentatipn (inductiue teaéhipg) - procedures involving gemeral

¢ . - .
instructions and material which ts not preorganized. On the other

- ‘ hand, high structured ehuironments ar; eieppliffed by;teacher-centered
approaches, lecture formats and ru1e-examp1e‘Bre;entations (dedactive
teaching) - procedures involving specific instruction; and preurgenized
material (Hunt & Sullivan, 1974). According to Hunt (1971), there is
an inverse relationship between CL and‘degree(of structure. ‘Given the

characteristics of high versus low CL individuals, one would predict‘“

that low CL Jearners would profit more from high]y‘st{gctured approaches

whereas high CL learners would either profit more from low structured - .
approaches or be unaffected by degree of structure.

Empirical support for the CL Matching Model derives from several
studies. In a comparison of student-directed versus system-directea
instructional approaches, Ncy and Hunt~{1972) found ‘that high cL - (’
students were- superior to#ﬁow-CL studehg§ in knoy]euge acqui;itién. \
,comprehension‘and synthesis. However; while the‘studént—directed
approach_wqi\juperip:/for know]edge acqu1s1t1on there were no signifi-
‘cant d1f’%rences in thelattertwo dependent variables as a result of
_1n§truct1ona1 approach These results emphas1zed the need to spec1fy
the character1stics of the 1nd1v1dua1  -the behav1ora1 obJect1ve and
/,the instructional approach when study1ng learner performance.

’ Tomlinson and Hunt (1971) investigated the differentié] effects of
v rule-example (high-structure), example-rule (intermediate structure)'

and- example - time 1apse - rule (1ow structure) as a function of

1earner CL. Their results indicated a sign1f1cant Treatment X CL

interaction where1n Tow CL students profited more from high structure
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while high structure CL students showed less effect from treatment

variation, perform1ng best in Tow structure; Similarly, McLachlan and

Hunt (1973) have shown that Tow CL students performed better with a

lecture (hlgh structure) than with a ‘discovery {low strucutre)
apprpachuwhereas high CL students were not differentially affected
by degree of structure. .
| In an investigation of the effects of group connosition on per-
formance, Tuckman (1967) found that groups having a majority of 1ow
CL members performed 1ess effectlvely than groups hav1ng a. maJor1ty
of h1gh CL members on abstract, unstructured tasks but no d1fferences ;'
were found on concrete, prestructured tasks - In a later study emp]oy1ng
an objective measure of CL Tuckman and 0ref1ce (1973) found that h1gh
CL students n%f a greater tendency than 1ow CL students to prefer
instructional methods with less structure and more respons1bj11ty. ;:

T4

Studies conducted within a.counse11jng and psychotherapy‘cqnteit"-

gated benefit from group therapy as a function of.patient-therabistm
match on CL. His findings indjcated that pétient-rated ihprovement
was greatest in cases where degree of structure in the therapeutfc‘
environment was matched with the conceptual level of the,patient. A
follow-up study of these a1coho11c patlents (McLachlan, 1974) 1nd1cated
that 704 of the matched pat1ents had stopped dr1nk1ng in compar1son to
only 50% of ‘the mismatched patients:

A recent study by Stein (1976) 1nvest19ated the effects of coun-
sellor-offered degree of. structure and counse]tee CL on behav1ora1 and
self report measures in an initial interview. The results indicated
that nigh CL persons- participated more (had longer durations of utter-

ance) and gave significantly more expressions of self-awareness under

¥

have also investigated the CL Matchfng Model: McLachlan (1972) investji- '




lew structure‘thanvlow CL persons. In addition, the high CL counsellees
were more satisfied with Tow structure than with high structure whereas
Tow CL counse]]ees.reported more satisfaction under high structure.

In terms of'counse11or helpfulness, the:1ow CL-high sfruethre group
perceived their counsellor as significantly more helpful than the low
CL Tow 'structure group. Finally, when ;articipants were asked to
report the amount of structure they wou1d prefer 1n an initial inter-
view, low CL 1nd1v1duals wanted no change and h1gh CL ind1v1dua1s pre-
ferred less structure 1n the high structure condition.

On the other hand, some sEudies'ﬁeve failed.to suppqrE Hunt's (1971)
Matching Model. Results obtained by Berg (1975) did not indicate that
model1ling (low structure) and irstructiens (high structUre) were
differentially effective as a funcéion of learner'CL. Similarly, Reid
(3975) found'thqt Tow €L traineeé‘did not profit more from high struFt;
“ured (quided study) approaches than frem those low in structure‘(in—’
dependent-study). Finallx,‘while self—report measures (satisfaction,
perceptions of the counsellor) employed by Stein (1976) supported the
- CL Matching Mo&e1,{ehav10ra1heasures(duration of utterance and fre-
quency of self-disclodure) did not reflect the predicted relationship
~ between CL and treatment structure. - -

Several exp]anatioﬁs can be offered fer these discrepancies. One
possible influeqcing factor 7% the nature of the particular task
be1ng stud1ed Berg (1975) sugbested that high degrees of task com-
. p]ex1ty may mask the effects of CL and thus contribute to.negative
findings. Similarly, Noy and‘bunt (1972) concluded that CL differ-
enceg may or may.not emerge depen91ng on the béhavioral objectives

13

being investigated. Secondly, it is apparent that a variety of CL

measures, have been employed. It js possible, therefore, that past
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studies have been concerned w1th d1fferent components of’the CL dimen-

. s1on, such as motivation, 1nformat1on-ppocess1ng ab111ty and attitude.
Furthermore, inconsistencies between behavioral and se]f—regort measures
(R®id, 1975; Stein, 1976) stress the importance of employing.differentia1

f

outcome measures when investigating Matching Model predictions. Finally,

the issue of validation of treatment structure must be addressed. It
appears that treatment structure is a multi-faceted construct and in-
volves several dimensions such as task amb1gu1ty, c]ar1ty_;# expectat1ons,
teacher versus student responsibility for the content of learning, task

complexity and the extent to which learning material is preorganized.

[ .

Given this complexity, it may be that the operationalization of high

versus low stedctureq environments employed in previous studies was

inadequate and did\not sufficiently tap the dimensions of structure

: (that is, degree of (a) teacher/student reSponsibility epd-(b) pre-

organization of material) specified by Hunt‘(1971)ﬂ: Indeed, few

oy ~ studies even discussed ¢the definition of treatment stgucture.f In this
Study, attempts were made to deal with these issues by emp 1ng a vari-
ety of behav1ora] and self-report outcomes and content measuresf The v

S Paragraph Comp1et1on Method (Hunt, 1971) was emp]oyed becaeee of its

focus on education and differential leafning.environments. Moreover,
an attempt,was made to maximize the differentiation of high versus Tow
structured training environments by\focusing specifically on the

responsibitjty and preordénization“variab]es specified above. Finally,

a treatment check was conducted to-investigate the velidity of high

versus low structure training conditions. -

-

While the CL Matching Model is a relatively new construct, there

appears to be growing evidence for itsﬂta1idity (Hunt & Sullivan, i974) .

v .
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" and ;bp1icdtion to counselling (Heck, 1968; Stein, 1976).. Using this

paradigm, the present study -coordinated trainee CL with structure of

¢

tﬁe training approach;in an attempt to maximize the development of
. 'Y . e
counselling skills. In order to test out this-matching procedure

‘ =~ 3 -
within a counsellor training context, a suitable learning environment

had to beﬂdeveloped,
|

The Environmént.- Microtraining*

Microtraining (Ivgy,‘3971; 7974)Twas~designed Fo systematize |
@ﬁd operationaTizé'instructionAif basi% interviewing skills. The
microtraining format includes written manua1s; positive and negative'
“videotaped models, rehearsal sessions and.positive reinforcemeﬁfJoF
appropriate target behaviours by a trainer (Ivey, 1971). The progrém,.

is "micro" in that (a) the trainee learns one specific, operationally-

- defined skill per session and (b) both didactic presentations and

practice interviews are typically short - only five to eight‘minutes‘
: : \

in duration.
' ‘ . A 4

" The microtraning model has received considerable empirical sup-
port across a variety of counselling skills and trainee popu]atibns
(Boyd, 1973; Elsenrath, Coker & Martinson, 1972; Frankel;ﬁ}§?TE‘\
Haase & DiMattia, 1970; Hearn, 1976; Higgins, Ivey & Uhlemann, 1970;
Ivey, Normington, Mi]ier, Mor}ilT & Haase, 1968; Moreland, Ivey &
Phillips, 1973; Perkins & Atkinson, 1973; Toukmanian & Renﬁie,.1975).‘

The majority of these studies have been concerned with the general

-‘effectiveneSS of microtraining as a training package. . An early study

'_by Ivey et al. (1968) found that prepracticum counselling studen§§“

~

lshbwed signifitant changes in attending behaviour, reffectioh of.
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feeling and summarization ot-feeiing subsequent to microtraining. Haase
and DiMattia (1970) reported similar improvement in targetrbehaviour -
‘with untrained paraprofessiona]s. ‘

\\~ In addition, several authors ha conduéted research assessino

tne relative effectiveness of microcounselling and other trainingt-
-s;stems. For example, Moreland et al. (1973) found that psychiatric ’
. residents receiving microtrianing improved significantly more .than

" those exposed to traditional supervision procedures on both attending
-,behaviour andfrefiection of feeling skills. Moreover, results obtained
"by Toukmanian.and Rennie (1975) indicated that mdcrocounselling

trainees gained significantly more on ewathic communication than
trainees who received Human Relations Training. These findings implied
that microcounselling trainees improved their performance in both: (a)
skills for which they received direct traintng (e.g..ref1ection of
feeling?; and, (b) measures on which tbéy .did not receive specific
instruction (i.e. ;empathy) The authors concluded that microcounselling
bstudents must have learned something extra which was part of judged em-
pathy. Finally, Hearn (1976) found that nﬂcrocounse]]ing was superior
to programmed learning and sénsitivitv training fn teaching reflection
/of feeling and c]ient-focused responses and in decreasing the number of
therapist errors emitted. : v .

In reviewing this research, several authors (e g. Authier &
Gustafson, 1975; Frankel 1971, Ivey, 1971, 1974; Toukmanian & Rennie.
1975) have stressed the need for component analyses of microtraining
in order to assess thewsources of gain in this paradigm. More specifi-
: cally, research fis reqyired'uhich-wil1 determine the important dimen-

sions of learning - the didactic materials (lectures versus manuals

versus models) or more experiential procedure (self—ebservation
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versus supervision and feedback).

" Didactic components. Much of the comparative research has focused
on the relative efficacy of various didactic coﬁbonents in microtrain-
'ing:\\guna (1975) found that whereas lecture presentations And written
outlines produced significant increases in target verbal behaviour
(counsellor restatement), symbolic modelling did ﬁot significantly add
to these effe;ts. On the other hand, Perkins and-Atkinson (1972) found
that ref]ectign‘of feeling responses Qere.signi?icantly increased by
lecture-discussiom and lecture-modelling treatments but not by lecture-
role-playing or cbntro1 procedures. Finally, results obtained by
Uhlemann, Lea & Stone (1976) indicated’that instructions and instructions
plus model]ing.significantIy facilitated the performance of reflection
of fég}ing skills in low functioning trainees. In summa}y, it appears
that multimethod training approaches are most facilitative in:counsellor
skinuacquisitionT éiven that model1ing and instructions are effective
in imparting interview skills (Stone & Vance, 1976; Uhlemann{gt al.,

1976), the present study will employ these Brocedures in didactic

¢

training.

Supervision components. A few studies (e.q. Authier & Gustafson,
1975; 1976; Frankel, -1971; McDonald & Alien (c%ted in Ivey, 1971) ) have
focused on the sources of gain associated with supervision in micro-

training. Howeyer. these findings have largely beenm contradictory in

. nature and the role of supervision in microt?aining is still debatable.

For example, Frankel (1971) found supervision unnecessary for acquisit-
10J of reflection of feeling skills. 1In contrast, McDonald and Allen
(cited in Ivey, 1971) found the presence of a supervisdr to be one of

the most potent factors regarding skill acquisition. These authors
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also concluded that the full complement of microtraining-methods, .
including supervisiomswas the most effective way to impart skills.’

Yet another study (Authier & Gustafson, 1975) found no differences

+

~ hetween supervised and nonsupervised training conditions. Moreover,

neither ofqthese microtraiping formats was effective in imparting a
Yariety of interviewing skills. More recently, Authier and Gustafson
(1976) compared the application of supervised and nonsupervised counsel-
ling pafadigms’with a no training control greoup. Results indicated
that improvement in mijcrocounselling skills in the supervised group
was significantly greater than in the nonsupervised or-control groups.
In addition, the supervised group not only increased thei; use of -
microcounselling skills (e.g.,open-ended questions) but also decreased
their use of oppdsite skills (e.g.zclosed-ended questions). In con-
trast, while the nonsupervised group increased their.use of micro-
counselling skills, they deﬁonst;;ted little change in the use of
opposite skills. Thg;authors concluded that feedback/f;om a ;ki1léd
observer (i.e.,the«§apervisor) may be necessary in learning and dis- )
crimination especially within a vefy limited time span.

Several reasons can be posited for these apparent discrepanciés.
One neglected variable has been the impact of individual‘learning sty]es
on the differential effectiveness of instructional methods. Indeed
Ivey (1971,’pp.h124, 129) himself noted that individuals respond dif-
ferently to hicrotraining and that adaptations of.the system may be
required to meet individual needs and speci%ic environmental conditions.

This includes no;'only differences betweén populations (e.g., university

,,ro'
students' versus paraprofessioqyls) but also within-population differences

(e.g, varying cognitive sfy1es). It is surprising, therefore, that no
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research has been conducted in this area. A second reason concerns

the mu1tidimen$iaﬁa] nature of the supgrvisory process. Clearly, the
supervision component of the microtraining paradigi™cdntains a plethora
of previously uncontrolled-for variables including (a) differential
, supervisori sfy]es; (b) relationship factors (e.g.,empathy); (c) rein-
" forcement, ana, (d) amount and type of feedback.
A few studies ;ave investigated the relative effectiveness of
’didactic versus experiential supervision styles. In general their
results have shown that didactic supervision is superior to experi-
ential methods in the learning of empathic understanding (Birk, 1972,
Payne & Gralinski, 1968; Payne, Weiss & Kapp, 1972; Payne, Winter &
Bell, 1972). Recently, however, results obtained by Selfridge, Weitz,
Abramowitz, Cglabria, Abramowitz and Steger (1975) indicated that both
experientially- and‘didactica]1y-supp1émented workshops proved effect-
ive in enh;;cing empathy skills. Mbheower; members of the core-con-
dié}ons-(inc]udedmdidactic materialg and practice opportunities) plus
.sensitivity group were regarded by clients as providing a more facili-
tative,'interpers%ggl atmospheMe than their core-plus-didactic counter-
parts or contro1§< ‘ig view of the many dimensions along which didactic
and experiential methaus of superVision can differ (e.q., the retative
* importance 6f the relationship, time reauired, task-oriented versus °
feeliﬁg-oriented, directive versus nondirective, evaluative versus
nonevaluative), these discrepancies are not surprising.

To recapitulate, it appears .that there are‘tw& important areas
. ! N

requiring further investigation: (a) the impact of individual dif-

ferences in trainees on the effectiveness of microtraining and (b)

attempts to delineate crucial components of this paradign. The present
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study attempted to shed 1ight on these issues by investigating the coor-
dination of a specific individual difference variable (trainee CL) with

a specific dimension of supervision (feedback).
/

Performance Feedback and Skill Acquisition

Several psychologists (e.g., Skinner, 1953; Bandura & Walters,

1963) have stressed the’importance of the quality or nature of feed-

~back administered to an individual in a learning situation. These

authors have suggested that feedback (for example, reinforcement) is
a crucial component in the development and maintenance of skill per-\
formance.

According to Ivey (1971), performance feedback is a vital aspetf"i'
of the microtraining program. Subseaquent studies have supported this
contention. Results obtained by Wallace, Horan, Baker and Hudson (1975)
and Frankel (1971) have indicated that feedbéck, when combined with
role-play practice and videotaped models respectively, added substantial

increments to the learning process. Higgins, Ivey and Uhlemann (1970)

found that the inclusion of supervision and feedback maximized acquisit-

jon of communication skills.

Despite these initial efforts, Tittle research has investigated

the various dimensions of feedback. These facets include: (a) degree

. of ‘specificity versus abstractness; (b) degree of supervisor versus

t;ainee control; (c) immediacy and kind of reinforcement; and, }d) con-
tent of information provided (e.g.; task-oriented versus feeling-oriented).
Recently, studies have shown that immediate reétnforcement was more |
effective than delay reinforcement (Canada, 1973) and that ‘supervisor-
reinforcement was more potent than self-reinforcement (Kelley, 1971)

in teaching basic interviewing skills. It appears that feedback is
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an important dimension within microtraining and was selected as the
focal component within the training program.

Conceptual level and feedback. A few studies have focused on

task performance as a function of learner CL and quaiity of feedback.
The fJjndings, however, have geﬁeraﬂy been negative or inconclusive.
For example, Lucas (1965) failed to support the hypothesis that high
"CL persons would increase their problem-solving effectiveness dnder
task-oriented feedback whereas low CL persons would profit more from
feeding-oriented feedback. On the other hand, Stﬁempfig and Maehr
(1970) found that whereasvﬁigh cL individuals showed no differences in
task persisteﬁce under pérsona] (experimehter-de]ivered) versus imper-
soné] (automated) feedback conditions, low CL individuals performed
better when administered personal feedback. While a subsequent study
by Chan (1971) failed to replicate these findings, Naiman (1971)
found that low CL persons persisted longer with personal (human) than
with impersonal (computer) feedback whereas high CL persons did not
differentially respond to type of feedback. More recént]y, Posthuma.
and Carr (T975) failed to increase the cognitive complexity of Tow
CL persons with either high structured (consensually validated) or
low structured (self-administered) feedback. T

There are two plausible reasons for these discrepancies. First;
it may be thai the feeling- versus task- oriented and personal-imper-
sonal dimensions of feedback are inapproprjate for the CL Matching
Model and do not taﬂ'%he dégree of environmental structure variable
. which Hunt (1971) has specified for cebrdination with cognitive style. *
Second, in Posthuma and Carr's ‘1975) study, participants in the low

structure condition were merely instructed to review and critique their

L
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~own responses and were not provided with information as a consequence
of this Eehaviour. According to Schrodér, Driver and Streufert (1967),
low structured (inductive) environments must possess certain character-
. istics for responses to be learned. That is to say, because the
traiﬁer does not pnovjde or impose- external schemata (as is done in
the high structured training ensfionment), the individﬁa] must (a)(" ’
be encouraggd to ask question§ and éxp]ore.the learning environment and
(b) be permitted to experience the consequehces of these exploratory-
actions. Failure to prov{de thege conditions may {mpede learning in
that the individual lacks the basic information required to generate
- rules. Schroder et al.'s (1967) conjectures support Hunt's (1971)
notion that the crucial variable differentiating high and low structured

environments is the extent to which they are trainer-controliled (high

structure) versus 1e§rne}—contro11ed (low structure). Therefore, the
present study differentiated high versus low structured feedback in
supervision by %ocdsﬁng‘on éegrée of trainer—traipee responsibility.
More specifically, in the high structured supervision condition, feed-
back was supervisor-controlled with extérna} feinforpement and provision
of preorganized examples and instructions. in the low structured con- -
dition, feedback was trainee-controlled, consisting of self-reinforce-
ment and trainee responsibility'for asking questions in order to obtain
inform;tion. In order to control other dimensions, feedback in both

conditions was task-oriented, provided specific behavioral information

and occurred one ‘week subsequent to testing for all participants.

- The Behaviour

Behavioral measures. The final component of interest in.the

B-P-E paradigm is the dependent or task variable. In the present

-
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investigation, partiéipants were trained in reflection of feeling
skills. This construct is beHaviorally defined as selective attention.
to and reflection of the emotional aspects of the client's expressions
(Ivey, 1971, p. 57). According to Ivey (1971), the ability to accug-
ately reflect feelings is important in the deve]opment-of émpathio ;
communicatién and hence'in building glfatjlitative interpersona]
. relationship. Accordlngly,Tpukman1an ahd Rennie (1975) found that micro-
counse111ng part1c1pants trarned on reflection of feeling gained s1gn1- '
ficantly more thgn,part1c1pants receiving diréct instructions on em-
pathy,wjthﬁn.the Human Relations Training Model (Carkhuff, 1969).
Similarly, results obtatned by Uhlemann ‘et al. (1976) indicated
significant association between reflection of feeling and both written
([%.f1) and verbal (Es.47) indices of eﬁpathy. The present study pro- .
vided a’further test of the hypothesis that refiection of-feé]ing res-
bénseé are an {mportaﬂt behdvioral component of empathic communication.
A related issue concerns the effects of training in speéifié
behavioral skills on other responses. For example, what effect does
the development of ref1ect1on of feeling have on the 1nc1dence of
reflection of content and adv1ce ~giving responses? Ivey (1971)
claims that the 1atter“§*11ls are more typical of novice interviewers.
Accordingly, Authier and Gustafson (1976) found that superV1sed train-
ees not only increased their use of microcounselling skills but a]so
deé}eased their use of opposite skills. Gofmally (1975) has stated
that unlearning as well as:1qarningitake5‘p1aced in structured skills
training. This is because the high-rated responses of reflection of
feeling and empafhy are shaped and reinforced by the trainer while thé'

low-rated responses of closed-ended quest%ons and advicé-givingﬂare
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extinguished through inattention. Hence in the present study, behavioral

counts of reflection of content and advice-giving responses were also

recorded.

Self-report measures. Hunt (1971) has emphasized the importance

L

of measuring a variety of outcomes and assessing changes in cognitive

- and affective as well as behavioral domains. Therefore, the following

7

self-report measures were also taken: (a) satisfaction with training;
(p) impact of training; (c) anxiety; (d) perceptions of the supervisor,
and, (e) preference for training environment. -

Pervin (1968, p. 56) has pointed out the\importance,of assessing

both performance and satisfaction measures: ' "A 'match' or 'best-fit'

&
- of individual to environment is viewed as expressing itself in high

performance,'satisfaction and little stress in the system whereas a
'lack of fit' is viewed as. resulting in decreased performance, dis-
satisfaction and sgress in the system.". Subsequent studies (e.g.,
Reid, 1975; Stein, 1976) have found that satisfaction measurg§ reflect
the predicted relationship between personality and treatment structure
more strongly than performance measures. Pervin's (1968) comments a1§o
suggest that individuals vary in their reacfions to the degree of

L4

"stress" in the learning environment. Moreover, Conceptual Level
theory (Hﬁ;t, 1971) describes low cohceptual Tevel bersons as less
tolerantfof ambiguous situ;tions than high conceptual level persons.
In the pfesent study, trignées were allowed to Qent their feelings
by .reporting the level of anxiety they/experienced and the amount
they felt the} learned from Qigh versus low structured f;;?;ing.

There is a1so'jimjted evidence regarding the ;elationshipsgbetween

\

performance in and preference.for learning environments of varying
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degrees of structure (e.g., Reid, 1975; Tuckman & Orefice, 1973).
These results may reflect the differential outcomes suggested by
Snow's (1970) compensatory versus Preferential models for thinking{
about person-environment hypotheses. Iheﬂcompensatory MOdei‘suggests ’
that freatﬁents sﬁou}d compensate for each 1earner;s deficiencies by
providipg infofmation‘which the Tearner cannot provide for him- or
herself. “Under the prefe}ential model, treatments are designed to
cépita]izé on fhE'ind{Vidua1 {earner(s strepgths and preférence§. Pre-
ference measures were employed in this study to explore the app]icabi]ity.
of Snow's models to counsellor training and to further invest%gate the
relationship between performance and\preference measures. ,
Results obtained by Moreland et ai. (1973) suggested that trainees'

differéhtlz: perceptions of their instructor's impact and effective-

ness were more related to characteristics of the training method than

- to the qualities of individual trainers. In the present study, students

were asked to rate their supervisor's understanding and he]pfu]ne§!’in

_order to assess differential perceptions of supervisors providing high

and low structured environments.

Content analysis measures. According to Kell and Mueller (1966)

supervision is a crucial and potent factor in qounﬁ%Tlor education.
The paucity of research in this area is therefore surprising. -In a

search of the‘literature, no studies were found which investigated how

individual trainees respond to various representations of the super-

visory process. In order to obtain an index of the ability of high
and Tow CL persens to make use of low structured supervision, the
following measures were taken: (a) degree of inquiry (frequency of

questions asked)j (p) method of inquiry (closéd versu$ open-ended

14
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] questions); (c) relevancy of inquiry to the task, and (d) number: of

requests for evaluative feedback.

Hypotheses

In summary, the presént study investigated the potency of Hunt's
h (1971) CL Matching Model approach within a microtraining paradigm.
2 :
& Specifically, the impact of supervisory structure on high versus low

i . .
: CL trainees was assessed. Based on the principle of the CL Matching

-

‘ | Model, it was predicted that low CL participants will profit more
3 from high structured feedback than from low structured feedback.

The fol]bwing questions were also explored:

1. Do high CL persons profit more from low structured

»

feedback or are they unaffected by degree -of structure?;

2. Does supervision improve the performance of high CL®

Gt N o e el

persons?; A ,

3. Does training in reflection of feeling also
(a) facilitate the development of empathic communication and

(b) decrease the frequency of other responses such as advice-

! giviﬁg and reflection of content?




CHAPTER 2

Method
Participants

.The initial group tested consisted.of 100 females enrolled in in-
troductory psychology classes at the University of Western Ontario. A1l
barticipants responsed to a request for volunteers interested in
"Training in Counselling Sk}lls“ anq‘received course credit for their
participation. Participants were administered the Paragraph Completion
Method (Hunt, Butler, Noy & Rosser, Note 1). Each student was assigned
two scores: (a) a primary CL score which was indexed by computing the
mean of the highest %hree'scores, and (b) a secondary score which was
the mean of all five scores. Participants were rank-ordered on the
basis of their primary scores; where ties occurred, participanis were
sub-ranked according to their ;ecoﬁdary scores.

Of the initial sample tested, g0 individuats ( 30 for each
of the high and low CL groups) were selected to participate in the
study. Selection was based on.an extreme groups approach (Myers, 1972);
hence, those students with the top 30  scores were designated as
the high CL group while those obtaining the 30 lowest scores were

designated as the low CL group.

High conceptual level group. This group was composed of 30

females whose primary CL scores ranged from 2.0 to 2.9 on a scale of 0
to 3 with a mean of 2.19. Secondary scores ranged from 1.6 to 2.7 with a
mean of 1.91.

Low. corrceptual level group. This groupKWac\EETRgsed of 30 fe-

males whose primary CL scores ranged from 1.00 to 1.58 with a mean of 1.36. ]

Secondary scores ranged from .8 to 1.45 with a mean of 1.14.
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& The high and low CL groups differed significantly from eaéh other
) . on both the primary scores (t(58) = 18.29, p < .001); and on the ‘secon- ,
‘ dary scores (t(58) = 15.52, p < .001).

Nor&ative data and additional descriptiye sta%istics on conceptual
Tevel are presented in Appendix A. The primary. €L score cut-off points
in the present stddy wére appr&x}mate1y 0.3 points highgf than those ’
; ’,empﬁdyed in other studies (Hunﬁ, 1971).  They are comparable to those

obtained by Stein (1976) on a similar popu]atioq.

3

Supervisors

Selection. Prior to the study, it was decided that the .selected

supervisors had to be high in CL, have comparable levels of empathic

'

communication and ‘be similar in terms of theoretical and personal ap-

e T ﬁ"‘#—"“?,;(;‘;'ﬁ:‘":?"-"(ig‘a‘o: ~.

proaches to supervision.

) Two female doctoral students‘with a minimum of one,yéér's super- -

. visory experience served as supervisoré. Due to their famifiarity with
the Paragraph Complétion Method, the supervisors were administered
Tuckman's (1966) Individual Topical Inventory in order to asseés their
conceptual levels. .Both supervisdrs scdréd in the Systems IV (high CL)
category; In addition, the Supervisor Orientation Sheet anq the'Per-
sonal Data Sheet (both adapted from Paul, 1966) wérg comp]ete&.—. |
Examples of these are presented in Appendix B.

‘ On the Supervision Personal Data Sheet, botﬁ superﬁisofs described |
their supervispry styles as active, directive and informal. Both in7
dicated that they provided a highly personal }elationshipkwith the
trainee. Ore superyisor reported a tendéncy to structﬁre the super-
'visory relationship while the other felt she could be structured or un- y

structured. Both reported mutual formalization of goals with the trainee.
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, Infterms of supervi§ion gains, both supervisors rebortéd that
cognitive and affbctivg self understanding, personal growth, self
disclosure and skills acquisitiog were important. -

Finally, .the ;upervisors indicatedifrequept use of reflection,
clarification aad'confrontation as well as mode]iing and reinforcement
techniques.x The}e was a tendency to avoid the use of interpregation,
adyiée-giving and suggéstion. Therefore, the supervisors appeared com-

pgrab]e ih termslpf supervisory style.
Boﬁh.supervisors wéke also administered a Communication in Super-
,f’bisionilndex (see Appenﬁ?x C).. This measure was dgve]obeq by the
" present‘autbor in order to assess level of empathic undé}standing in
. the.sypervisory context. Responses were independent]y scored by two
'experienced (one ha]e.and 992’?ema1e) supervisors usingwparkﬁuff‘s
(1969, p. 174) scgle.. Méén empathy ratings indicaped~tﬁat both super-
visors were functioning at or beyond Tevel 3506 the empathy scaie.
Training. Supervisors were trained in high versus low structure
supervision according to the manuals preseﬁted in Appendix D. During
the training session, each supervisor first read the manual, then, dis-
gussed and compared role descriptions and'strﬁcture conditions with the
investigator. The procédures and standard examples in the high struc-
ture condition were d{scussed and any confusions were cleared up. In
‘the low structure conditT&;¢ each supérvisor was providéd with a Tist of
sixteeplquestion categories (see Apbend?x D) obtained‘from a pilot sfudy.
Appropriate alternative responses for each category were giveﬁ by the
investigator to ensure similg[jgxabfhsupervisor re§ponses. Finally,

pilot study examples of audiotaped -trainee responses were presented to .

the supérvisors. These examples were reenacted by the investigator and

~
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each supervisorfwas required to respond. A discussion of how. to respond

to trainee requests and problems encountered.in answering specific

trainee questions were discussed. Training time was approximately two
hours.

.

Training Conditions . '

A1l training conditions consisted of two stages: (&) didactic
training, wherein the same structured videotaped presentation was de-
livered to all participants and (b) supervision wherein experimental

_pért1c1pants received feedback varying in degree of structure. Both
didactic and supervisory sessions were approximately 23 minutes each in

duration.

-, N

Didactic material. In the didactic phase of training,'ali parti-
cipants viewed a Jideotaped presentation of detai1eo.instrustions and
examples (models) regarding refiection of feeling. A male counsellor
served as the narrator and presented participants with: (a) positive
and negative guidel ines regardino the definition of a‘refiection of
feeling response and (b) corresponding appropriate and inappropriate
model led examp]es of these behaviours The narrator participated ex-
tensively in this capacity in previoos research and has been rateo high
in communication level (see Stone & Vance, 1976). " five experienced
counsellors (four females and one male) employed by a mental health
. clinic served as models. In all examples, the model acting as the
counse]]or was a female.

Prior to the 'study, examples were independently rated by three
judges on a seven-point reflection of fee1ing scale ranging from 1
_(very poor) to 7 (excellent) Examples repeiving mean scores of 2.5 or
below (negative examples) and 5.5 or above {positive examples) were

-
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included in tﬁe study. Instructional material was patterned after
Ivey's (1971) manual. A typescript of the videotape is presented in
Appendix E.

Supervisory conditions. After ﬁhe didactic phase, trainees were

asked to return one week later fér’the second stage of train%ng. As-
" signment of trainees to a supervisor was counterbalanced to ensure that
each supervisor saw ah equal number of high versus low conceptual level
participants- in high versus low structured training and control condi-
tions. In the supervision phase of training, experimental pgrticipants
‘received feedback on their ;esponses to six of the 12 cllent:state-
menfs on the postdidactic measure. Feedback was given on the three
'most effective and the least effgctive responses in an attempt to con-
trol for the amount of positive reinforcement received. Iﬁ addition,
all e&perimenta] participants went through a standard practice example
to ensure accyrate understanding of the procedures. Supervisors were
instructed to maintain a warm, empathic relationship with all partici-

pants (see Appendix D).

High-structured conditidn. .Conditidn 1 was desigﬁéd as a supervi-
sor-controlled enviroﬁmeni, consisting of normative feedback and exter-
. nal refnforcement.' The'supervisor's task was to (a)‘playback the
client statement and provide two standard examples of good reflection
of feeling responses including gujdelines as to why. these constituted
effective responses (see Appendix F), and (b) playback the trainee's
response and compare it to the examples, reinforcing her (e.g., "That
was an excellent response") for a good reflection of feeling and pro-
viding critical feedback (e.g., "That response needs improvement") for.
a poor reflection of feeling. A getailed. step-b&-sten‘gxplanation of

]
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////« high structure supérvision is presented in the training manual (See
//7'“”’/// Appendix D).

/ Méterial for the content of these supervisory sessions was based
on the results of a pilot investigation conducted‘one month prior to
the main study. In the pifot study, participant$ were given'1ow
structu}ed supérvision. From‘these audiotaped sessions, a list of
question catggories was devised. In order to control for content of
feedback acros the two conditions, the major categories (those most
frequently employed) were incprporated into the high structure condi-
tion. These categories included questions concerned with the
following: ‘

1. Quality (e.g., "Was that a good response?");

2. Alternatives (e.g., "What would you (the supervisor) have
said to that client?"); )

3. Feedback on specific feeling words (e.g.g "Was 'happy' a good
word to u§e there?");

4. Judgmental or advice-giving (e.g., "Did you think 1 was
judging her too much there?"); . '

5. Content versus feelings (e.g., "Was I repeating too many of
the words ghe said instead of how she felt about it?");

6. Voice tone (e.g., "Listening to the client's voice is impor-
ta;t isn't it - 1 mean, can you tell how they feel that
way?");

7. Paraphrasing (e.g., "Should you just repeat what they said

or should you kind of put it in your own words?");

. 8. Duration (e.g., "Did I ramble too much there?"); and,

9. Quantity and intensity (e.g., "Should you try and reflect all
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the feelings or just pick out the most important ones?" or
"Unhappy wasn't a very good word to use, was it? [ mean,
Tike ;t was §tronger, eh? Should I have used a stronger
word?"). ’

Low structured condition. Condition 2 was primarily a trainee-

controlled, discovery-based approach and consisted of self-determined
feedback and reinforcement. Participants were infofmed that (a)‘ij
of their responses and the corresponding client statements would be
played back to them; (b) that their task was to ask the supervisor
questions regarding their responses in order to improve their reflec-
tion of feeling skills; and, (c) that they would be given time (approx-
5mate1y one minute) to think about the response and the kinds of ques-
tions they would like to asé. In order to control for content of , .
feedback, supervisor responses (where possible) were taken from the
same material provided iﬁ?fﬁewhigh structure condition. This:kas,
accomplished by referfihg to the {;gt of categofjes'obtained frbm ihe
pilot study (3ee Appendix D). Supervisors provided feedback only whén\
the trainee requested it. Thuﬁ the participant‘kas encouraged to maké
self-initiated use of supervision through asking questions and was per-
mitted to eiperience the consequences of these exploratory actions.
Control. Pigfgcipants in Condition 3 received didactic training
only. They received no feedback on their responses to the audiotaped

client statements.

Procedure
Assessment. Approximately three weeks prior to the experiment,

100 volunteer participants were administered the Paragr&ph Completion
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Method (Hunt et al., Note 1). Participants were tested in groups of
five to 25 over a three day period. - )

Formation of groups. All primary and secondary CL scores were

obtained by averaging the two scores assigned by each rater. High and
Tow CL participqnts were randomly assigned to one of the ‘three train-
ing conditions. Thus there were 20 stydents in each condition

(10 high CL and 10 Tow CL). Finally, individuals within each CL group
were randomly assigned to one of the supervisors. , ‘

Training administration. During training, participants were seen

individua]ly'fér both didactic an& supervisory sessions. Table 1
shows the chronological sequence of events for participants in all
three conditions. In addition, postdidactic and postsupervision
measures administered to each group are indicated. .

The procedure outlined below was fo]]éwed for all participants.
Individuals were greeted by a female experimenter who gave them the
name of their supervisor and arranged an appoinfment for the following
week. Each participant was then presentéd with a 20-minute videotape
containing didactic training materials. Immediately subsequent to
this, a series of postdidqctic tests was administered by the experi-
m?fter. Participants were instructed to respond on the basis of what
they learned from the previous videotape. The instructions are

_presented in Appendix G.

Within one week of didactic training, participants in Conditions
1 and 2 took part in a 20-minute feedback session. The supervisor
greeted the trainee and explained the nature of the session aécording
to standard oufiines (see Appendix D). Immediately subsequent to feed-

back, the supervisor administered the postsupervision measures to each
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. Table 1. Instructions to experimental and control participants are
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partipipént. In all cases, participants responded to the critical’ S
incident tape first. The remaining test materials -were administered
in random order. During this phase, controls were greeted By the

supervisor who simply administered the testing~mat€;ials_1isted in

presented in Appendix H.
At the end of the training session, the participant was thanked
fg‘hher cooperatiorm, received~writfen debriefing as to the nature and

purpose of the experiment and asked not to discuss the study with any-

one for a period of four weeks. An examplé of the debriefing schedule

is presented in Appendix J.

Measures

Paragraph Campletion Method. Conbeptual level was assessed by

the Paragraph Completion Method (Hunt et al., Note 1). This is a semi-
projective measure consisting of six sentence stems: (1) "What I ‘
think about rules ...", (2) “When I am criticized ...", (3) "What I
think about parents ...", (4) "When someone does not agree with me
...", (5) "When I am not sure ...", and (6) “When I am told what to
do ...". Due to the unreliability and questionable validity of the
third sentence stem ("What I think about parents ...") with university
students (Hunt, Note 2), it was not employed in the'present stqu.
Hence CL scores were based on five rather than six paragraphs.

Qp the Paragraph Completion Method, 1ndiv5duals are given three
minutes to writeeon each topic and are asked to write at least three
sentences per topic. Paragraphs are givep a score from 0 to 3 based on

the conceptual structure underlying the response rather than on the

content of the response (Hunt et al., Note 1):




Two female doctoral students in cbunse]]ing psychology served as

raters. Raters participated in a four-hour training session based on
Hunt et al.'s (Note 1) revised manual. During this sgssion, the
raters first discussed the nature of CL as a construct with the in-
vestigator. They were then provided with a random saﬁb]e of 20 para- )
graphs thained from an earlier pilot study using a similar population.
The raters independently rated each paragraph, then compared and dis-
cussed their ratings until consensus Qas reached on specific criteria
for each level of scoring: Following this, the raters independently
scored.15 complete and randomly selected protocols. Their ratings

yielded Pearson product moment correlation coefficient of .81 and

an intraclass correlation (Ebel, 1952) of .93 on primary conceptual

a3
?

level scores.
Both raters then independently scored the remaining 85 protocols.

Experimental interview. - A critical incident interview measure

similar to that devised by szne and Gralinski (1968) was used. A

tape recording was made in which a female gradua&g student role-played
a university ;tudent discussing a vafiety of problems typically en-
countered in first year, e.g., prob]ems with gradés, dating, roommates,
parents, professors and lonelinéss. An éxperienced male therapist‘
ro]e:p]ayed the counsellor. An effort was made toTonvey specific
and obvious feelings and emotions. This recording yielded 30 client
statements, 24 of which were rated by two judges as high in clarity
of feelings and content (average scores of 5.5 and above on a

scale of 1 (extremely unclear) to 7 (extremely clear)). The 24

client statements were randomly assigned to two tapes (post-

didactic and postsupervision) of 12 statements each. To




avoid biasing the type of response made by the trainee, all counsellor
statements were deleted. The resultant tapes were assigned to post-
didactic and postsupervision assessments on a nandom basis. The client
statements used for postdidactic and postsupervision testing are pre-
sented in Appendix>K.

Behavioral measures. The simulated interview measures used were

(a) behavioral counts and qualitative ratings of reflection of feeling

and (b) empathy.

Behavioral counts of reflection of feeling, reflection of content
and adviée-giving were made. A reflection of feeling response was de-
finén as any response made by the trainee which primarily reflected the
affective components or emotions.expnessed by the client during her -
previous dialogue (!véy, 1571j. Advice-giving was defined as any re-
sponse made by the trainee to the client that contained value-laden
Judgments or instructions which demanded that the c11ent should act,

think or fee1 in a certa1n way {Hearn, 1976) Ref]ect1on of content Jds

PUNERO TR IR T sny, .

comparable to what Ivey (1971). referred to as paraphrasing and was de-
fined here as any response madé by the trainee which primarily reflec-

r ted .the cognitive aspects'or "objective" content presented by the

‘client during her pnevious‘dialogue"(ivey, 197]*. . Studies have shown

that raters are able t0're11ab1y distingu{sh reflehtion’of feeling and
reflection of content responses (e 9-, Authier & Gustafson 1976; More-
land et al., 1973). | ' "
Responses which ébu]d,nof?be'c1nssified into»thgséyfhree:bisggories
~wé?§ recorded unden'"biher"n’ Ratersxwere askéd to specify "Oi:hér"i

v . responses s whxch were regarded as undecidbd,fﬂ) or quest1ons

(Q) seeking further jnformation without reflecting feelings Rater e




training and responsé ratings were conducted according to the follow-
ing procedures. Two female psychology ;tqdents, naive as to the pur-
pose and design of the study were given the‘abdve operational defini-
tions. Raters were trained together to facilitate agreement regarding
response definitions. Both raters ]isteqed tq’and classified audio- -
taped examples of counsellor responses and compared classifications
until their ratings agreed with the operational definition on 20
;uccessive responses. Finally, raters independently classified each °
trainee response as a reflection of feeling, reflection of content,
advice-giving or other. Interrater reliabilities were obtained on a
random sample of 40 protocols from both postdidactic and postsupervi-
sion assessments. The remaining 80 protocols were then randomly and
equa]ly‘distribhted to the two raters. Raters were provided with both
the preceding client statement and the trainee response. All tapes
were presgnted in random order. |

Recently, authors (e.g., Ivey, 1974; Kuna, 1975) have suggested
that future research should not be Timited to strict behaviora1‘counts )
(the quantitative dimension of reflection of feeling) and that the
qualitative (i.e., the dégree of facilitativeﬁéss of the response)
dimension also needs to be evaluated. -Therefore; in the presenf study,
a qualitative 6G-point rating scale was devised‘isee Appendix L) in
which anchor points were giVen behgviora] definitions specific to the
reflection of fee]ing sk111'as defined by Ivey (1971). This scale was
based on a more global dimension employed in earlier §tudies (e.q.,
Ivey et al., 1968). Subsequent to classifying a'response:as a reflec-
tion of feeling, each judge (again independently) rated that response

according to the above scale. The mean rating served as the qualitative
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score. Where discrepancies between c]ass%fipations occurred, the é]as-
sification of rater A or rater B was assigned on a random basis.
The Communication Index (Carkhuff, 1969) was administered immedi-
- ately subsequent to both didactic and supervision stages. Partici-
pants were.instructed to‘assumé a selping role and to respond in -

written form to 16 standardized stimulus statements. Two doc-

toral counselling psychology students (different from_thosé rating the
experimental interview) exﬁerieﬁced in the use of Carkhuff's empathy -
scale and naive as to the purpose of the present study served as
raters. RateFs were trained together to facilitate agreemedt regarding
responsé definitions. Both judges independentfy read and scored

16 raqdom]y chosen trainee responses and compared criteriaffor their
rafings. Raters then evaluated participants' responses independent]y
and in random order using Carkhuff's (1969) Revised Empathic Ynder-
standing Scale. The mean rating se;ved as each participant's4;;;}e. h
Again, interrater reliabilities wefe obtained on one third (40) of the
protogp]s randomly chosen from both postdidacfic and postsupervision
assessments. The remaining protoco]g were randomly and equally distri-
butéd to the two raters. ) .

Training Reaction Questionnaire (TRQ). A TRQ was administered .

postdidactic and postsupervision to all participants. The postdidactic
questionnaire consisted of: (,) perceived amount of learning-(a 5-point

scale ranging from "I learned nothing about ref]eétion of feeling"

-

[score of 1]) to "I Tearned a lot about reflection of feeling [score of

5]) and (p) satisfaction with the videotape session (a 7-point scale

ranging from "extremely satisfied" [score of 1] te "not at all satis-

fied" [score of 7]). The postsupervision ng was administered to exper-
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1menta1 part1c1pants and 1nc1uded severa] L1kert type scales. (a) Per—‘
ce1ved amount of learning was assessed as above (p) General satisfac-
tion with the session was determined using a 7-point scale similar to

that on the postdidactic TRQ. (c) Individuals were asked to indicate

, the'ameunt of anxiety they felt before, during and after supervision

by responding to 7-poinf scales }anging from "extremely anxious” 3
(score of 1) to "not at all anxious” (score of 7). {(d) In order to
assess preference for structure, students were provided with concise,

written definitions of high versus low structured supervision in which i,/r—-

low, moderate and high levels of structure in supervision were de-

ecribed. The participant was asked to rate (on a 9-point scale) the
amount of structure she would pre%er based on theée descriptions. In
addition, the trainee was asked to indicate (a) whether she would 1ike @
no change, more structure or less structure; (b) the amount of struc-
ture she felt she actually received (this rating served as a validation
check of. high versus Tow structure); and, (c) hoy-satisfied (on a’7-
point §ca]e) she was with the amount of strecture actua11x‘received.
Finally, each participant was askee to rate her supervisor in terms of

(a) understanding (a 5-point scale ranging from "Understood exactly how

I thought and felt" [score of 1] to "Misunderstood how I thought and

feTt" [score of 5]); and, (b) helpfulness (a,S—po%nt'scale ranging

from "Very helpful" [score of 1].to "Not at all helpful" [score of 5]). \‘)

. The TRQ for controls consisted of perceived amount of’learning
general sat1sfact1on anx1ety ratings and preference for structure.

An example of each TRQ is presented in Appendix M.

Expert ratings of structure ' //h

et L

two eXperiehced male counsellors, naive as to the design of this
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study, served as raters. Raters-]istened)to a master audiotape con-
sisting of randomly selected four-minute segments from both high and

low_strubtured supervisory sessions. These segments were randomly

'arranged on the master tape. In addition, both judges were Qrovided

with definitions of the structure dimension. "Raters were instructed

to: (a) listen to each audiotaped segment, and, (b) rate each segment

on a 9-point scale ranging from "low degree of structure” (score of 1)

to "high degree of structure" (score of 9). The instructions for
rating degree of structure in supervision are presented in Appendix N.

Content analysis of low structured supervision. While several

authors (e.g. Ivey, 1971; Kell & Mueller, 1966) have stressed . the im-
pdrtance of the supervisory process in counsellor trainiﬁg, few studies
héve investigated the various abilities or modes of behaviour which
differeq} trainees employ in attempts to make use of this process. In
tée present study, participants were given the opportunity to ask their
supervisor questions regarding their performance. This provided an
index of the trainee‘s'ability to make fndependent use of shperzi fon
througﬁ her own exploratory behaviour. Scores were determineq/é;idﬁgh
playback of the audiotaped supervision session. The following content
measures were ana{yzed:

1. Degree of inquiry or frequency was determined by the total
numbér of questions asked by the trasinee during supervision. A question
was defined by the present author as any comment made by the trainee
which was put into a question format or implied a question and there-

fore could potentially be responded to by the supervisor;

2. Method of inquiry was obtained by classifying each question

as open-ended versus closed-ended according to Ivey's (1971) definitions.,

v
»” -
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Closed-ended questions are those which can be answered in a few words
or by yes ar no. "Such questions tend to be factual and restrict the
reépondent in his/her answers. Open-ended ques@idns are less restric-

L

tive and allow for more alternative responses.

-

3. Each question was also classed as relevant or irrelevant. A

relevant question was defined as any question. posed by the trainee
‘thch pertained to the task;,fhap is, quespions witich requégted infor-
mation about reflection of feeling or feedback on the trainee's re-
sponse to the client statement. An irrelevant question was one which
failed to meet these criteria. v

4. Number of requests for evaluative feedback referred to the
number of questions asked by the trainee wh{ch requested the supervi-
sor yp respond with in;ormation regarding the quality or correctness
of . her response” (e.g., "Was that a good response?” or "Did I do 0.K.
on that one?"). | ' .

In general, these categories were not mutually exclusive. Thus
;hile questions were‘aiwa&s classified as—either open: or closed-ended
landsgs either relevant or~1rre1évant, it was possible for categories to
'overlap. For example, a r;ques} for evaluative'feedback could a]so“be .

an open-ended, irrelevant question or a closed-ended,‘}elevant ﬂ\\\'°7~’~_

question etc. .

— Two naive female RhJ)counself%ng studen}s (differeni from those
completing behavioral counts and “thy ratings) served as raters.
frainipg-was cond;cteﬂ in a joint -hour sessfon according to the
‘following procedures. First, the raters reqd and discussed the above
operational definitions with the investigator. Second, both individu-

als listened to 4nd rated randomly chosen segments of low struciyred;
(ﬁ ' -
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supervisory sessions. Rﬁtings were discussed and criteri; compared

until the raters agreed on 10 consecutive trainee comments. Finally,

‘both judges rated the audiotapes independently and in random order.

The mean of the two judges' ratings served as each participant's score.
Final scores for the degree of inquiry measure were determined-by aA—_ |
frequency count of the number of questions asked. Scores for the re-
maining content categories were expressed as percentages of the total /~
number of questionsl

-~

Design and Data Analysis

The ind&pendent variables in this study included a subject var%-
able (high versus low CL) and training method (high structured super-

vision, low structured supervision and a no supervision control). In .,

 addition, there were two supervisors. Thus there was a mulfifactor

design with five participants in each cell.
Interrater reliabilities. -On the Paragraph Completion Method

(Hunt, 1971), individuals were assigned to high versus low CL groups
. 4
based on scores derived from the average ratings from two judges.

_ Thus Ebel's (1951) ‘intraclass correlation was used to compute the

interrater reliability.

For behavioral counts of reflection of feeling, measures of bqth
interrater reliability (degree of assaciatjon) gnd interrater agréement
(the extent to which the.different judges made exactly the samé judg-
ment when categorizing a respon§e) were calculated. The latter measuré
(percent égreement) was included in order to test out the possibflity
that raters were assigning different trajnee responses to the reflection
of feeling category.

Pearson produét moment correlation coefficients were used to
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estimate the reliability of individual ratings on qua]itative reflec-

tion of feeling, empathy and the content analysis measures.

Behavioral measures. In order to test for prior group differ-

ences on behavioral measures, 3 x 2 (training by CL) analyses of vari-

_ance were computed on postdidactic scores.

In order to test out the Matching Model predictions, multivariate

2 x 2 x 2 (training by CL by supervisor) analyses of covariance were

performed on behavioral counts and qualitative ratings. Each

participant's post-didactic score served as the covariate. Supervisor

differences were included in the analyses for purposes of precision.

P

The aApriori hypothesis was tested using the F ratio for planned com-

2

parisons (Kirk, 1968, p. 81). Supervisor effects were not of specific

interest; hence, the means used in the & priori comparisons were col-

lapsed over supervisor. Post hoc comparisons were analyzed using Tukey's

(a): unconfounded means test for means from an interaction table (Cicchetti, 1972).

Dunnett tests (K+§§' 1968, p. 94) were used to comparelthe adjus-

ted control means with the adjusted means from high and low structure .

trainiﬁg conditions.. In order to compute the error term for the

Dunnett tests, a ohe-way analysis of covariance on all groups was per-

formed. The resulting within-groups mean square error was employed in

the following computations. Three separate sets of means were compared: -

(a) the collapsed means for control, high structure and low structure

training conditions - these computations served to answer questions

regarding the impact of supervision; (b) means for control, high struct-

ure. and Tow structure conditions within the low CL group, and (c)

megns for control, high structure and Tow structure conditions with-

in the high CL group. The latter two sets of comparisons served




<
as a test of the Matching Model predictions.
Within-groups analyses were used to answer questions regarding

‘the impact of supervision. On all measures, 2-tailed t-tests for
correlated means were performed to assess the significance of the
‘difference between postdidactic and postsupervision scores. In addi-
tion, differences between postdidactic and postsupervision scores for
high versus low CL groups were examined as a further test of the CL

Matching Model.

Self-report measures. For postdidactic scores, two-tailed t-tests

5 were used to compare the reactions (satisfaction and perceived amount

learned) of high versus low CL trainees to videotape training. Again,

means were collapsed across supervisors because differences on this
“variable were not of specific interest.
Postsupervision self-report measures were analyzed using 2 x 2 x
2 (fraining by CL by supervisor) analyses of variance. Supervisor
effects were included in the analysis for purposes of precision. On
measures which control participants also responded (perceived amount
learned, genéral satisfaction, anxiety and the rating scale for struc-
ture preference), Dunnett tests were employed to compare control means
with training méans. The rationale and- sets of means compared were
.; identical to those outlined for behavioral measures. The error term
: was obtained from a one-way analysis of variance involving all groups.
On all self-report meisures, the a priori hypothesis was tested
using the F ratio for planned comparisons. Supervisor effects were not
of specific interest; hence, this factor was éliminated from the analy-
| f sis. Tukey's (a); unconfounded means test was applied to a posteriori

comparisons. Tukey's HSD test was used to determine differences

e
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4 1
between high and Tow CL control groups means on the 9-point preference

scale.

Content analysis. A 2 x 2 (CL by supervisor) analysis of variance

was performed for each content measure. Tukey's (a): unconfounded

means test was applied to post hoc comparisons.
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CHAPTER 3

Results

Interrater Reljabilities

The interrater reliability (intraclass correlation, Ebel, 1951)’
for tﬁe Paragraph Completion Method was .81 on primary level scores.

For behavioral counts of reflection of feeling, the interrater
reliability coefficients were .99 (postdidactic) and .94 (postsuper-
Qision). The .percent agreements were 97.5% and 99.2% for postdidactic
and postsupervision assessments respectively.

On the qualitative reflection of feeling scales, reliability
coefficients of 796 (postdidactic) and .89 (Bostsupervision) were
obtained. Empathy ratings yielded re]iabi]i%y coefficients of .77
(postdidactic) and .89 (postsupervision). »

On the content analysis measures, interrater reliabilities were
obtained on the frequencies endorsed by each rater. The correlations
obtained for total number of questions, 6pen-endea questions, closed-
ended questions, relevant questions, irrelevant questions and number
of requests for evaluative feedback were .95, .86, .95, .78, J55 and
.67 respectively. The lower reliability coefficients for the latter
three measures may be due to the greater degree of clinical judgment

required in rating the degree of relevancy and evaluative nature of

a response.

Treatment Check

As a validity check on the trainihg conditions, two experienced

raters were asked to judge a random sample of excerpts from super-

yisory sessions as high or' low in structure (see Method seqtion). A

~
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-

three-way analysis of vqriance CL by training structure by supervisor)
was performed on the ratings (SEL Appendix 0). The results yielded a
main effect for training structu>e only (F (1,12) = 634.8, p < .00001)
with means of 8.8 for high structured supervision and 2.2 for low
‘structured supervision. The interrater reliability obtained was .94,

In addition, participants were asked to respond to the item "How

much structure would you say that you actually received in the feedback
session?" The analysis (see Appendix 0) yielded a significant main
effect for training (F (1,32) = 83.91, p < .001) with overall means
of 7.2 and 3.3 for high and 16@ structured supervision respectively.

In summary, both groups differentiated between high and low
structured supervision as defined in the present study. Thus feed-
back sessions were validly different from each other as judged by
expert raters and by naive participants. In addition, neiiher expert
judges nor participants perceived any supervisor differences. Both

supervisors were rated as validly administering high and low structured

conditions.

Behaviour Counts and Qualitative Ratings

The means and standard deviations (at both postdidactic and
postsupervision assessments) for the effgcts of CL and training con-
dition on behaviour counts (ref]eétion of feeling, reflection of con-
tent, advice-giving and "other") and the qualitative ratings are '
presented in.Tab1g Z.w

Postdidactic analysis. A 3 X 2 (training X CL) amalysis of

variance was performed bn postdidactic scores (See Appendix P). Re-

sults revealed significant main effects for CL on quantitative re-

flection of feeling (F(1,54) = 4.62, p < .05), and “other" (F(1,54) =




4
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§ Table 3

Adjusted Postsupervision Means for Effects of Conceptual Level
and Training Condition on Quantitative Reflection of Feeling, Refléct-
ion of Content and Qualitative Reflection of Feeling
{
N
Training Condition '
Conceptual Low High Control Condition
Level * Structure Structure M
A. Quantitative Reflection of Feeling
Low 10.40 11.76 9.60 10.93
High 11.63 11.39 10.36 11.13
Condition M 11.52 11.59 9797 .
B. Reflection of Content

F : Low .393 " 221 1.087 547

- High .330 .055 1.163 .536
Condition M .362 .139 1.125

5 C. Qualitative Reflection of Feeling

Low 4.02 4.24 3.21 3.82
High ) 4.07 4.30 3.38 3.92

1 Condition M 4.05 4.27 3.29

P 4
E hX
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4.11, p <.05. In a‘ddi'ﬁo‘h ‘there were strong but nonsignificant

tendencies for high: CL trainees te em1t,fewer advice-giving responses

-

(F)1,54) = 3.86, p \055) and h1gher qua11ty reflect1on of feeling
responses (F)1,54) X .98, p <.058) than,1ow CL trainees. Thus it

appeared that prior to supervision, high CL ;nainges emitted-a higher

frequency and quality of reflection offeé]iﬁg»résponSes and fewer-
advice-giving and "other"responses than low CL trainees ‘An analysis

of covariance was employed to ‘control for the effects of thése pr1or . .

<

LN

group d1fferences R

Between-group comparisdns. In order tov;ést oﬁf;the Matching
Model prédictioas, a multivariate 2 x 2 x 2 (ifainfng:by CL by super-
visor) analysis of covariance was performéd on the postsupervision
data us1ng each part1c1pant s postdidactic score as the covar1ate
The summary table for behav1our counts and qua11tat1ve ratings is
presented in Appendix Q. Because the fraquency for_both advice-giving
and "other" categories were relatively sma11 (even with transformations)
for meaningful analysis, fhese.é@o variab1as‘were omitted from the
analysis.

The adjusted means for quantitative reflection of feeling, reflection
of content and qualitative reflection of feeling are presented in
Table 3. On inspection‘of these data, it appears that all participants
in both high and qu st}uctured supervision performed with a higher
frequéncy and quality of réflaction of feeling responses when compared
with those iq the control cpndition, In addition, there appears to be
fewer reflection of content responses for experimental than for control
participants. The 2 x 2 x 2 analysis yié]ded no significant multivariata

F ratios (see Appendix Q). Therefore, no univariate analyses could be

investigated.
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The results of the Dunnett tests for all three dependent measures

are summarized in Appendix R. For quéntitative reflection of feeling,
results showed that the performance of bofh high and low structured
training g}oup was significantly greater than that of controls (p <
'.05). In addition, low CL individuals receiving high structure scored
higher'than low CL's i?ﬂihe»eontro] condition (p <.05). None of the

dther comparisons attained significance. .

The Dunnett tests for reflection of cdntent showed -that the ad-

justed " means for both high and low structured training groups were

significantly different (p <.01) from the control aroup mean. The

only significant comparison with CL groups was between the high CL,
control and high CL, high structure groups (p <.05). v

On the qualitative refliection of feeling measure, both high and.
Tow structured groups received significantly higher quality ratings
than controls (p <.01). Moreove;, all comparisons within both h{gh
and low CL gr&Jbs were significant (p <.01).

In summary; two major fingings emerggd. First, the postdidactic
analysis showed that high and low CL indiQidua]s were verbally dif-
ferent, with high CL's evidencing a greater proficiency at communi-
cation skills. Secbnd, the control group comparisons indicated that
the supervision combonent of microtraining improves both the frequency

and quality of responsés beyond the level achieved by videotape training.

Within-groups changes. In order to answer questions concerning

the impact of supervision in the microtraining~pqgadigm, within-group
analyses were performed. Table 2 permits examination of whether indivi-
duals in the three training sequences improved their performance after

supervision. - The significance of the difference between postdidactic




Number of Reflection of Feeling Responses

12.

11.

11.

10.

10.

\»

v

50

. o Low'Structure, Low CL
| & ——~ .8 Low Structure, High CL

A"'-'——'-A‘High Structure, Low CL
B . pHigh Structure ngh CL

0————n Control, Low CL
B-- - .nControl, High CL

Postdidactic

v_’)
Postsupervision .

- Time of Assessment

Figure 1.

Frequency- of reflection of feeling res-
ponses as a function of assessment time, .

‘trainée. conceptual level (CL) and

training condition.
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and postsupngiston scores was computed usiﬁg two-tailed t-tests for
correlated observatiéns.' The results obtained on the t-tests are
summgrized in Appendix S.

The results yie1ded by the within-groups analyses must be treated
with caution. According to Campbell and Stanley (1963), extraﬁebus
variables exist which céh jeopardize the internal validity of one-
group pretest-posttest investigations. These include history (addigiona]
events occurring between the first and second measurement), maturation
(processes occuring within the participants over the passage of'time)
and the effects of the pretest session (the possibility that the pretest
may have increased or decreased the trainees’ sensitivity Qr responsive-
negs to the posttest.session).

Figure 1 shows the effects of trqinee CL, training cond%t{pnand'
assessment time on the frequency of reflection of feeling responses.
From the graph, it appears that all supervised trainees (most notably,
high CL's in the high structure condition) increased the frequency of
their responses. Accordingﬁy, the results indicated that individuals

receiving both high structured (p <.05) and low structured (p <.05)

supervision significantly improved their scores. The tbntro] condition

. did not change significantly. When differences Between postdidactic

and postsupervision scores for high versus low CL trainees were examined,

results indicated that only the high CL, Tow structure group significantly

increased the frequency of their reflection of feeling responses (p <

t

.05). ,Fina]%y; when means were c¢ollapsed across training conditions, the

results showed that both high (p =.01) aﬁd'Tow (p <.05) CL trainees

improved their scores.
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Figure 2 shows the frequéncy of reflection of content responses as
a function of trainee CL, training condition and‘assessmeﬁt time. The
grapﬁ indicates that all supervised trainees decreased their use of re-
flection of cOntent after s;pervision whereas some of the control par-
ticipants (high CL's) inéreased their use of this category. The most

" marked decrease is shown by high CL trainees Results on the t-tests

showed that both high structured (p < Ol) and low structured (p <.05)
'supery1sgonpled to a s1gn1ficant decrease in reflection of content re-
sponses w?ereas the control condition did not change significantly.
Morebver;.bqtﬁ high CL groups decreased tpeqﬁ?quency of these responses
, after supervision (éj<.05 for both high'and_lou structure condition).
Hhen means were.co11apsed across‘training condition, the .high CL group
s1gp1f1cantly decreased their score (g <.01) uhereas the low CL group
did not change swgnificantly
The effects of trainee CL, training condition and assessment time
on qualitative refle;gion of feeling are presented in Figure 3. On
this measure, it Appears that all high and low CL participants re-
" ceiving supervision increased the quality of their responses more than
conﬁrofsl Accordingly, t-tests indicated that supervised students
.(E <.00) for both high and Tow st?uctured superQision) increased the

quality of their respﬁnses.~‘Confrols failed to significantly improve

on the qualitative dimension of reflection of feeling. Furthermore,

examination bf postdidpctic versus postsupervision‘sconés for high ver-

sus low CL frainees showed that.both' low structure groups (p <.0T and

p <.001 for low and high CL's respectively)and both high sfructure groups
~(p <-001 and p <.01 for low and high CL's respectively) fncreased the

quality of:their responses. When means were collapsed across training
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Figure 3. Quality of reflection of feeling res-
ponses as a function of assessment
time, trainee conceptual level (CL)
and training condition.
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condition, the results indicated that both high (p <.001) and low

*(p <.001) CL trainees improved their scores.

In summary, the evidence(across measures indicates that super-
vised participants improved their responses to a greater degree than

non-supervised controls.

Empathy
The unadjusted means and standard deviations (at both post-

didactic and postsupervfsion7assessments) for the effects of CL and
training condition on empathy are presented in Table 4.

Postdidactic analysis. A 3 X 2 (f%aining X CL) analysis of

variance was performed on postd%dactic scores (see Appendix T). Results
revealed a significant main effect for CL (F(1,54) = 10.80, p <.01).
Neither the tr§in1ng main effect nor the interaction attained signifi-
cance. Therefore, high CLKtrainee; (X = 2.75) scored higher on judged
empathy?than low CL trainees (X = 2.42) before supervision. An analysis
of covariance was employed to control for the effects of these pribr
group differences.

Between-group comparisons. A 2 X 2 X 2 (training by CL by super-

visor) analysis of covariance was performed on the postsupervision
scores using each participant's postdidactic score as the covariate.
The summary table is presented in Appendix U. No significant differences

emerged on the analysis. In‘addition, the f ratio for planned com-

périsons was nonsignificant and did not support the hypothesis that

" low CL trainees would profit (improve their level of empathic comm-

unication) more from high structured supervision. .
Dunnett tests were employed to compare the adjusted contiol means
with the adjusted means from high and low structured training conditions.

*
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Table 5

*

Adjusted Postsupervision Means for Effects of-".,
Conceptual Level and Training Condition on Empathy

-
.

" -t
A
Training Condition § B
Conceptual Low , High Control Condition’
Level Structure Structure . M :
= *
Low 2.83 2.90 2.48 2.73
High 2.76 2.88 2.59 . 2.74
Condition M 2.80 2.89 2.52
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Table 5 shows the adjusted means obtained for empathy. The results of

~ the Dunnett tests are summarized in Appendix V. Results revealed that

the performance means for both high (p <«01) and low (p <.05) sfructured
supervision were significantly greater than the control meaﬁs. Within
the low CL group, only trainees receiving high structure had signifi-
cantly higher levels of empathic communication than contﬁols (p <.05).
The difference between low structure and control conditions was non-
significant. No significant diiferences emerged within the high CL
groups. |

In-summary, both high and low structured supervision improved U
empathic communication of trainees significantly more than the no
supervision control group. Moreover, in support of the Matching Model
predictions, 1bw CL trainees receiving high structure performed
significantly better than low CL controls whereas those receiving Tow
structure did not. Finally, the postdidactic analysis showed that
high‘CL trainees were more empathic than low CL trainees subsequent to
videotape training. | i .

Within-group changes. Questions concerninig the impact of super-

Yvision on the development of empathy were further examined using within-

ugféups analyses. Given the effects of pnetestiﬁgt these results should
bé.pb;ervedqwith caution. Table 4 permits examination of whether individ-
ua1§/3n the three training conditions improved their performance after-
suﬁeruisién Two- tai]ed t-tests for correlated observat1ons were used to
test the sign1ficance of the difference between postdidactic and post-

superv1sion scores. A smnmary qf these tests . is presented in Appendix

C W

Figure 4 shows the level df empathy as.a function of trainee CL,

training condit%on and assessment‘tdme;w Fﬁpm thg-éraph, it appears that
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Figure 4. Empathy score as a function of
trainee conceptual level (€L),-
assessment time and training
condition.




Table 6
“ " Means and Standard Deviations on the |
b Postdidactic Training Reaction Questionnaire
Conceptual o s —
Level ' | M v, . =R
A. Perceived Amount Learned a
High . ' 3.81 ' 83"
Low : 4.36 i .82
B. Satisfaction . T '
High 5.00 1009 _
) v . . . - NN ) 'J:“
Low \ 4.70 © 1.3 ~
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most superviéed groups (especially the high structure condition) improved
their scores more than controls. Moreover, low CL trainegs seemed to
improve more than high CL trainees. The results indicated that only
those receiving high structure (p <.05) significantly improved their
performance; controls and trainees receiving low structure did.not.

As a further examination of the Matching Model, differencesébe§ween
postdidactic and’postsupervjsion scores for high versus loy CL prain-'
ees were also examined. When means were collapsed across the three
training conditions, the resuits indiﬁated that low CL trainees improved
significantly (p <.01) whereas high CL trainees did not. The low CL,
high strﬁcture group improved in empaﬁhy beyond the level achieved by
didactic training (9_2.01). This finding lends further supporf to

the Matching Model hypothesis.

- Correlational Analysis -

The reiationship between reflection of feeling (both quantitative
and qua]i;ative dimensions) and empathy was computed using the Pearson
r. The correlation between quantitative indices (behavioral cCounts)
and qualitative ratings of reflection of feeling was .84. Empathy
correlated .58 with the quantitatiVé‘and .52 with the qualitative
dimensions of reflection of feeling. A1l three correlations attained

significance (p <.001). -

Postdidactic Self-Report Measures

The difference between high and low CL trainees on postdidactic
report measures (perceived amount learned and sat1sfactioﬁ) were '’
yzed using 2-tailed gftésts. Means and standard deviations are
presented in Table 6. No significant differenceskémerged on either

measure. Both high and low CL trainees reported above averige satis-

faction and amount learned.
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Postsupervision Self-Report Measures
Separtite 2 X'Z X 2 (training by cL by supervisor) analyses of
variance were performed for all self-report measures on the post-

supervision TRQ (see Appendix X). On scales in which lower scores

. implied higher ratings (satisfaction, anxiety and percébtions of the

supervisor), transformations (3-(X-3) for 5 point and 4-(X-4) for

7-point scales) were applied to the data to make,§cores more easily

*interpretable. Results of the Dunnett tests for perceived amount

learned, general“satisfaction, anxiety and the rating scale for

structure preference are summarized in Appendix Y.
o
Perceived amount‘learned. Participants were asked to rate the

amount they felt that they learned from the secondweek's session (super-
vision). Means and standard deviations for this measure are‘presented
in Table 7. Results are graphically presented in Figure 5. It appears

that low CL trainees felt they learned most from high structure whereas -

thigh CL trainees reported the greatest amount learned under low struct-"\_

ured supervision. The analysis.yielded a. s1gn1f1cant training by CL

interactaon (F(1,32) = 5.12, p «.05). Planned comparisons further

revealed that low CL trainees felt they Tlearned significant1y more

from high structure ‘than from low structure (F = 6.8?, p <.01). Post

hoc Tukey tests faaled to produce any additional significant differences.
Results on the Dunrett tests showed that trainees receiving high

structure felt they learned more than those in the control condition

(p <.05). These results were dup}jcated,within'the Tow CL group (p

< .05). However, nigh CL's receiving low structure felt théy learned _

more than controls (p <.05) whereas those rece'1v1ng high structure did not.
Satisfaction. The means and standard dev1at1ons for general satis-

faction and satisfaction with structure are presented in Table 7. N

-

L
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significant main effects or interactions emerged on, the general -satis-
faction scale.
Results for the satisfaction‘vith structure scale are presented
in Figure 6. From the graph, it appears #hapaboth high and low CL
/) trainees were more satisfied w{th a high structure feedback session.
/o _Accordingly, the analysis yielded a significant main effect for train-
ing (F(1,32) = 10.16, p <.001). A priori tests further revealed that
- low CL trainees, as predicted, were more satisfied with high structure
than with Jow structure (F = 5.33, p <.05).
Preference. The means and standard deviations for Preference

A (requests for more structure, less structure or no change) and Pre-

ference B (the 9-point rating scale) afe presented in Table 7. The
results for Preference A ére presented in Figure 7., The graph shows
that, in general, 1naividua1s Feceiving iow structure requegted more
structure whereas those in the high structure condition tended to
pref //no change. Thus the aﬁa]ysis showed a sign%fiéant training
. maj%?foect (F(1,32) = 11.32, p <.001). Planned comparisons‘showed
the same preference pattern for low CL's (F = 15.38, p <.001).
Results for Preference B are presented in Figufe 8. .From the
_ graph it appears that acquiéscente may have been operatfng in that
both high structure and low structure groups reported a high}prefér-
ence for their assTgnedﬁconQitianf Thé analysis 3f variance showed a
significant main effect for training (F(1,32) = 11.32, p <.01) only.
The Dunnett tests indicated that: (a) . thedhigh structure groﬂp pre-
ferred moré'structure than the control group (p <.05) and (b) within
. the_high CL group, those receiving high structure preferred sign{ficantiy

more structure 'than controls (p <.05). In ordef to investigate the

“
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° possibility of chuiescence: Tukey's HSD test was computed on the means

for the control‘g}oups (those with no priof experience in either con-
dition). Results revealed a significant difference between high and Tow
Cb.groups (g < :01) with high CL. persons preferring low structure (X = -
3.7) and Tow CL persons preferring high structure (% = 6.3).

Ankiety. ' The means and standard deviations for anxiety before,
duriné and after supervisﬁdn\are bresented in Table é. The analysis
yielded a signififant CL~by‘subervisor interaction (F(1,32) = 5.25, -

p < .05) on thixanxietyvég[jgg supervision measure. Post hoc tests
further revealed that low CL trainees with supervisor A were more an-
xious,during supervision tﬁan Tow CL traineeg_w%th supervisor B.. A
graphic presentation‘of thgse re§u1ts is shown in Figure 9. None of

the Dunnett tesfé aitained significance. -

. Perceptions of the supervisor. The means and standard deviations

for supervisor understaﬁding and supervisor he]pfuipess are presented

in Table 8. No significant main effects or jnter%ctioﬁs were obtained

on trainees’ r;tingswof subervisor understanding. .The results for super- -«
visor helpfulness are shown in Figure 10. From the graph it appears that
(q) Tow CL trainees rated their supervisor as mere he]pful'under high

as opposed to low gtructure, and, (b) }n general, supervisor B was per-
ceived as more helpful than supervisor A. The analysis of variance
yielded a significant main effecE for supervisor;(ﬁ(1,32) = 4.41, p <
.05) and signifiéant training by CL (F(1,32) = 4.41, p < .05) and super-
visor by CL by training (F(1,32) = 4.41, p < .05) interacFiOns: In
support of the major hypothesis, planned comparisons showed‘that

low CL trainees perceived their supervisor as more helpful uhheé high

- structure than low structure (F = 9.72, p < .01). Post hoc analyses

of the 3-way interaction showed that supervisor A was peréeived as more
[ \ . 2

helpful by low CL's under high structure than by low CL's receiving Tow .

\
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structure (p < .05).

In summary, the self-report measures provided support for the
CL Matching Model. Low CL trainees reported a greater satisfaction
with, i)er’rceivéd their supervisor as more helpful in and thought that
they learned more from high structured supervision. Moreover, when
participants were asked to report the amount of preferred structuré,
the Tow CL, high structure group requested no change whereas the low

CL, low structure group preférred more structure. High CL trainees

were less affected by varying degrees of structure. Supervisor effects

were observed on two measures: (1) supervisor helpfulness and (2) an-
xiety during superyision.

On the helpfulness measures, §upervisor effects appeared to have
a moderating influence on the prediéted rélationship between CL and ;
structure. That is to say, low CL trainees perceived both supervisors

as more helpful under high structure but this effect was stronge} for

~ supervisor A than for supefvibor B.

A v

Content Analysis of Low Structured Supervision

The means and standard deviations for low and high CL trainees'
performance on each content measure are presented in Table 9. From
the data, it appears that, in general, low CL trainees denerated a

greater\number of questions than high CL trainees. The results for

. dien-ended and closed-ended questions are more difficult ito interpret °

because of distrgpancies between supervisors. No differencgs are appar-
ent for relevancy or requests for evaluative feedback.

A 2 X 2 (CL by supervisor) analysis of variance was pe;formed
for each dependent measﬁre (see Appendix Z fof the ;palyéiéfof vari-

ance suhmary table). Contrary to‘expectations, no significant main -

4
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Table 9
. , F’&l
Means and Standard Deviations for High and Low CL Trainees™™
Performance in Low Structured Supervision
Supervisor A Supervisor B
Conceptual M SD M sD
Level - - -
A. Total Number of Questions
High 17.00 . 4.96 14.70 4.43
Low 18.80 5.92 19.90 7.4)
B. Open-ended Questions
High <172 ~ 8.81 © 49.16 13.44
Low 26.12 12.55 21.52 10.46 °
" €. Closed-ended Qaestions
High 82.88 8.81 50.84 13.44
Low - 73.88 . 12.55 78.48 10.46
D. Relevant buestioqs
High 84.28 - 9.97 88.96 3.32
Low 83.42 12.30 84.72 4.94 -
E. Irrelevant Questions ‘
High 15.72 - 9.97 11.04 3.32
Low . 16.58 12.30 . 15.28 4.94
- - . {
¢ . F. Requests for Evaluative Feedback
LY
High © 0 19.37 11.29 17.12 12.22
Low_ . 10.36 -~ 1.07 - 20.92 12.94

Note. On all measures except A, scores-are presented as a percentage of
the total number of questions asked. -
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effects for CL were obtained on any measure. The large standard devi-
ations in Table 9 and the high error term nevea] that this may have
been due to the high degree of variance'within cells. There were
tendencies for low CL's ﬁq;agk a greater percentaée of closed-ended
questions than high Ct's (F(1,16) = 3.31, p < .085)'and for high CL's
: to ask a greater percentage of open-ended questions than- those Tow in
CL (E(1,16) = 3.30, p < .085).

-

The resu]ts for open-ended and clesed-ended questions are presented

-~

in Figures 11 and 12 respectively. From the graphs, it appears that there

were ‘greater differences between high and low CL trainees for supervisor

- -

/ -
B than for supervisor A. Moreover, these differeﬁces were in opposite

. directions. For'superviéor A, Tow CL's asked a greater percentage of

ol § 7 P

open-ended and a smaller percentage of clesed-ehded questions fhan high
G CL's. For supervisor B, it was the high CL group which used a greater
percentage of open- ended and a smaller percentage of closed-ended
I quest1ons
. The ana]ys1s yielded s1gn1f1cant main effects for superv1sor on

3 " both Qpen-ended (f(],]ﬁ) = 7.16, p < .05) and closed-ended (F(1,16) = .

7:19, p <'.05) questions. Significant CL by supervisor interactions - ¢
- (F(1,16) = 12,77, p < .01 and F@,16) = 13.11, p < .01 for open-ended
a  and closed-ended quest%gns respectively) were also obtajned. Post hoc
Tukey testS*indicatea that high CLvtrainees'receiving feedback from
supervisor B asked a higner ratio of open-ended and a lower ratio of

. closed-ended questions than traine#s in all other cells (p < .01).

(
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- CHAPTER 4

Discussion

*

The purposes of this study were twofold: (a) to test the
rg]evance,of the Conceptual Levg] (CL) Matching Model within a
counsellor training context, and (b) to assess the impact‘of super-
vision as a component of the microtraining paradigm. ﬁore specifically,

the effects of trainee conceptual level (h%gh €L versus low CL) and

degree of structured supervision (supervisor-controlled versus trainee-

controlled feedback) on training in reflection of fée]ing was
inves;igated. _

With regards to Matching Model predictions, the results indicated
strong support on self-report and minimal support on behavioral measures.
On questions surrounding the impact of supervisioﬁ, the results indi-
cated thét this component has a strong facilitating influence on the
development of reflection of feeling. These results are discus§ed in
terms of (a) the impact of individual differences in learning on self-
report and behavioral measures; (b) the vaTTHity of CL and degree of
structured feedback as independent variables; (c) the importance of
supervision in microtréining; \d) Timitations of the present study; and,

(e) implications for future research and counsellor training.

Conceptual Leval Matching Model

Self-report measures. Several recent studies (e.g., Reid, 1975;

Stein, 1976; Tuckman & Orefice, 1973) have found that whereas perform-
ance measures often did not reflect the predicted relationship betwéen

CL and-&fé%tment structure, self-report measures such as satisfaction

3
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and preference did. The present. nesults'SUpport these findings'in
that low CL tréineas evidenced no consistent significant different{al
performapce but reported a‘greater satisfactign with, perceived the{r
sup ,iso as more he]ﬁfui in and thought that they 1eafned more from
high dtgustured supervigion than from low structu;ed supervision. In
additio!nen participants were asked to report the amount o'f pre-
ferred structure in a supervisory feedback session, the Tow CL's re-
céiving high structure §equesied 1itt1g changeﬁghereas those in the low
" structure condition preferred more structuyg.

<

These results closely para1ie1 those of ‘Stein (1976) who applied
the CL Matching Modéf\toran initial cou;selling interview. On the other
| hand, while Steim(1976) found that high CL pefsons were more satis-g'
field Qiéh Tow structure and preferred less structure thqﬁ that offered
in the high structure condition, the present study féund no ;ignificant
differences for high CL trainees. This may be due to task differences
between a "nonevaluative" counselling interview and an evaluative -
performance task. That is to say, on tasks with less focu5(;iski11
and performance, high CL individuals may have.a higher preference for
an unstructured environment. The addition of the evaluative component
hay result in some high CL's (perhaps because of a greater familiarity
with it, especially in learning and test situations) preferring higher,

strchure.

Perceived amount learned. Despjté the lack of consistent dif-
ferential performance with high versus low strutza¥ed supervision, fow
CL individuals felt that they learned more from hig& structure. This
raises questions regarding the ability of Tow CL trainees to eva1uat;

their own performance. On the other hand, high CL trainees perceived

\
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no significant d1fferences in amount learned and hence were more -
accurate in self-evaluation of performance. Similarly, Hunt (1975b)
states ﬁhagyhigh,CL learners are a better risk for student choice pro-
gram§ because in many céses, they perfe;? equally under varying environ-
ments. Coptrary to this, low CL's do mot always choose the teaching
approach which maximizes their performance.

In a study of the effects of teacher control strategies on the °
educational objectives of college students, Forward, Wells, Canter ahd
Waggoner (1975) concluded that feachihg Etretegieg-;;axaegree of
structure in the learning environment may, in fact, shape students' basic
perceptions of and goa]s for educat1on In the present study, it may be
that for some students (those lower in CL) the high degree of structure
in the present educationa1'sxstem has led to an increased vaigg>of that
kind of environment in terms of its impact on learning and skill acquf—
sition. kHigh CL's who are less dependent and more se]f-de]ineatee (Hunt,,
197ff are perhaps ]ess'"shaped" (at least in terms of evaluating their =
own performance). by prior educational experiences.

gatisfaction and preference. The .influence of past academic

exper1ences w1th @ high structured learning eqy1ronment may also be

-operat1ng w1th regards to sat1sfact1onJand preference measures. In-

deed, results showed that, 1n genera1 trainees receiving high structure

-

superv1s1on were more satisfiéd than those in the low structure con-
d1t1on. Moreover, when g1yen an opportunity to request degreg'of -
structure, those receiving high structure preferred no4change whereas
those in the low structure condi;ion preferred more structure. ., . v
The fendency for aow CL trainees to repoht.higher satisFactioh with

and preference for high structure than low structure may be indicative

+
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~ ‘ fofutheir reported discomfort with novel;y and into]er?nce for ambigd?fyf‘*'
.That is to say, Jow structured supervision nmyfhéVE‘presentedxngess
""w fghilidr learning environment whicﬁ was perceived by low CL's as more
threitenfng and less conducive £B fée]ings éf self-confidence..
As was indicated earlier, the present fingings §upport the canten-
. . tion of‘b(evious authors (élg.,Reid, 1975; Stein, 1976) who concluded v
N that préference and satisfaction are not glways closely related to per-
formance. These results support thg\USe of Snow"“s (1970) preferential
mode]l whereinytreatments are desfbned to capitalize on the‘dpparent .
strengths and preferences of each kind of learner. They tend to refute
Snow's (1970) argument that‘a compensatory model, in which the environ-
ment may be viewed as compensatory of the person'é deficiency, is more:
appropriate for tasks involving information-processing and skill acqui-
sitionT | b ~
Anxtety. Given that low CL individuals are less adaptable and
less able to cope with higher levels of uncertainty, it was expected
that\;hey would report more anxiety under low structured supervision.
Iﬁ addition, Pervin (1968) hypothesized that mismatched learning en-
viroqmeﬁts would resultina high degree of stress for the learner. The~
present resu}ts did not suppart these conjectures in that no Qignificant
differences emerged on this measure either before, during or after super-

vision. This may be due to the fact that trainees were asked for a

\ g post hoc assessment of their anxiety. Reliénce oﬁ recall may have
yieided less accurate self-ratings. On the other hand,:connepts written
by trainees on Eheir reaction questionnaires (e.g., "] was anxious be-

. cause I didn;t know what questions«EB ask"; "I was cgﬁfbkédi&; td §f I

had the right idea"; "The reason of my anxiety - I felt I wasn't doing

tyF



very well bec;use 1 didn;t knéw if those were the kind of quéétions
you\wﬁntedf) suggested that many low CL persons experienced discomfort ‘
in low structured supervision. "Thus physiological or unobtrusive
"mé§sures may be more applicable.l Alternatively, other descr;ptors,

such as dégree of self-confidence or level of frustration exberience?
may be more related to the txpe of discomfort felt.

Perceptions of the supervisor. In support of Stein's (1976)

findings, the present study indicated that neither CL nor dégree of
structuﬁé nor their interactfons contributed siéﬁfficant]y to trainee
percept{ons of supervisor understanding. - Given that counsellor under-
standing was defined in terms of understanding "thoughts and *feelings"
of the trainee, it may be comparable to supervisor empathy (Carkhuff,
1969). These findings are consistent with those of F;scher Paveza,

' Kickertz, Hubbard and Grayston (1975) .who found that theoretical- orien-
tation (e.g., psychodynam1c behav1orist1c or human1st1c) was 1ndependent
of therapist empathy and warmth.. That is to say, trainees perceived
their supervitor\as equally empathic regardless of the degrée of struct-
ure provided in supervision.

On the heigfulness measure, however, lTow CL trainees perceived
their superyisor as more helpful under high structure than under low
structuré.i high CL traineesz perceptions of supervisor helpfulness
were not s{gnificantly affected by degree of structure in supervision.
Given that the trainee's task was to learn reflection of fee]ing skills,
these findings imply that Tow CL trainees (who felt that they learned
more from high structure) interpreted their supervisor's lower levels |
of activity, direction and control ovér feedback as being less helpful.

High CL's, who are more self-directed and adaptable to a ditersity of
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learning env1ronments did not judge superv1sor helpfulness® in terms ofi®
supervision structure. These results, appear to support Moreland et

al.'s (1973) suggestion that trainee perceptions of their instructor's

impact is more related to characteristics Qf\fhe training method than

to the qualities of:individual trainers. However, contrary to expeét—
ations, supervisor B was rated as more helpful than supervisor A."In-
terestingly, low CL trainees seen by supervisor A also reported a higher
level of anxiety duriﬁg supervision. Given that theré were no main
effects for supérvisor on behavioral measures, this may imply that some
trainees felt less comfort&b]e with supervisor A and thnsxrated her

as less helpful. It appears, therefore, that trainee perceptions"of
their supervisor is a complex process and involves many subtle dimen-
sions not tapped by the present measures. The influence of supervisor
difference; in”the‘present study is discussed in mo?e detail later in
this chapter.

Behavioral measures. The‘behavioraf’indices employed in the

present study provided little support for‘the Matching Model predictioﬁ
that Tow CL individuals would profit more from high structured training
environments (Hunt, 1971). In contrast, the between-groups anatyses on
both reflection of feeling and empathy indicated that when high and Tow
cL treinees are given feedback on thefir skills, these groups are not
significantly affgcted-by differences between high and 16w structured
supervision. ’ ’

The within-groups analyses provided minimal shpport for the Match-
ing Model. On empathy, the Tow CL, high structure group improved their

scores postdidactic to postsupervision whereas the Tow CL, low structure

group did not" Differentiqﬁ performance of high CL trainees occurred on

/




the quantitative reflection of feeling measure. Resul}s :ndicated

that the high CL, low structure group improved whereas the high CL;
- high structure group did not. Fini]ly, for both these measures, the

Dunnett  tests indicated that for low CL trainees, those receiviqg o
high structure performed siénificant]y beitgr than controls whereas
those receiving low structure did not.

In summary, the results on the self-report measures employed in
this study indicated strong support for the CL Matching Modgl. The
major hypothesis was supported inthat low CL trainees were more satis-
fied with high structured superv{§ien andhpreferred that condition.
Moreerr, low CL's in the high structure condition pefrceived that they
learned more.and raied their supervisor higher in helpfulness than
those in the low structure condié;on. On the other#and, behavioral
measures yielded minimal support for the Matching Mddel and indicated

that; in general, high and low CL trainees were not significantly

affected by differences between high versus low structured shpervision.

Whiie'the lack of substantial behavior evidence for the Matching
Modet is contrary to previous studies employing behavioral measures
(Heck, 1968; McLachlan & Hunt, 1973;: Tomlinson & Hunt, 1971), numerous
methodological and theoretical explanations can be posited for'the
disFrepancies.

rd

Conceptual level distribution. One important considerition is

the restricted conceptual level distribution employed. The samplé
included few trainees who need much structure in their learning en-
‘vironment; that is, the CL average for the low CL group was relatively

!P\ high (1.36) compared to thg,usua] definition of low CL (Hunt, 1971).

Hence, theré may not have been enough low CL trainees to provide an

S
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_participants tended to rate them as moderately low in st

adequate test oFf the Matéhing'Modgl prgdictions. On the other hand,

the control group dafa on the structure preference scale showed that
Tow CL's stated a ;tronger preference for high structuré whereas

high Cp's preferred a low structured training environment. These re-
sults suggested that acquiescence ﬁay have been operating in the experi-
mental grbup. Moreover, they lend construct validity to the definition
of high versus low CL groups emp]&yed in this study.' Additional con-

struct validity for CL derives from the results on the postdidaétic i

measures. The presént findings showed that high CL trainees scored

_higher than low CL trainees oh both reflection of feeling and empathy

fo11o&ing the same didactic training. They support (a) the theory

'of conceptual level which states that high CL's show a greater aware-

ness of feelings fhah Tow CL's (Hunt & Su}llivan, 1974) and (b) pre-
vious findings (é.g., Goldberg, 1974) which indicated that high €L
individuafs are more likely to recognize and encourage the expression
of client feelings than low CL 1ndividua1§.d

Definition of structure. Ratings of the degree of structure in

supefvision by both expert judges and naive participants indicated that
the two training conditions were validly administeréa by supervisors
to represent two significantly different boink; aiong the contrp1 of
feedback andvdegree of preorganization of ‘materials dimensions in super-
vi;ion: high structure (trainer control; materials preorganized) and
Tow structure (trainee control; materials not preorganized). While -
judges gave fairly extreme ratings to the two types of Supervision,
5:gcture and

moderately high in structure. In other words, trainees indicated that

(a) under low structure, the supervisor assumed some control for direct-
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ion and content of the feedback session and/or preorganized the
materials to some extent-and (b) under high structure, the‘supervisdr
allowed the trainee some degree of cantrol over these dimensions and/

or did not preorganize materials.

. ]
According to Hunt (1971), the most important part of the defin-

-ition of structure is the degree of teacher/student responsibility and

preorganization of materials; thus these dimensions were focused on

in the present study. However, Hunt (Note 3) further notes thpt vari-
ation in (a) task ambigu{ty or specificity of instructions and expect-
ations, and (b) task complexity or ;ki11-demands are also. important
factors. In this study, directio;s'and gxpectations for performance
were We]ftdefined; for example, trainees in the low structured con-
dition were specifically instructed'to ask questions in order to im-
prove their reflection of feeling skills. .Moreover, reflection of
feeding may be a relatively simple communication skill compared to

other more complex verbal responses. Finally, all participants re- -

ceived prior videotape instruction in the videotape phase. Highgr

- levels of task complexity and ambiguity.in Tow structured supefvision

or varying structure in both didactic and sﬁpérvision phases'nay have
yielded stronger person-environment interactions. Supervisor-feedback
versus self-review and critiquing of response (with no supervisor present)
may be an effective way of varying structure in futuré studies concerned

with counsellor training.

Length of intervention. The relatively short-term intervention

(two 20-minute sessions)- is another possible influencing factor. Find-

ings by Hunt (Note 3) suggested that interactions between CL and teaching

mode may ‘not appear until several training sessions have been experienced.

=
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"Retention and generalization 6f skills are also important factors tb
consider. Mismatched trainees may evidence a decrément in'commﬁpication '
skills on follow-up. Moreover, an investigation of low versus high CL 5
trainee performance on skill application (i.e. §eneraliz$tion of skills
to an actual_interview situation) as 0ppased to skill écguisitioﬁ méy
provide interesting data. Given that high CL students are morg'cog-'
nitively complex.and adaptable fo changing environments (Hunt, 1971},
one would expect their performance 4o exceed that of low CL persops on
skill appTicatién. ;

Student pull. Another factor concerns the effects of "student
pull" (Hunt, 1975b) on low structured supervision. In the p}esent
contéxt, studenf pull may be defined as the reciprocal amount of
.influence which trainees have on the amount of superviser-offered
structure for feedback in supervision. While both supervisors in
this study were specifically instructed to avoid traihee attembfs to
"6u1]? for structure, anecdotal .information éuggested that low CL -
students’persistently queried the supervisor for repetition of in-
structions, suggestions for questions qnd‘exfende&.practice time. More-
err, the tendency for 10Q CL trainges=t; ask more questions may be"
indicative Qf attempts to "pull" for stfucture. -

Ceiling effects. The major explanation for the lack of behavioral

differences on quéntitativg reflection of .feeling cbncerns the elevated
pospdidacfic scores on this measure. Didactic training resulted in
ﬁaximum performance (12 out of 12 reflections of feeling)for many par-
-ticipants, thus precluding the.possibilify of obtaining increases in )
postsupervision scores.. A more ambiguous task may have-beep more appro-
priate. The audiotaped client statements émp]oyed here resulted in a

highly struc@ured and relatively simple task. A more coﬁp]ex, am-

biguous task such as a coached-client interviéw. may have provided a more

P!




powerfu]*test of CL/superv1s1on structure 1nteract1ons

D1fferent1a Q e of Supervision

This study attempted to provide some: descr1pt1ve 1nformat1on on
how high versus:low CL trainees are able to make use of 1ow structuredl
supervisioh. Findings indicated that.1ow CL trainees had a;tendenc;
(though nonstgnificant) to génerate a greater nnmber of‘QUestions than

. high CL trainees. vThege/Zesq1ts are contrary to preribhs findings which -
indicated that, in general, high CL persons. generated more $6lutidns to
problems (Berg, 1975) and asked more quest1ons in the acqu:s1t1on of
basic teaching sk1lls (Re1d 1975) than 10w oL pérsons One explanation

: for this discrepancy 1s that the present resu]ts are con?1ned to the

. 1ow structured cond1t1on, hence, the greater number -o6f quest1ons posed

by Tow CL trainees may be a ref]ectwn oMew tendency to "pull" for

structure (Hunt 1975b) rather than greater sk1H at a1ternat1ve gener-
\_' ation. It may also be, as Noy and Hyit (1972) have suggested that
wh11e there are no 519h1f1cant d1fferen¢es in number of questions asked
by Tow versus h1ghaCL 1earners, high CL persons seek more types of
information. This makes-sense given theﬂgreater ability of high CL's
to generate a'variety of new‘concepts<and the tendency of low CL per-_
sons to be less creatiVe and more-concrete in their thinking (Hunt,
19715 Tuckman,, 1966). . - .
“In the present'stndy,.there‘was a tendency for high CL trainees
to ask a greater percentage of open-ended questions than Ton CL trainees$
nherea§ the latter group posed a higher percentage_of closed-ended
queétio;e. These tendencies supnort those of Goldberg (1974) who

found that high CL counsellors were more iike]y to encourage client’

- exploration through open-ended questions while low CL counsellors em-

ployed more fact;seeking quest{ons.y Furthermore, while these results .
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failed to reach signifiéange and therefore must be regarded with caution,
they suggeste& fhat high CL 1earhers may seek 6ut a greater amount of
potentially useful information by uéing exploratory behaviours which
allow for horé varied and extensive trainer responses. .

. Two of the content meégures (re]evang,versusirre]evant questions.

X Srm—— . . . e .
and number of requests for evaluative feedback) failed to result in

significaﬁt conceptual level differences. The moderate interrater

. - ']
reliabilities on these measures suggest that a high degree of clinical

judgment was involved and that raters may have been considering dif-
ferént diménsionq of feedback when assigging scores. Therefore, it
is difficult té accurately predict whether the lack 6f significant
results was due to (a) an absence of CL differences or (b) lack of

‘clarity and operationalization in defining these measures.

. b -
Microtraining

Impéct of 'supervision. The présent results suggest that when

amount of reinforcement and 'empathy were controlled, trainees receiving
both high and low structured supervision performad better ihan indivi-
duals receiving the didacFic phase only. These findings"are in accord‘
with previous studies (e.g., Authier & Gustafson, 1976; McDonald & Allen
(cited 1h‘IVey, 1971); Wallace et al., 1975) which showed that the full
complement qf microtraining me&hods is the most effective way Fo impart
communication skills. They are contrary to those which cqnc]ude that

rq 4

supervision is an unnecessary component of the microtraining paradigm

‘and does not improve the development of communication skills beyond the

1éve1‘a;hieved by the didactic phase of training (Authisf & Gustafson,

-

1975 Frankel, 1971).

When within-group differences (postdidactic to postsupervision)

‘were examined, some interesting findings emerged. First, on the

quantitative dimension of reflection of feeling, improvement was mini--
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mal with only the high CL, low structure group showing'significant
differences. Cn the otherhand, all individuals in both high and Tow
structured conditions iﬁproved on the qualitative dimeﬁsion. As emph-
asized earlier, the withiﬁ—group differences must be 1nterpretgd with
caution. These findﬁngs suggest that while vjdeotaped presentations~qf
modelling and instructions are effective in 1ﬁcrea§ing the quantity of
reflection of feeling responses, individualized feedback from a supervisor
may be required to enhance fﬁe quality or degree of facilitativeness of

. the response. In addition, these effects generalized to skills other

than those for which the trainee received direct instruction. That

55 to séy, supervised trainees also improved their level of empathic

communication whereés»nonsupervised control participants did not. How-

- eyér, contrary to findings on behaviour counts and qualitative rati&g§

where{n high and Tow structured supervision led to equal improvement,

the results for empathy showed that the high structure group improved

significantly from postdidactic to po;tsupervision assessments whereag
“the Tow structure group did not. These results may imply that high
structure supervi%ion is (a) more likely to result in generalization
td other communidétiqn skills and/or (b) a more effective mode of super-
“vision for écigisition of more complex skills. Perhaps trainees exposed
to high levels of structure received behavioral cues which were more
related to otﬁer forms of appropriate counsellor-client communica-
tion whereas those in the low structure con5§tions asked more que-
_stions specific to reflection of feeling and thus received more infor-
: mation in this area. Indeeg, there was a tendency, in low s;ructhed

supervision, for both high and lTow CL trainees to ask a larger percent-

age of closed-ended questions (those which lead to high]y specific and

brief responses) as opposed to pen-ended questions (those allowing the
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trainer to respond with a greater breadth of information).

Reflection of feeiiné and empathy-. Aﬁ additional finding of
this stud}'was the rg]ationghip between ref]ection‘of‘feeling and-eﬁ-
pathic communication. Both the quantitative (r=.58) énd qualitative i
(r=.52) dimehsjons of’feflection of feeling aﬁpear to be significantly
associated.with a wrftten index of“empathy. These findings are similar
to those obtained by Uhlemann et al. (1976) and are consistent with the
'Tdukmanian and Rennie (1975) study which found that microtraining facili-
. tated the development of empathic communication. These results offg: .

G

further evidence that reflection of feeling constitutes a major be-

havioral coﬁhonenf of judéed empathy. Precisely what other factors
. contribute ;; its complexity remains to be investigated.
The high sigpificant corre1atioﬁ (.84) between the quaﬁtity and
"quality of ref]sction of feeling further reveals that these two dimen-
sions ére closely-related. Theréfore, training which focuses on in-
creasing. the frequency of verba]Qresponses may also result in their

qualitative "improvement.

Individual differences. Iéey (1971) suggested that the pofency<
of the microtraining package varies among individuals and that adapta- .
- “tions of the paradigh may be required to fit individual needs. The

present results indicate that both high and low CL trainees improve

their responses with supervision. On the other hand, only high CL
trainees (under both high and low structured conditions) decreased their
reflection of content responses significantly from postdidactic to pést-
‘suﬂervision assessments. These findings may suggest that on more complex
tasks (e.g., discrimination) some individuals (e.g., high CL trainees)
,readily'assimi1ate the necessary skills whereag others (e.g., low CL

7

trainees) may require extended practice and fee’%ack. In contrast,
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only the'low CL, high.structure group improved their level of empathic

communication following shpervision. Neither high CL group +improved

their responses. This may have been due to‘a ceiling effect, that is,

high CL persons were already functioning at a high level of empathy after

i

the didactic phase of training. ®

Supervisor Effects

Contrary to expectations, this study yielded significant super-
visor effects on several measures. In al]ﬁases, the results were n
favour of supervisor B as-opposed to ;upervisor A. For example, the
high CL, Tow strucfure group asked a greater percentage of open-énded 7
questions and a sma]]er_percentage of c]dsedlended questions of supér-
visor B than supervisor A *

While definftive answers to the question of supervisor differences
are .not available, some reasons for their ex{stence can be hypothesized.
First thét:jk;ribution of CL scores among hﬁgh CL grainees receiving )
low strdctlre supervision was invest{gated! -This revealed that, by
chance, two of the individuals under superéisor B obtatned the highest
and the second highéét primary CL scores in the rank ordering ofﬁqﬁl
par{icipants. Hgnce, the gfeater\number of closed-ended questions may
be indicative of the fact that, supervisor B trained individha]s with .

higher CL ]eve]gjthan supervisor 'A. A second possibi]i;y is that

supervisor B unconsciously reinforced.open-ended questions through her

own nonverbal behaviour. The use of audiotape to record sessions make$

it impossible to test out this hypothesis. Thirdly, given that these
results are largely confined to high CLwtrainees, it may be that super-

visor B simply had a better rapport with.this population than supervisor.

-
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A. Finally, results on the self-report provide some additional

hints. ‘In general, trainees perceived supervisor B as-more helptul
than supervi§or A. Moreaver, 1dw CL trainees repofteﬁ a highef level
of anxiety under supervisdr A during §upervision. These results imply
that although Both supervisors dispensed the same kinds of information,

differences may have existed in terms of its clarity or in the degree

" of €ommitment to or_involvement iw the supervisory process. Moreover,

the possibility eéxists that supervisor A was moré anxious with her role
and thaé‘phis anxiety was ﬁ}tked up byAsomé'Fﬁainees. .

These supervisor differences were surpfiéihg in light of extensive
effortsuto(contﬁbl for them. Prior to study, supervisors were matched

on sex, experience as a supervisor, empathy, theoretical orientation

and CL. Furthermore, supervisors were trained together and thus received

the same length and kind of instruction. ‘Indeed, both expert and ,
-

.participaht ratings yjelded no signif%cant supervisor differences

regarding presentation of high versus low structure. The supervisors

were also seen 3s equally empathic (or understanding) by participants.
That supervisor effects emerged despite this rigour is an import-
»

ant finding. It suggests that the‘ihdiviﬂta1 supervisor is a highly *

critical and significant variable in counsellor training and supports

" Pierce and Schauble's (1976) éuggestion that both researchers and

practitione(s'should pay more attention to the efficacy of individual

L)

supervisors. . © .

" Limitations

’

Extreme groups. An extreme group .design was employed here for
four reasons: (a) the range of CL sgores in this population was rela-
tively unknown; (b)’it optimizes the power of statistical analyses

for detecting differences between groups on dependent variables; (c)

\
’

i)

.
.
P _--_*”—-—W
.
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it increases efficiency in terms of.both time and cost over an "absolute

3

score" apgroach aﬁd (d) Stein (1976) found this approach useful for
testing out the CL Métching Model interactions within a university'popa-
fation. ' ,

In absolute primary scofe terms, all qf’the hiﬁh CL persons in
this study fell above Hunt's (f971) cut-off point (1.8) fO('high CL
1éarners. On the qther hgnd, approximately half of the participants
in the low CL group fell above the 1.4 cut-off'point for low CL learners.

>

.. Absolute secondary scores pronde a closer approximation to Hunt's
norms. Using these scores, all except one of the low CL trainées'fe]]a
below 1.4. "Thus it appears that the use of secondary CL scorgs increases
the likelihood of detecting.iow CL students in a univeréity population.
In the Stein (1976) study, tﬁe high CL gr?up was very hoﬁog?neous.
In this s;udy. the ranges of both primary and secondary scores were 1es§
restricted although the primary score cut-off po{ﬁt was h1gher (2.0)
" than Hunt's. . : . o
In summary, one must keep in mind that Ehis sample of participants
included few trainees’who needed much structure in their training en-
viroﬁment accor&ing to Hunt's norms. The absence of extremely Tow QL-
scores in first year uniQersity stdgents as compared to the younger
poplulations studied by Hunt may‘be gesponsfble for the lack of behavioral
differences in this study. The laék of .differential reactions and per-
formance for high CL's may (as Stein (1973) has suggested) be due to the
‘fact that participants were acqui;ing a new skill. Once basic skills
have been learned (i.e., at the practicus level) H1gh §tructure may in-

hibit performance.




Generalization of.communication skills. Few studies have demon-

strated Tong-term durability of skills taught by microcounselling.
Hearn (1976) and MJ?e]and et al. (1973) found no differences on a one-
‘month follow-up. Nhi]e the present study found short-term differences
between superv1sed and nonsuperv1sed tra1nees, the question of long-
‘term product1on and retention of target behav1ours remains unanswered.
In addition, part1c1pants received training in reflection of feeling
only; the generalization of these findings to other microcounselling
skills remains a debatable issue. ‘

“Generalization of these results to an actual 1nterv1ew situation
also remains unknown( Future 1nqu1r1es are needed which ascerta1n if
~ counselling expert1se demonstrated in interview analogues is also mani-
fest in the counse]ling context As indicated earlier, it may also be
that CL- d1fferences, while not ev1dent.\n 1mmed1ate sklll acqu1s1t1on,

tend to emerge on application of these sk11]§ to more complex s1§u-
ations (i.e., a counsell{ng interview). '
. Finally, the, results of this study are confined. to female intro-
‘Fuctory.psycho1ogy studenfs. Hence, the extert to which one céh
generalize to other populations (e.g., males , graduate prepracticum
students and baraprofessionals) is still uMnown. Currently, studies
are needed which investigate the relationship of sex differences and
CL and their interaction with degree ef structure on.a variety of
dependent measures.
Analogue research: As this study employed a supervision analogue,

«
one must exert caut1on is making inferences to actual superv1sion ses-

;7 .
sions. Typically, supervision idyq;ves more interaction between

trainer and trainee over an extehded/period of time; therefore, the

(4

<t
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contrast used here between ihe two types of supervision may be exag-
gerated. In addition, motivational factors must Be taken into account.

_ In actual supervisory sessions, trainees are being evaluated on'their
performance; hence, performance anxiety may be greater than in an analogue
settfﬁg. While aﬁalogues decrease external validity, however, they
are valuable in increasing internal validity. As Payne and Gralinski
(1968) have pointed out, analogue studies seem to have a unique potential
for supervision. They (a) allow for more prgcise cortrol of both test
interview content and client characteristics; (b)(avoid the frequent
limitations imposed by actual practicum or prepracticum students; namely
small sample size and previous experience; (c) permit greater flexibility
and operationalization of training programs, and (d) decrease problems
concerning ethical resbonsibi]ities to both client and trainee. In con-

’—\\;ﬁdering these characteristics, it is suggested that supervision analogues
have greai potential as supplements to research based upon supervision
in an apb]ied setting.

Training time. In this study, experimental participants received

more training time than did the no supervision control group. Therefore
it is possib]e that the superior performance of expegjmental over co;m-
trol participants was due to increased’exposure to information on re-
flection of feeling rather than to supervision and feedback specifically.

For example, two didactic sessions may have been just as effective. This

possibility should be investigated in future studies.

Type 11 errors. Given the relativF1y small sample sizeﬂemp16yed
~in this study and the mixed results for behavioral and self-report
measures, one must consider the probability levels of tybe 11 or beta
errors (the failure to reject the null hypothesis when it is false). The
best method of assessing the accuracy of the present findings is)to

.réplicate the experiment and compare the results. The probability
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of committing type 11 errors can be decreased by employing a larger
\initia] sample size in order to (a) obtain more extreme differences
between high and low CL groups, and (b) inc}ease the number of par-
t{cipants {n all experimental and control groups. As more studies
are”dohe in this area, future-researchers should attempt to obtain an
estimate of beta errors.

Implications

Future research. ¥One area requiring further investigation is the

impact of "trainee pull" on the learning environment. In the present
study, low CL trainees askea more questions during low struct-
ured supervision; this may be indicative of their greater tendency to
"pull" for structure (Hunt, 1975b) when confronted with an ambiguous
situation. It is conceivable that the Matching Model predictions were
not. supporfed here because supervision was not unidirectionai; that
i§, low CL trainees, through their gueries were successful in securing
the amount of structure they needed to learn reflection of feeling.
skills. A related issue conterns supervisors' differential suscept-
ibility to trainee pull. This becomes a crucial consideration in con-
trolled research where close adherence to training procedures is a
necessity. o

One way in which future studies could investigate "trainee pull"
would be to present trainees varyifg in CL as the fndependgnt variable
'witﬁ the resultant behaviours of the supervisor serving as the dependent
v&riab]e. S

Inquiry into the definition of "structure" is also required. In

this study, structure referred to degree of trainer/trainee responsibility

N
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\ and degree of preorganization of material. Further research is required
i to substantiate the validity of this construct across a variety of
training prdgrams and communication skills. The extent to which task
ambiguity and skill demands affect degree of st}ucture should q]sO'be
studied.
‘ Thirdly, it is suggested-that future research be directed toward
further investigation of the influence of didactic materials versus
individualized supervisory feedback on the development of quantitative
versus qualitative dimensions of microcounseling skills. The present
results showed that supervision was a potent factor in enhancing the
quality of helping responses. However, whether these findings general-
ize to other communication skills or whether this facilitativeness is
maintained over time is still debatable. Subsequent studies may show
that periodic practice and feedback is required to maintain ihe quality
of reflection of fee]%ng. In addition, stud{es investigating the
sources of gain in didactic versus supervision components should ensure .
thap both phases focus equally on quantitaéive and.qualitatfvé dimen- ‘
sions of the skill. |
Further'investigation of the relationship between CL and intelli--
gence is a]go required. While Hunt (1971) reports a nonsignificant
‘positive.correlation between CL and intelligence for university stuq;nts,
/there is evidence to suggest that high CL persons may be more‘verbally
xf1uent'than low CL persons.* In the present stuay, high CL participants
émitted a higher frequency and quality of reflection of feeling responses,
were rated higher on empathy and gave fewer advice-giving responses than

low CL participants after the same didactic training. Moreover, give

the verbal nature of the Paragraﬁh Completion Method, the possibility
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& exists that scores on this heasure reflect the verbal ability of the
individual. It is suggested that future studies use less global }n-
dices of intelligence than ;eported grade-point average. The relation-
ship between CL -and more specific measures such as verpaﬂ fluency
versus performance on nonverbal tasks needs to be investigated. ’

Finally, more studies are needed which will describe more clearly
the processes‘involvéd in discovery-based training methods. High
structured environments are easily translatable becausé the respons-

ibility is on the trainer to develop and define both the‘content and

procedures involved. This étudy attempted to describe how trainees

varying in CL make use of supervision through an analysis of the

number and kinds of inquiries they make. Future research should be

divcted toward: (a) the development and validation of reliable, process .
measures (e.g., breadth of information soughﬁ or number of categories

asked, number of se]f-eva]uative“stqtements made and the number of

a]ternatgve responses provided by the trainee); and, (b) further investi-
gation of the various exploratory Sehaviours of high versus iéw CL

trainees in discovery—baseﬁ'training environments (e.g:, perhaps low

CL trainees tend te’ ask more questions whereas high CL trainees give _ .
more self-evaluative statements )..

»

Counsellor training. One conclusion from these results is that

although novice counsellors performed)quale well as a result of high

or low structured Supervision, they report a significantly greater

°

satisfaction with and preference for highqstructuf?. Payne et al. (1972)

{ ' and Birk (1972) have suggested that didactié‘%pproache§;$high structure)

»

may be more effective for béginning counsellors whg}eas those who have
N

already acquired the basic skills may benefit more from experiential
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aBproSChes (Tow structure) to faci]itatenthe development of self-
direction and resourcefulness in case conceptualization. Moreover,

NN,
g}ven the high levels of anxiety and confusion typical of prepracticum

trainées 44 less ambiguous, high structure approach may be more appropri-

ate at this stage of training.
| Perhaps the most striking feature in this study was the effegtive—
negg of supervisory feedbdck in enhancing the quality of communication
skills. These results have str@ng implications for human se;vices
training programs which focus on programmed learning through manuals,
video-tape; or audietapes only. More specifica]}y, there is strong
evidence tﬁa} these didactic methods are most effective in increasing
the frequency of responses. Individualized feedback fromasupervisor,
while more time consuming and more expensive, may be impefative if the
goal is to produce counsellors who emit high qua]ityl facilitative
responses. Similar conclusions have beén drawn by Authier and Gustaf-
son (1976). These authors c]a{m that feedback from a skilled observer'.
may be necessary in the development of éa) more complex skills and (b)’
ability to discriminate microceunselling skills from opposite skills.
Finally, this study underlined the importance of considering dif-
ferences in supervisory skills among various trainers. Individuals
trained by supervisor A pereeived her as less helpful, reported greater
anxiety and emitted a smaller percentage of open-ended.qhésfﬁbns‘than A *
those trained by supervisor B. The importance of a pqs;tive supervisory},r
re]ationship.in developing trainees' Tevels of empatbfctfﬁmmunicationu.rhk
is well documented (e.g., Hansen & Warner, 1971; Piefcé & Schauble, | . o
1970). Therefore, it appears that educators must Also’consider indivi-

dual differences among supervisors, for example, (&) degree of training

.

*
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.experience; (b) preference for teaching mode and (c) ability to bé
flexible in adapting to the need§ of various trainees. Perhaps high
structured supervision is more effective for some supervisors than
for others. A?ternative]y, perhaps matching the CL. of the supervisor
to the Cg'of the érainee would prove b;neficia1. Thus,)exploring the
"best-fit" of various supervisory strategies or matghing supervisor/

isupervisee cognitive styles may maximize learning during supervision.
In short, perﬁaps counsellor educators are focusing too much ¢n
training strategies Qnd not paying enough attention to the particular

. = supervisor behaviours, goals and personal characteristics which affect -
their training abilities and‘sfyles and thus influence supervisee

“

learning.
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CHAPTER 5

Reference Notes
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Conceptual Level Norms and Descriptive Statistics
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Table A

Conceptual Level Norms and Descriptive Statistics

2

for 100 First-Year University Students®

Conceptual Level Percent of students requiring differing
degrees of structure :

M SD Much Some Less - Little
(.5-1.1) (1.2-1.48) (1.5-1.9) (2.0+)

Primary Conceptual Level Scoresh

1.78 .36 5 19 _ 44 R
Secondary Conceptuai Level Scores® .
P '
1.52 .34 17 ] 26 46 11

a Scores indexed by the Paragraph Completion Method (Hunt et al.,
Note 1).
b Scores based on mean of top three paragraph scores.

¢ Scores based on mean of five paragraphs.
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Supervisor-Orientation Sheet

4

The following pages contain a number of areas in which supervisors
have been found to differ. Please indicate your position with regard
to each_area by placing a checkmark on the scale accompanying each area.

¢ For example: 1. Activity-frequency:

° If you.feel that with most 'trainees you are usually active (ta1ka—
tive), or usually passive, you wduld place the checkmark as follows:

Active X" : T : ) Passive or;

Active : r . : X Passive

If you feel you are more often active than passive or more often
passive than active, you would check as follows:

Active : X s : : Paésive or;
Active : : - : X : Passive
If you feel you are about equally active and passive with most .

trainees, or active with as many trainees as passive, you would check |
the middle spacg: ‘

-

Active : X s Passive

T S TR

1.  Activity - frequency

Active : : : o " Passive
i (talkative) - ’ . -(non-talkative)

2. Activity - type:

Directive : - : : Non-directive

3. Activity - structure:

| o Informal .0 : : : Formal

: 4. Relationship - tenor:

f ' - Personal : : : : - _Impersonal
, ' (involved) ' . (detached)




P

Aterd S At i

10.

1.

12.

13.

14,

Re]atibnship - structure:

Unstructured Strucfured:
Relationship - atmosphere: -
Permissive Nonpeqmi§&ivé
Relationship - supervisor actions: .
Planned T Spentaneaus
Re]ationship’-ftrainee dynamics:
anconceptué1ized Conceptu-
o alized
Goals - source:
Supervisor ° i Trainee ‘
Goals - formaifzayion: ’
Planned ’ 3 Unplanned
(formalized) {unformalized)

!

Supervisor comfort and security:

o

Always secure

Never secure

(comfortable)

Trainee comfort and security:

.Never -secure

(uncomfortable)

Always secure

(uncomfortable)

Trainee personal growth:

Non-inherent

(comfortable)

Inherent

Supervision gains - self understanding (cognitive insight):

Important

o

__'Unimportant




15.  Supervision gain§s - emotional understanding (affective awareness):

Unimportant : : : i Important

16. Supervision gains - self-disclosure:

Unimportant : : : T Important

17. Supervision gains - skills acquisition:

Important : : o : Unimportant

18.  Supervision gains - personal growth:

-

Important : : : : Unimportant

19. Supervision gains - confidence in effecting change:

Confiqent' .o : : e _ Unconfident

20. Learning process in supervision:

Verbal-

o verval-
21: . Supervision - significant topics:
Historical - : : e : Current
22.  Supervision - signif}cant topics:
Trainee- . ) . . \TheorfL
centered : ’ ’ " - centered
23. Superv{;ion - significant topics:
) Ego functions .; : - : - Superego,
. ' Id
24. Theory of Motivation:
Unconscious : : : : ~Comcious

’

25. Important teaching aspects. of supervisor:

Personality : i : : ~_Training

-

LY "L LT s




26.

\ 112

Important teaching aépects of supervisor:
Relationship N\ : Techniques -
The following items refer to the use.of specific techniques in super-

vision. ‘Please check to indicate whether you use each technique: . Almost
- always, usually, about half the time, only occasionally, never.

27.
28,

29.-

40.
47,
42,

43,
44.

Reflection and
of feelings

Reflection and
of thinking

Reflection and
of content

. Reflection and

of behaviour

Questioning of
Questioning of
Quesﬁioning of
Qqestioning of
Pgterpretation
Interpretation
Interpretation

Interpretation

almost
clarification always 50/50

never -

[

clarification

clarification

clarification

fee]fngs\\.

thinking

content

behaviour

of feelings

of’thinking

of content

of behaviour . - 3

Direct confrontation of

feelings

Direct confrontétion of .

thinking

Direct confrontation of

content

Direct confrontation of

behaviour

Suggestion (not hypothesis) : . -

Reassurance,




2
3 L3

45.  Information and advice-giving

. 46. Redirécting questions back to
the trainee

47. Attentive listening

4

48, Self-disclosure

49, Modelling techniques

50. Posi#tive attitude -
confidence

51. Warmth and understanding

52. Reinforcement (Approval-
disapproval)

53. Conditioning, counter-
conditioning

54. Free association

55. Homework assignments

56. Other (please specify)

Personal Data $heet

e

R

L et

A. Indicate, in order of preference, the three or four authors who have

been most influential in shaping your present approach to super-
vision.

1. -

2.

3.

B. Indicate the "school" or "sohools" of psychotherapy with which you
' feel most identified and related in terms of your supervision
approach.

%1,

2.

C. Indicate the number of years of superv1s1on exper1ence you have ’
gained to the present time.
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Communication in Supervision

Instructions:

The following excerpts represent 8 trainee statements; that is,
statements by a trainee of different concerns. -This is a trainee
who is speaking to you- (the supervisor) about concerns as a counsellor
in training. Try to write responses to the trainee which are helpful
to her. ' . :

In summary, follow this procedure:
1) Read the trainee's statement.

2) Think .of the most. helpful (empathic) -response which you, as the
supervisor, could give. ’

3) Write that respoﬁse in the space immediately following each
trainee's statement.

Excerpt 1.

Trainee: Boy, that was a lousy intervieQ. That client didn't listen
to a thing I said. ] mean, it seemed as though I was just
babbling to myself. :

. % B

Supervisor's response: .

Excerpt 2.

Trainee: What do you mean, I shouldn't be giving the client so
much advice. It's just a matter of personal style, and
I think that giving advice is an important part of
counselling.

¢
Supervisor's response:

Excerpt 3.

Trainee: I don't think F'm ready to interview real clients. Could
we do some more role-playing or something? I just don't
know - I might really mess it up!

Supervisor's response:
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Excerpt 4;

Trainee: I'm sick of being evaluated all the time. Every time-1I
turn around, somebody's judging me on my performance.

1

Supervisor's response:

Tra1nee' I don' t-th1nk I'11 ever make a good counsellor. I mean
¢ how am I going to help clients with their prob]ems when
I can't even straighten myself out.

o

Supervisor's response:

\

Excerpt 6.

Trainee: Was that a good response? I.mean, ‘do you think I'm improving?
What did you think of the last. interview I did?

- Supervisor's response:

3

Excerpt 7. <o

Trainee: I don't like watching m}se]f on videotape. I look awful -
all hunched dver and flapping my arms around 1ike a bat!
And my voice is squeaky too. ;

Supervisor's response: '

Excerpt 8.

Trainee: That's ‘the first time I ever really felt comfortable inter-
viewing a client. It was 'amazing! It just felt so natural-
- I wasn't even that nervous! )

¢

Supervisor's response:
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Training Manual

High Structured Supervision d

Summary:

The supervisor takes responsibility for the direction and con-
tent of supervision. In addition, feedback materials are pre-organized -
and involve very specific instructigns (both rules and examples) and
expectations. Hence the supervisor's task is to: (a) play the
client's statements and provide two standard examples of good
reflections of feeling, including specific guidelines as to why
these constitute effective responses; (b) p]ayback the trainee's
audiotaped response; and (c) compare the trainee's response to the
examples, reinforcing her (e.g. "That was an excellent response") for
a good reflection of feeling and providing negative feedback (e.g. "That
response needs improvement").for a poor reflection of feeling.

The supervisor's style is to be active, and directive yhile
maintaining. a warm, empathic relationship with the trainee.

Preparation:

The following materials and preparation are required:

‘(a) one reel to reel tape recorder plus assembled reel to reel tape.
of twelve client statements; .

(b) sheet noting footage position of each client statement on the
tape;

(c) one cassette tape recorder for p]ayback‘of tape of trainee's
previously recorded responses. This should be assembled with
the tape at the first trainee résponse to be played back.

(d) one cassette tape recorder plus tabe for recording of entire
supervision session for each trainee. .

(e) 1list of alternative good examples of reflection of féé1ing ' .
responses for each of the twelve client statements.

(f) 1ist of the three most effective and the three least effective
responses for each trainee.

Supervisor-trainee relationship:

The supervisor is to maintain a warm, empathic relationship
with the trainee throughout the supervisory session. This is carried T
out by:




1) Greeting the trainee warmly.

2) Assuming a relaxed, comfortable sitting position.
3) Calling the trainee bj her first name,
4) Facial expression warm, reactive to trainee, smiles. at trainee.

%& Speaking with confidence but humility; very attentive and res-
ponsive to trainee.

A »

6) Voice tone shows interest and is well modulated - supervisor
does not drone when giving feedback. .

7) Maintaining eye contact and interested facia) expression. -

Introduction:

A. The supervisor greets the trainee with a smile, looks her
in the eye and says:

1. "Hi o, I'm ,» thanks for coming."

2. "Please have a chair". (Motions to trainee's chair.)

B. Supervisor sits down and provides explanation of supervisory
se$sion:

v

"Today you will be provided with feedback on six of the
twelve response you made on.audiotape last week. The purpose of
this session is to help you improve and develop your reflection
of feeling skills. You will recall that you listened to a series
of audiotaped client statements and attempted to make a reflection
of feeling response on the basis of what you learned from the video-
taped presentation. We have chosen your three most. effective and
your three least effective responses to give you feedhack on.

In this session, we will follow three steps. First, I
will playback, on audiotape, the ¢lient statement. Second, I
will give you two examples of good reflection of feeling res-
ponses and explain why each is an effective response. .Third, I
will compare your own response to the examples. We will follow
this same procedure for each of the six responses we listen to,
Are there any questions? 0.K., first we'll go through a practice
example to make sure you understand the procedure."

C. Practice Example:

1) Say to the trainee "Let's imagine that you were interviewing
a client and she said the following to you:

~




;i
\
"I've been here at university for two months and nobody's

been to visit me. I don't see why they can't just take
the time to drive up and see me".

2) 0.K., first let's look at two good examples of reflections of
feeling responses. .

i) "It hurts ferrib]y to feel so lonely and left-out - they
don't seem to care."

In this response, the counsellor accurately reflects the
client's feelings back to her by paraphrasing her message using
specific feeling words, e.g. "hurt", and "lonely".

ii) Another counsellor response could be: "You feel rejected
and uncared-for. It makes you angry, too, that nobody
has bothered to come and see you." )
é
Here, the counsellor focuses on subjective feglings the
client is expressing rather than on the content. Shé uses slightly
« different feeling words 1ike "rejected" and "uncaredffor" and also
reflects a greater number of feelings by using:the word "angry" in
her response. /

g

3) Now let's suppose that your response to/{;is client statement
was: /
"You're unhappy because they haven't been to yisit you".

This response could be improved. While you neflected the client's

unhappiness, the use of more speécific feeling woyrds like hurt, rejected,
angry would provide a more accurate reflection.

D. Explain recording and confidentiality

"It is necessary that we record all of the/supervigion session
so that we have an accurate record of the learning experiences of
various students. These tapes will be used for the sole purpose of
coding both student an¥ supervisor reactions. They are completely ™.
confidential. Is this 0.K. with you?" ¢ ’ . L e

e,

bl .f,«,

Ta

E. Structure and Content of Supervisipn

a) Start tape recorder to record session.
b) Play the first client statement for that particu]ar'}raigee.

c) Read out two examples of reflections of feeling and explanations
as to their appropriateness (see separate sheet).

d) Playback the trainee's response to that client.

e) Compare trainee's response to examples using the following guide-
lines.




126

1) Provide evaluative feedback. The trainee will be given
feedback on six responses, her three most effective and
her three least effective. Hence each trainee will re-
ceive three instances of positive feedback and three in-
stances of negative feedback. Positive feedback should
be delivered in the following manner: "That was an ex-
cellent (good) response" or "You gave a good reflection
of feeling there". Negative feedback should not be puni-
tive. Use the following phrases: "That response needs
improvement". or "You could improve on that response".

2) If applicable, focus on the specific feeling words the
S trainee has used and their similarity/dissimilarity to
those employed in the examples.

3) If the trainee focused on content rather than feelings,
provide this feedback (e.g. "In this response, you
focused on the objective content of the client's
message rather than on the feelings she was expressing.
In the examples, the counsellor reflected specific
feelings.").

@

4) If the trainee was judgmental or advice-giving, provide
this feedback (e.g. "In this response, you tended to
- judge the client on her actions (give the client your
advice) rather than reflect the feelings that she was
conveying to you. Remember that in the examples, the
counsellor reflected specific feelings").

NOTE :

The* trainee s not permitted to ask questions about her res-
ponses or in any way determine the content, direction or pace of
supervision. Attempts of this nature should be responded to in the

i following manner:

"I understand that you have a lot of questions ‘about your
responses. Given our time constraints, perhaps we can discuss your
- concerns later. O0.K.?

Feedback for the six trainée responses shoyld take three
minutes each (6 X 3 = 18 minutes in total).




Low Structured Supervision

Summary:

The trainee takes responsibility for the direction and content
of supervision. Feedback materials are not pre-organized and in-
volve only very general instructions. Hence low-structured super-
vision consists of trainee-determined feedback and reinforcement.
The trainee's task is to ask questions regarding her responses in
order to improve her reflection of feeling skills. The supervisor
provides feedback only when the trainee requests it and responds
with information specific to the trainee's question.

The supervisor's style is to be reactive and nondirective while
maintaining @ warm, empathic relationship with the trainee.

Preparation
The following materials and prepa(ﬁf?;;:;le required:

(a) one reel to reel tape recorder plus assembled reel to reel
tape of twelve client statements

(b) sheet noting footage position of each client statement on the
tape -

(c) one cassette tape recorder for playback of tape of trainee's
previously recorded responses. This should be assembled:
with the tape at the first trainee response to be played back.

(d) one cassette tape recorder plus tape for recording of entire
supervision session for each trainee . -

(e) 1list of the three most effective and the three least effective
responses for each trainee. (to be used only as a reference
. for answering questions regarding quality/correctness of res-
ponse).

Supervisor-Trainee Relationship:

The supervisor is to maintain a warm, emphthic relationship with
the trainee throughout the supervisory session. This is carried out
by:

1)  Greeting the trainee warmly.
2) Assuming a relaxed, comfortable sitting position.

3) Calling the trainee by her first name.




4) Facial expression warm, reactive to trainee, smiles at trainee.

5) Speaking with confidence but humility, very attentive and respon-
sive to trainee.

6) Voice tone shows interest and is well-modulated - supervisor
does not drone when giving feedback.

7) Maintaining eye contact and interested facial expression.

8) Periods of uncomfortable silence may be responded to in a
reflective empathic way only e.g. "You're finding it difficult
to think of questions to ask". Do not suggests topics to ask
questions on, :

¢

Introduction:

A. The supervisor greets the trainee with a smile, looks her in the
eye and says:

1. "Hi s, I'm , thanks for coming".

2. "Please have a chair." (Motions to trainee's chair.)

B. Supervisor sits down and provides explanation of supervisory session:

"During this session, you are required to ask me questions in order
to obtain feedback on some of the responses you made on audiotape last
week. You will recall that you listened to a series of audiotaped
client statements and then attempted to make a reflection of feeling
response on the basis of what you learned from the videotape presentation.
Your task today, then, is to attempt to improve on and develop your
reflection of feeling skills. .

In this session, we will playback six of your responses. First,
I will playback a c11ent statement and your response to it. Then I
will stop the tape. You are then asked to try and improve on your
reflection  of feeling skills by asking me any questions you like re-
garding your response. You will be given a minute to think about
your response and the questions you would like to ask about it. I
will be glad to answer any questions you might have. Information
'will be provided only if you request it. We will follow this same
procedure for each of your responses.

Are there any questions? 0.K., first we'll go through a practice
example to make sure you understand the procedure.”

C. Practice Example:

1) Say to the trainee "Imagine that you were interviewing a client
and she said the following:
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“I've been here at univefsity for two months and nobody's been
to visit me. 1 don't see why they can't just take the time to
drive up and see me."

2) "Now let's suppose that your response to the c11ent statement
was the following: ~ . ) .
. :

'You're unhappy because they haven't beqn to visit you'.".

3) "Your task is now to ask me questions about this response in
order to improve on it as a reflection of feeling. I will
not provide you with any information unless you request it

m me. Can you think of any questions to ask?"

4) Let the trainee ask 1 or 2 questions and answer them. If .
the trainee tends to make statements ‘about her response rather
than ask questions, say "Remember to use question format so
that I can provide you with information by answering your
questions.".

NOTE :

It is important to avoid providing additional structure for
the trainee. If the trainee asks for types of questions to ask
or makes requests for examples, say "You're finding it difficult
to think of questions to ask. I cannot give you any examples but
I would be glad to answer any question at all that you might
have regarding your response’.

D. Explain Recording and Confidentiality:

"It is necessary that we record all of the supervision sessions
so that we have an accurate record of the learning experiences of
various students. These tapes will be used for thk sole purpose of
coding both student and supervisor reactions. They are completely
confidential. Is this 0.K. with you?" '

E. Structure and Content of Supervision:

a) Start tape recorder to record session.

b) Play the first client statement for that parficu]ar trainee.
Stop tape.

‘c) Playback the trainee's response to that client statement.

Stop tape.

d) Give the trainee three minutes to think about her }esponse and "
ask questions about it (6 X 3 = 18 minutes in total)
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‘On the separate sheet attached are several categories of questions
which typify those asked by first year students about their responses.

L Read these and bring them to the training session with you. Appropriate

) answers and difficulties encountered in responding to trainee questions
: will be discussed. ‘

Note: ‘

. Resist’attempt by the trainee to obtain strcture (see practice )
example above). : .




Low Structured. Supervision

Categories of Trainee Questions

~

1) Tone of voice - of the client; of the helper

-
2) Length of helper's response '
3) What happens when you make a mistake in the ref]e;tion?

ﬂ 4) Taking sides/being judgmental/giving own views
5) Elaboration of helper's response ) *

- how many feelings to reflect

- which feelings to reflect

- degree/intensity of client feelings
and how to reflect this

6) How a good/poor reflection affects the client's reactions

7)  Questions specific to the content of the client's message

8) Questions regarding responses other than reflections of
feelings e.g. "Should I ask questions?"

. 9) Correctness of specific feeling words used.

s (goodness) of response as a whole (that is, a
refquest for jve feedback).




11)  Paraphrasing e.g. should I use the same words as the client
or my own words?

12)  How to make the client realize that you (the helper) understand.

o

13) What to do if the client says one thing but sounds like she is
really saying something else.

L 4

14)  Concern over whether the trainee missed a lot of the client's
message.

15) Dwelling on content versus feelings.

16) Requests for examples.

**%* The trainee may ask the supervisor for specific feeling
words to use, what a good reflection of feeling would
be, examples of stem to use (e.g. "You feel .
“You seem to be feeling ", or "You're
: - “.) In all of these cases, refer
. to the same alternative examples provided in high

structured supervision and provide the trainee with
these.
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Training in Ref1ect16n of Fee]ing]
Narrator: .
The purpose of this presentation is to learn a helping skill
called "Reflection of Feeling".. . .
.« *:#

What is "Reflectibn of Feeling"? Basically, it is a verbal
communication to another personwhich conveys that you can sense
their sadness, anger, joy, fear, confusion, or other feelings.

Why use "Reflection of Feeling"?

Often, a person seeks the help of another in times .of confusion
pr distress. Thus a client comes to a counsellor presenting a "prob-
lem". OWfr first reaction, as a helper, might be to want to solve the
giving advice. Once advice is dispensed, however, you have
vely cut off the other person, the client, from discussing the .
prob/lem any further. ’ :

The initial aim in helping a client is to %et a full under-
standing of the problem and how it is affecting him or her. The use
of the skill "Reflection of Feeling" encourages the cliest to open up
about difficulties and feelings, so that you can understand where he
-or she is coming from. It also conveys to the client that you are

listening intently. .

In brief, a person who comes to you with a problem should npt
get advice. Rather, you must try to put yourself in the client's
shoes, listen carefully and try to understand the expressed feelings -
and concerns. Then convey, through a response called "Reflection of
Feeling" that you can sense the world as the client sees it.

This sounds 1ike a tall order, so here aré some specific rules -
or guidelines ‘to help you formulate Reflections of Feelings.

_____ -y e = e = e - - - = -
T T
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1. Listen intently to the client. Try to attend to words Tike
depressed angry or nervous, which the client uses to describe emotions.

2. Noticg the client's tone of voice. Is it loud or shouting? If
s0, anger is probably being experienced. On the other hand, a person
feeling depressed often speaks slowly, in almost inaudible tones.
Some of the material in-this videotape is based on a script devel=
~oped by Marsha Stein, University of Western Ontario. :
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3. Put yourself in the client's shoes. That is, given the situ-
ation being.described, how might the client logically be expected

-to feel? - Lonely, depressed, rejected, angry, discouraged?

4. Suspend how you see things. Don't make judgments about the—
"rightness" or "wrongness'" of the client's actions. Your role is
to accept the client as he or she is. Try to see the world through

- the client's eyes, as the client sees it.

5. Think to yourself, "How is this person feeling? What is he or
she trying to tell me?" This is the art of standing back and looking
at the overall message the client is communicating.

6. Keeping these questions in mind, formulate a response that will
communicate your understanding of the client's feelings. '

More specifically, the simplest way to convey verbally that
you're really listening to the client, is to paraphrase, or state
in your own words, the feelings you think the client is conveying
to you.

. Some specific examples may help to clarify the above rules. !
In the following excerpts, you will see a counsellor interacting

with a client. In each example, the counsellor will first demon- o~
strate an inappropriate response; that is, a counsellor reply which

is not an exampTe of accurate Reflection of Feeling. You will see,

by the client's reaction, that inappropr{gte counsellor responses

)

prevent clients ffom further exploratiop-of their problems.

Next, the counsellor will demongtrate an appropriate response;
that is, a Reflection of Feeling. You will see how an appropriate
Reflection of Feeling serves to open up the client's discussion of
feelings and concerns. The counsellors in this film are experienced
therapists who are knowledgeable in the expert use of Reflection of
Feeling. Therefore, it is important that you observe each inter-
action closely and carefully. *

Ao

A
Here is your'first demonstration: ¢
la. Client: I'm new at this school. I feel so out of place.

At our old school, I was a cheerleader, Beta Club president,
dated all the time. Here, I seem to be nothing,

Counsellor: Newness is always a problem, but it will work
out. , '

Client: That's what my mother says, but it hasn't worked
out yet. . ‘.

L/\\ P



Narrator (Voiceover): This was an inappropriate response. The

counsellor ignored the client’'s emotions and tried to brush her
feplings aside. Now let's see an appropriate Refleq;ion of Feeling.

1b. Client: I'm new at this school. I feel so out of place.
At our old school, I was a cheerleader, Beta Ciub president,
dated all the timeé.. Here 1 seem to be nothing.

Counsellor: You're hurt because you were really popular
ana recognized at your old schoo] but here you feel like
a "nobody". '

Client: That's right. I just seem to feel lost in the
masses here. . el

Narrator (Voiceover): This counsellor reply was a good example of
Reflection.qf Feeling. By communicating her understanding of the

client's feeling, the counséllor facilitated the client's further
exploration of her concerns. Here's another interaction. '

&

2a. (Client: It's so hard for me to meet people. I just don't
know what to say. [ just seem to stand there and sputter.

Counsellor: I understand how you feel. 1 used touhave that
problem mxself. ‘

Client: Did you? Tell me more about that -...
Narrator (Voiceover): This response led the client to focus on the

counsellor. There was no reflection of the client's feelings: ex~
pressed. Now ]et's,look at a more facilitative reply.

~

2b. C]fent: It's so hard for me to meet people. I just don't
%now what to say.” I just seem to stand there and sputter. .

Counsellor: So you find yourself at a loss of words when
you meet someone new, and end up feeling foolish and em-
barrassed at yourself.

Client: Yeh. Others must see me as a real idiot.

Narrator\lwoiceover): In this instance, the counsellor's Reflection

response donveyed to the client that she was listening intently to
.the client's concerns and served to open up a related aspect of the
client's problem. Now let's see another interaction.
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3a. Client: I'm really mad at you for interrupting me!
Counsellor: I'm sorry. You seemed 'to be finished talking.

. Client: Well, I wasn't.. So thefei
Narrator (Voiceover): This response was inappropriate. The counsellor

failed to reflect the client's feelings and gave excuses for her be-
haviour. Now let's see an appropriate reply.

3b. Client: I'm really mad at you for interrupting me!
Counsellor: ,Ybu're very angry at me because I cut you off.

Client: Yes.f I really hate it when people do that to me.
Maybe it's because as the youngest child, I was alwaysebeing
"cut-of f" when I tried to speak up. '

-« * i

Narrator (Voiceover): This was a good example of how an éEcurateA'
Reflection gives the client room to continue exploring his feelings -
in that particular problem area. Here's another situation ...

- 4a, (Client: We just can't communicate. I'm not sure we ever

could. Our values seem to be so different. He wants one
thing; I want another thing; but I can't see any way for us

to split.
Counsellor: There is no §o1ution, so why not split.

- Client: But I already saidJ can't see any way for us A
to split.

' Narrator (Voiceovgg): This counsellor response was judgmental and

advice-giving. It caused frustrated repetition on the client's
part. Here's a more effective response.

’

4b. Client: We just can't comﬁunicate. .I'm not sure we ever
could. .Other values are so d1fferent He wants one thing;

I want another thing; but I can't see any way for us to °
split.

Counsellor: You're feeling pretty confused about your
relationship right now - while you see the great distance
between your values and his values, it's difficult to make

the break, emotionally \

Client: ‘That's it. I really don't know how to handle the
situation ... her feelings, my feelings ... -

v
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Narrator (Voiceover): This appropriate response reflected the client's
feelings of confusion. By focusing on the emotional state of-the
client, the counsellor enabled her to zero in on the core of her
concern.

Narrator:

To reiterate, the simplest way to convey verbally to clients
that you are really listening and have understood their concerns
is to reflect, in your own words, the emotions or feelings they are
expressing.

From the above examples, you can see that it is helpful to
develop and use "feeling" words. Some common "feeling" words are:
happy, sad, angry, scared, and confused. There are other clusters
of words which vary in intensity, which fall under these categories.
Here are some on the screen. You may want to try to think of
additional "feeling" words. C

--------------------- - - - -

\\\ Graphic 2 - Feeling Words

-t - e - - - - - - - -

Here are some happy words . (pause)
Here are some sad words (pause)
Here are some angry words (pause)
Here are some scared words (pause)
Here are some confused (\rds (pause)

How-often should you give a Reflettion of Feeling? While it
i's not pecessary to respond to every comment by the client, you
should respond often enough to convey to the c11ent that you are
"with" him or her (pause)

It may be usefu] at this point, to d1st1ngu1sh 2 Tevels of ‘
Reflection of Feeling: “
A lTow level reflect1on of feeling subtracts, or takes away
from what the client has expressed. At a low level, the counsellor
may disregard the client's feelings by giving adv1ce, ignoring, scolding
or responding to something other than what the client says. Less
damaging, but still inappropriate, is the counsellor's use of "feeling”
words which are not attuned to the client's expressed fee]ings or style
of talking. :

At a high level, a good Reflection of Feeling might be a para-
phrase which is interchangeable with the clients expressed feelings
or it may even communicate a depth of understanding of feelings which
the client may not have expressed outwardly. Interchangeable or
additive responses communicate that you understand the client and
are "with" him or her. They will cause the client to elaborate on

and clarify those feelings and concerns which you selected to respond to.}

AN
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Let's look at some more examples of Reflection of Feeling. Again,
both inappropriate and appropriate responses will be demonstrated.

5a. Client: He's weird. I thought I loved him and I thought
he loved me, but all he does is sit arouod with that long
hair stinking and smoking pot.

. .Counsellor: You'd like him to quit smelling and stop
smoking pot.

Client: What?

Narrator (Voiceover): This counsellor misunderstood the main source
of the client's concern and therefore made an inappropriate reflection
of the client's concerns. A better reply would have been something
like this:

5b. Client: He's weird. I thought I loved him and I thought he
Toved me, but all he does is sit around with that long hair
stinking and smoking pot.

Counsellor: You're beginning to wonder if you really love
each other., I sense that his odd behaviour is very distressing
to you.

Client: VYes, it is. I can't see myself 1iving with him
for the rest of my life.

Narrator (Voiceover): This counsellor's reflection was good because
it conveyed an accurate understanding of the client's feelings.
Moreover, it helped the client to deal with further implications of
the problem. Here's another interaction:

6a. Client: Mr.'Smith sent me here. I don't know why. He "\\
just told me to come here. I don't See why I should talk
to you. .

Counsellor: Obviously, you've done something wrong. Tell
me about it. . :

Client: I don't think I've. done anything wrong. Maybe you
should see Mr. Smith!

Narrator (Voiceover): This inappropriate response was judgmental
and scolding. It only increased the client's defensive behaviour.
A more appropriate -response, a Reflection of Feeling, would be some-
thing like this: ' ’




6b. Client: Mr. Smith sent me here. I don't know why. He
just told me to come here. I don't see why I should talk
to you.

Counsellor: You feel resentful because you were sent here.
Client: I sure do. One time I talk back, and zingo - sent

off to have your head examined.

Narrator (Voiceover): This counsellor reflection allowed the client
- to express anger by communicating an understanding of his feelings
of resentment. Here's a different type of situation.

7a. Client: So I came here to see you because I feel over-
burdened with exams right now and I wondered if you might
speak to my English professor about the pressure I'm feel-
ing. -

Counsellor: - You're just trying to get out of taking
the English exam, aren't you?

~/

Client: No! Oh, hell - what help are you going to be!

Narrator (Voiceover): This counsellor response was not a reflection

of feeling. The counsellor was accusatory-and challenged the client's -~
actions. This left the client feeling hopeless and angry.' Here's

a more appropriate counselior response.

7b.  Client: So I came here to see you because I feel overburdened
with exams right now. I wondered if you might speak to my
English professor about the“pressycg‘l'm feeling.
Counsellor: You're feeling very anxious about how well you're
going to do on your exams. It's hard for you to talk directly
to your English professor about your concern in the course.

Client: Yes. I'm sort of afraid of what she'll think of me.
Narrator (Voiceover): Here the counsellor made a good Reflection

of .Feeling. As a result, the client began to reveal more concerning
the source of her difficulty. Now let's see the next interaction.

" 8a. C(Client: My mother the bat goes winging around the house
with a drink in her hand ... hell, that's not new, my . ~——
mother always has a drink in her hand. She's a lush! ‘

Counsellor: .You shouldn't call your mother 'a bat. She
needs help!

Client: Hell, she's got to help herself,




Narrator (Voiceover): This counsellor response was inappropriate
because it was not a Reflection of Feeling. The counsellor scolded
the client and communicated no understanding of her concerns. As

a result, the client was still left hanging with her feelings.” Notice
in the following excerpt, how the client will move forward after an
accurate Reflection of Feeling.

8. Client: My mother, the bat, goes winging around the house
* with a drink in her hand ..., hell, that's not new - my
mother always has a drink in her hand. She's a lush.

Counsellor: You have alot of angry feelings towards your
mother because of her drinking.

Client: Yes - she's out of it so much that she doesn't
even see what's happening to me,
Narrator:

As was evident in all of these examples, an appropriate Reflection
of Feeling elicits a client response which says "That's right! You
know how I feel!"

Remember, in responding to the client, you will communicate

an understanding of his or her feelings, by following these six
points:

N
1. Listen intently to- the client.

2. Note the client's to&e of voice.

3. Try to underséand the client's feelings.
4. Suspend judgments and advice-giving. '

5. Note client's feeling words.

6. Paraphrase feeling of client's message.

o
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Appendix F

Example Reflection of Feeling Responses

for Supervision \\—//////
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A]terna;xve Examples of Counsellor Reflectioh of Feeling Responses
\

Client Statement #1

A) You're feeling a little confused right now and feel the need for
some support and direction from me.

"This counsellor accurately reflected the client's feelings by
using a specific feeling word - confused. Rather than reflect the
content of the message, the counsellor focused on the client's need
for support.

B) You're feeling .overwhelmed with all your concern§ and a little,
nervous about coming for cqunselling for the first time.

By using different feeling words, 1ike overwhelmed and nervous,
this counsellor also'made an accurate reflection response. This was
accomplished by listening intently to both the client's verbal message
and her tone of voice.

Client Statement #2

A) You're very disappointed that university is not what you ex-
pected it to be. You feel insecure - like you don't really
belong here.

This counsellor focused an the client's feelings of disappoint-
ment and insecurity. In paraphrasing the client's message, the counsellor
focused on the specific feelings expressed rather than on the content of
the message.

B) You're fee11ng very d1scouraged right now. The unlygrslty Lifew,., .~
~ "just sn“t“what you had hoped it would be and you've lost all
the enthusiasm you had.

This response uses fewer feeling words (e.g. discouraged) but

still accurately reflects the client's feelings by paraphrasing her
loss of hope and enthusiasm.

Client Statement #3

A) You're shocked at her attitude. It hurts to hear her talk like
- that when you've tried to be honest about your feelings.

Note that this counsellor is not judgmental toward the client.
Instead, she reflects back the feelings of shock and hurt.which under-
Tie the client's statement. These words convey the intensity of the
client's fee11ngs

-

-




. : ' 144

B) You feTt insulted and humiliated by her remarks. It seems
' (,,//”* as if she doesn't even-care about your feelings.
;5 -

This counsellor focused on different feelings expressed by the
client by using the words insulted and humiliated. Notice that des-
‘pite the length of the client's response, a few accurate fee11ng
words can reflect back the client's message.

~

Client Statement #4’

"

A) You're hurt because you were popular at your old school but
_here you feel left-out and alienated.

Rather than focus on the objective content of the message, the
counsellor reflects the client's subjective feelings. - She chooses
specific feeling words like hurt, left-out and alienated to convey
her understanding of the client's message.

B) You fegi very lost and alone here. It depresses you when
you think of all the friends you had in high school.

This counsellor choosés more intense words which also accurately
reflect the client's message. Words like lost, alone and depressed
convey an understanding of the intensity of the client's feelings.

Client S}atement,#s ’

A) You're desperate. Everything seems so hopeless - you don't
know what to do or who to turn to. ,
Notice that this counsellor does not reépond to the client's
questions with advice. Instead she reflects specific feelings by
using words like desperate and hopeless.

B) You feel frantic about what to do next. It frightens you
that all of your efforts seem to be so futile.

By paying close attention to both the client's tone of voice
and her verbal message, the counsellor was able to convey an accurate
understanding of her feelings. Words like frantic and frightens helped

communicate this understanding.. |

Client Statement #6

A) You do care about your parents but you resent it when they try
to interfere with your personal affairs.

This counsellor accurately reflected the client's message by using’
specific feeling words like care and resent. In addition, notice that
the counsellor was not judgmental or scolding in her response.
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B) Their constant interrogation annoys you. It frustrates you
because you're feeling the need for independence now.

This counsellor also used aan accurate reflection of feeling and
refrained from judging the client. Feeling words like annoys, frustrates
and need for independence help communicate to the client that you under-
stand her. ’

Client Statement #7 '

A) You'd just be ecstatic if you got into law school. It would
make you feel so much more confident and optimistic about the
future.

In this response, the counsellor accurately reflected the client's
message by using several specific feeling words like ecstatic, confident,
and optimistic. Use of strong words like ecstatic better convey the

‘intensity of the client's expressed feelings.’
intensity \

B) The thought of getting into law school makes you feel very-ex-
cited. ~If you got accepted, you'd be so elated it would be
hard to come back to earth.

This counsellor used fewer feeling words than the above. However,
the response is accurate in that the counsellor reflected back feelings
of excitement and elation conveyed by the client's words and her tone
of voice.

Client Statement #8

A) Even the thought of confronting your roommate makes you nervous
and upset. You're afraid of what her reactions might be.

This counsellor used several specific feeling words (nervous,
upset, afraid) to convey an accurate understanding of the client's

message. Notice, then, how a few well-chosen words can avoid a lengthy,
rambling response.

B) You find it very threatening to confront someone about their
behaviour. You get so anxious about their reactions that you
end up saying nothing.

This response is a good reflection of feeling because the coun-
sellor communicated an understanding of the client's feelings of anxiety
"and being threatened and refrained from giving her advice.




Client Statement #9

A) . You're angry at me because we don't seem to be getting any-
where. You're feeling pretty hopeless - like counselling- ~
is not going to help you at all.

This counsellor did not get defensive or ignore the client's
anger. Instead, she reflected the client's feelings of anger and
hopelessness to enable them to work through these feelings together.

B) You're disappointed and confusé& about our progress. You
seem to be irritated with me for asking you what seem to be
irrelevant questions.

This counsellor chose different but equally as accurate feeling
words (disappointed, confused, irritated). Again, the counsellor did
not scold the client or ignore her anger.

Client Statement #10

A) You're feeling very insecure and uncertain about what's expected
of you here. It's very discouraging especially when you felt
so confident and positive in high school.

Rather tham focus on the objective content of the message, this
counsellor reflected the clsent's affect using specific feeling words
like insecure, uncertain and confident. The counsellor listened in-
tently to the message and paraphrased it in her own words.

B) You're feeling very unsure of yourself right now. It's especially
confusing when the professors seem so distant and vague.
While this counsellor used fewer feelings words than the last

_ one, she communicated an accurate understanding of the client's con-
cerns by using the words unsure and confusing.

Client Statement #11

A) She infuriates you. You detest people whqﬁgiiregard others'
. feelings, .

In this example, the counsellor avoided a lengthy, rambling
response by choosing specific, accurate feeling words like infuriates,
detest. These particular words suggest strong emotion and help reflect
the intensity of the client's feelings.

B) Her behavioir disgusts you. You're feeling very angry and vengeful
_toward her right now.
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This counsellor also reflects the intensity of the client's
feelings. By listening intently to the client's verbal message and
her tone of voice, the counsellor is able to respond with accurate
feeling words like disqusts, angry and vengeful.

/

Client Statement #12

A) You feel hurt and rejected by your parents' accusatory remarks.

her response. She responds with a brief but accurate reflection of

Notice that the counsellor is not judgmental or accusatory in
feeling by choosing specific feeling words like hurt and rejected. .£/4“

B) You're shocked and disappointed by your parents' accusations.
It hurts to feel so misunderstood.

This counsellor has listened intently to the client's tone of
voice and accurately reflects the client's feelings of shock, disappoint-
ment and hurt. She does not judge or scold the client but conveys an
understanding of the client's expressed feelings.
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“Instructions
During this part of the session, you are asked fo complete
several measures. In completing these materials, pleasé respond
on the basis of what you have just learned from the vigsotaped

preséntationi that is, try to recall.the rules and ekgmp]es provided

*in the’videotape and apply them when COmpJeting the following measures.

£

More specific instructions will be provided immediately prior to each

measure. - ) .
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Instrugtions to Experimental Participants

' During this part of the session, you are asked to complete Y

several measures. "In completing these matgrials, please reépond

on the basis of what you have ju;t learned from your supervision

session. In other words, try to rdheTber the things you have just

fearned in supervision and apply them when completing the following
measures. More specific instructions will be provided immediately

prior to each measure.




_Instructions to Controls

~
During this session, you are asked to complete several measures.
In completing thesq materials, please respond on the basis of what

you learned from the videotaped presentation; that is, try to recall

3
i
4
5
t
i

the rules and examples provided in the videotape and apply them when
completing the following measures. More specific instrucsions will

be provided immediately prior to each measure.
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Debriefing Form
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Counsellor training programs tyﬁically involve tho‘phqses:
(1) An instructional, classroom phase wherein rules and exadﬁ]és for
different communication ski]ls (e.g. reflection of feeling) a!eﬂprg-
vided and (2) a supervision phase in which opportunity for praéticé;.
and feedback are provided. This study is an investigation of the
re]§tive effectiveness of two forms of supervision feedback: (1)
high structured feedback and (2) low structured feedback.

‘ Participants in the high structured feedback\condition were pro-
vided with superv1sor -controlled guidance, altﬁ?nat1ve examples of
ébod reflection responses and reinforcement (pra1se) for good reflections
of feeling. Pgrticipants in the low structu\ condition controlled
their own feedback. They eva]ﬁated thg}f/;;fsi;ﬁponses and were pro-.
vided with additional information 29}§/1f they requested yt from the

supervisor. In addition, a con 1ol group of part1c1pants rece1ved no

feedback on the1r performance’.
Prior to the feedback session, all participants (including con-

trols) viewed a videotape of instructiohs and examples régarding what
g

,constitutes an effective versus an ineffective ref]ect1on of fee]ing

You will recall that two weeks pr1or'to participation 1n this
experiment, you completed a questionnaire. This was a measﬁre designed
?o predict individual 1earnin§ style; that is, whereas some persons
requiré a high degree of structure in the teaching method to learn a-

skill; others can profit from either high or low structured teaching

- methods. Therefore, the purpose of the present study was to determine

if high versus low structure feedback in supervision was differentially

. A
effective for individuals with different learning styles. Your responses




I

to both the audiotaped and the written client statements were an
assessment of what you learned from both (a) the videotaped presen-

tation and (b) the feedback session in this experiment.
Your participation in this study was greatly appreciated. Please

feel free to drop by my office to discuss any additional questions you \

might hayve.

Kathy Berg

;o Room 8336, SSC.

PSR iy 4 TGS
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Appendix K

Critical Incident €lient Statements

for Postdidactic and Postsupervision Assessments

(434




Posfdidactic Client Statements

I don't know-where to begin. I've never been for counselling
before. There's just so much going on with me right now that
it's hard to know where to start. Maybe you could ask me
some questions or something.

I guess I'm just not the right kind of person for university.
Before I came here 1 was really excited and looking forward to
working on a degree. But now, I'm just not getting along at
all here. It's not at all Tike I thought it would be.

I asked my rommate the other day if she and her friends could
talk outside the room or go down to the lounge when I'm trying
to study. And you know what? She just stood there and laughed
at me and said "Ah, what are you studying for anyway. A1l you
ever do is sit around with your nose in a book. I can get high
marks without studying." I mean ... I felt like a real dummy!

In high school, I had alot of friends, but here ... well, it's

just so hard to meet people. It's such a big place and it doesn't

seem as c]ose]y knit as before. I don't know - I seem to spend

so much time in my room by myself Whep all the other girls on .
my fioor are going out.

What else can I do? 1I've just got to get into law school!
But I've tried everyth1ng to raise my marks and I'm still
getting D's! I just don't know where to turn. What should I
do?

I decided to go away to university to get away from the home

situation ... I really do like my parents but they tend to -

I don't know - they've always got their nose in my business.

They're always ask1ng me where I'm going, who I've been with.

I mean, when you're nineteen, you want to be on your own, you
know?

If I ever got into law school, it would be so neat! 1I'd just
go nuts. I mean, I just wouldn't believe it!: It would be like
having the whole world at my fingertips.

I n’l]y fkd it difficult to confront somebody, especially

when they're doing something that really bothers me. I get up-
tight when I even think about telling my roommate how she's
affecting me. I mean, what if she,got angry or something. She e
could really make life miserable for me then!

No, that's not it at all: I came here for help because I'm
flunking out and I want to raise my marks. But you keep asking
me all these questions about my parents and my boyfriend:. To
_tell you the truth, I really don't know where all th1s is 1ead1ng
to. I don't think it's going to help at all.




PERRIE S - il st A SRR
N

10.

1.

12.

-
9

In high school, the teachers knew me really well, I knew what
they wanted and I always got good marks. But here, I just don't
even know what's expected of me. It's all so vague. I never
know what notes to take down. The guy at the front just keeps
ramQ]ing on.

I can't stand her. She's so damn self-centered, the only per-
son she cares about is herself. She's the most miserable per-
son I've ever met. Boy, she'd just better smarten up - she's
not going to get away with this.

1 told my parents I wanted to move out of residence ‘and get an
apartment of my own where I could study better. And you know
what they said? ... "You just want to move qut so that boyfriend
of yours can stay with you. You'll just end up having wild
parties all the time." ....My own parents! They don't even

trust me! '




_to start conversations but then I just sit there 1

Postsupervision Client Statements

Well, I got really good marks in high school - like, I was

an Ontario scholar and I never had any trouble with the sub-
jects I took. Byt now, my marks have really dropped: ‘T just
can't believe it! 1 never expected this te happen. [ just
don't know what I'm going to do:

Ya, she's a really wild kid. She's always drinking and half
the time she comes home so drunk, she can't even see. She

sits-around our room smoking pot with her grubby friends. It
makes me sick.

Yeah, my sister - she got straight A's all through university
and then she got into medicine. My parents expect me to

live up to her standards and get into a professional school
as well. Push, Push, Push! Shit! I just don't know if I
can do it! ° : bt

I think we're two completely different people and I just can't
see any way for us to get along. She's the outgoing type -

~she's at university, to have a good time. But I'm here to learn.

I-want to get good marks. And living.together has just become -
well - impossible! .

I.really caré,about him alot. He's just a wonderful person.
He's do. anything for me. When I'm with him, all the rotten
things seem to go away. I just feel all warm inside.

I quess I just don't know how to study properly - I don't seem
to be able to do those multiple choice tests they throw at you
around here. ‘I try - I really do - I 'studied weeks for my
last math test and I almost flunked it! Ah .. what's the use
anyway! : :

When I get into a group of péop]e, I just clam upéo I want
king Tike

a real' dummy. I keep thinking "What should I say, what should

I say?" and then I get myself so worked up I can't say anything!

. 1 just wish he wés here and not so far away. I misg him so

much. Sometimes I cry myself to sleep just thinking about how
much I miss him. I just live fgf the weekend when I can be
with him again. ’

I'd just really like to tell my parents that I'm nineteen, and
I've moved away from home: I can manage my own affairs and
they shouldn't be telling me what to do. But; gee, if I tell
them that, they might really be hurt and disappointed. I don't

Know, I'm really not sure if I should tell them.




10.

1.

12.

My boyfriend, Mike, and I agreed that it would be a good idea
to go out with other.pe$P1e. But a while ago, I went out with
a guy I met and I just felt terrible: I felt like I was be-

traying Mike or something. A1l evening, I just wanted to get up

and go home.

My parents and I used to be close, you know. I mean when I
brought home good grades and excelled in school, they treated
me like the greatest daughter on earth. But now that I'm
flunking out they just don't seem to want to have anything to
do with me. Now, I just don't think I can go back home at
all. It would just be awful.

Even when I go into an exam, my mind goes blank. I can't even
read what's on the page. I have to read it ten times and even
then it doesn't make any sense. I just can't seem to concen-

trate at all. It's just awful - my heart start$é pounding and

my hands shake so much I can't even write!

eV
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3 . : ’ Qualitative Reflection of Feeling Scale
i - Score . S Description )
1 . Total absence of reflection of fee[ing
2 - ) Poor reflection of fee]iﬁg:
; o ' 3 . Fair reflection of feeling
. : & .
S 4 -+ . . * Moderate reflection of faeling.
} 5 . Good reflection of feeling )
g‘ 6 \ Excellent reflection of feeling ‘ o
ol Definitions
14
i

1  Helper fails to communicate any awareness of the client's
expressed feélings. '

2 Helper attempts to reflect the client's expressed fee]ingé"
but makes a totally inaccurate reerction.

3 Helper makes only a slightly accurate reflection of the e
client's expressed feelings ‘and/or hesitates a 'great deal <
in her response. . .

4 Helper makes a moderately accurate reflection of the client's
expressed feelings and/or hesitates with very little hesitation.

5 Helper makes a good,\accurate reflection of most of the
client's expressed feelings with very little hesitation. -
- & N v

6 Helper makes an extremely accurate reflection of all the
client's expressed feelipngs with.no hesitation.

.
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Postdidactic Training Reactioﬁ Questionnaire

L

Y

Tbe follouin‘g questions are"concempd with your reactions to
the training you have just received. Each question is followed by
a series of numbered statements. Read each statement carefully and
select the one which comes closest to describing your answer. I.t -

is very important that you answer both questions.’

There are no righ—o?’mg\ansners Me are. interested in
. your personal opinions. r , .

"At the end of the questionnaire, space 15 provided for addition-

al cwts. criticisms, etc. that you might haye.
B . R ’ ‘
A. How much do you feel that you learned from the session you
o, Just completed; that is, how much did you learn about

reflection of feeling skills? (Circle the one answer

which best applies).

1. 1 learned nothing about reflection of feeling from

this session \

2. 1 learned very little about reflection of feeling
~. from this session \

4
3. 1 learmed a fair mmt about reﬂection of feeling from
. g this session.
4. I learned quite a bit about reflection of feeling from
. this sesslon.

. 5. 1-learmmed alot about reflection of feeling from this
sessfon.

‘ S |
B. In general, how satisfied were you with the session you just
- completed? (Circle the one answer which best applies).

1. Extremely Satisfied
2. Very Satisfied - e

" 3. Pretty Satisfied _

4. Moderately Satisfied W

5. Slightly Satisfied ° | “»

-
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6. Net Very Satisfied

’

7.- Not at all Safisfﬁed

Additional Comments:
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Postsupervision Training Reaction Questibnnaire}

~

T'hi's questionnaire is concerned with your reaction to the
training you have Just received.

Each question is.followed by a series of numbered state-
ments. Read each statement carefully and select the one which
comes closest to describing ‘your answer to that question. Finally,
circle the number in front of your answer. It is very -important.
that you answer every question. Do not leave any question out.

. There are no right or wrong answers. We are interested in
your personal opinions. ) ¥ - . .

At the end of the questionnaire, space is provided for
additional comments. Please feel free to report any suggestions,
criticisms, etc. that you might have.

Remember, Be Sure to Answer Every Question

B

This is the TRQ administered to experimental participants.
Controls received an identical questionnaire except that sect'lons
Dib), D(c), D(d) and- section E were deleted ..




A.

B.

C.

1.  Extremely anxious

How much do you feel that you learned from the session you
just completed; that is, how much did you learn about re-
flection of feeling skills? (Circle the one answer which best
applies): . .

1. - I learned nothing about reflection of feeling from this
sgssion. ‘
-
2. I learned very little about ref]ect1on of feel1ng from
this session.

3. I learned a fair amount about reflection of fee11ng from S

this session. .

4. I learned quite a bit about reflection of feeling from
this session.

5. 1 learned alot about reflection of feeting from this
session. ;

3
In general, how satisfied were you with the session you just
completed? (Circle the one answer which best applies):

1.  Extremely satfsfiéd
Very satisfied .

Pretty satisfied.

> w N
* » *

Moderately satisfied '

5. Slightly satisfied

6. Not very satisfied .

7. . Mot at all satisfied

*What was your initial reaction (immediately after ydur super-
visor read the igstructions) to the‘supervisory session you n

just)comp1eted? (Circle the one which best describes how you -
felt

o

»

"2." Very anxious

3., Pretty anxious

4. Moderately anxious

5. Slightly anxicus .



D.

* 2. -Very anxious

?

’ - Y
6. Not very anxious

[ ]
,w“mwmwzé Not at all anxious

Trey

How anxious did you feel during the session you just completed?
“Sircle the one answer which best describes how you felt).

1. Extremely anxious
2.. Very anxious

3.  Pretty anxious -

4. Moderately anxioys ; v,

5. S]ightly aﬁxipus L
6. Not very anxious

7. ~ Not at all anxious

How anxious did ydu feel after the session was ébmp]etéd?
(Circle the one answer which best describes how you felt).

1. Extremély anxigus

3. Prett} anxious f

4. Moderately anxious ° 7
5. Slightly anxious ’

6. Not very.qnxious ’

7. Not at all anxious -

Supervision for counsellors in training can be characterized
by the amgunt of structure or directiof given to the learner,
as follows: :

B
A“:*Ae...(i‘j . -

¥
o -~ N -
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High.Structure: Moderate Structure Low Structure

The supervisor guides The supervisbr The learner guides
the learner through gives a moderate herself through the
the material by ° _amount of guidance learning material
providing speeific in terms of the by requesting feed-
feedback, therefore direction and content back and thus deter-
largely determining of learning. , mines her own con-
the content of learning. _tent of learning.

a. Using the above description as a guide, please rate how much

.structure or direction you would Jike in a supervisory feedback

session. (Circle the number which best applies to you.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
LOW | MODERATE HIGH
b. How much structure would you say that you actually received ,in

this session? (Circle the number which best applies).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9

LOW : ~ MODERATE HIGH

e

c. How satisfied were you with the amount of -structure which you -

received in this session? (Circle the number which best applies).

°

v -

1. Extremely satisfied R

o
=

Very satisfied
Pretty satisfied

€ -
Moderately satisfied .

2

3

4

5. S ightly satisfied
6 Not very satisfied
7

Not at all satisfied )

s

.
i
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d. Which would you rather have had (Place an "X" in the categoryldf
your choice). .

R Ll o e S R TE Ae t a
4

&R

) 3 .
More Structure Less structure No change

i

E. The following two questions are concerned with your personal
perceptions of your supervisor. In each, p1ease c1rc]e the one
~  answer-which best describes how you feel.

A
/‘

°

a. How understanding did you feel your supervisor was regarding
how you were thinking and feeling during the sesion? (Circle
the one which best applies).

1.  Understood exactly how I thought and felt. .
2. Understood very well how I thought and felt.
3. Understood pretty well but sometimes didn't seem
to be tuned into my thoughts and feelings.
4.  Didn't understand too well how I thought and felt
5. Misunderstood how I thought and felt.

i e e o SR TSP

b. . How helpful do you fee]‘yéuf'supefvisor was in helping you to
learn reflection of feeling?

Very helpful
Pretty helpful
Somewhat helpful
STightly helpful,
Not at all helpful

B Wwn —

Additional comments:
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‘Instructions to Raters

The recordings you wi1i hear are ramdomly selected 4-minute
excerpts from supervisory .feedback sessions. In all sessions,
participants were being trained in. reflection of feeling skills.

The feedback sessions vary along the dimension of structure, : )
where structure ig defined‘as }he degree of (a) supervisor/trainee '
responsibility anﬁ (b) preorganizétion of material. Degree of
structured feedback in supervision may be considered on a continuum ‘

ranging from very unstructured to very structured. At the structured

. end of the continuum, feedback is supervisor-control]éd; that is,

the supervisor guides thé trainee through the material by providin@
specific feedback, -therefore largely defermining the content of 1éarn-
ing. At _the uﬁstructurea end of.lhe‘continuum, feedback is trainee-
controlled; that is, the trainee guides him/herself thfoughrthe learn-
ing material and thus determines h%s/he? own content of 1éarning. In
addition,vin low structured supervision, the supervisor pfovides feed-
back only when the trainee requests it. Thus, the more thb'supervisor ‘
controls the feedback session, the flore tAs degree of structure.
Each of the feedback sessions may beip]aced somewhere along the

continuum ffom:very unstructured to véry structured. Your task will

be to rate each sessjon, as a-whole on a scaleof ] to 9, depending on

" the overall amount of strdéfure. A score of 1 represents the very

unﬂtructured end of the continuum; a score of 9 represents the very

structured end of the continuum. ¢

Some sc¢oring examples follow: :
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If the supervisor takes compTete responsibility for providing
specific feedback (for example, provides rules and examples)
on the tra1neets responses, is very act1ve in the session or does
most of the ta1k1ng, the sess1on m1ght be rated as 8 or 9
) If the Superv1$or is reactive, prov1d1ng feedback or 1nfbrm-
ation on]y when the tra1nee requests it and respond to quest1ons
with 1nformat1on spec1f1c to the tra1nee s requests, the session

might be rated 1 or 2.

If the superv1sor prqv1des only a moderate amount of structure,

n ¥

‘'scores in the range of 3 to 7 are apprdpriate. .For examp]e, if the

super{isor is actiVe most of the'time, but sometimes lets the trainee

takg control by responding to the t}ainee's personal”requests for

- information about her response, the 3to4 eategory'might be usedt

If the supervisor is reactive most of the time, in respond1ng to
trainee questions but sometimes prov1des structure (e g. by pTovtd1ng'
examples of questions to ask or by pfovjdind the trainee with inform-
ation-that has not been specifica]]y redﬁested); the 6 to 7 category

might be used. R T

4

While some of these behaviours may appear in aJi feedbapﬁ sessions,

your impression of the overall structure of the Session is yohh best . t

-

gauge.

-
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Treatment Checks on Degree of Structure



Table 01 o™

L . . Analysis of Variance Summary Table for

Expert Ratingé of Degree of Structure

?é.
%' Source df M F
K Main Effects ) .
3 Training (T) ' 1 216.01 634, 80*
: ' CL 1 .33 .09
: Supervisor (S) 1. 13 .39
&
Two-way Interactions '
T XCL 1 .08 .22
TXS 1 .08 .22
CL XS 1 .88 - .63
Three-way Interactions — .
TXCL XS B 4 1.20
. Error 12 .34

* p < .000001
/

4
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Part1c1pant Rat1ngs

Table 02

i:;j;#e Summary Tab]e for ’
Degree of Structure Recelved

Source.

3

df T s F
Main Effects .
Training (T) 1 152.10 83.91*
cL - 1 .90 .50
Supervisor (S) 1 1.60 .88~
Two-way Interaction
T % CL 1 3.60 1.99
TXS ] 2.50 1.38
CL XS 1 .10 .06
Three-way Interactions’
TXCL XS 1 3.60 1.99
./ )
L]
Error 32 1.81
. |}

* p < .001

176
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Appendix Q

Analysis .of Covariance Summary Table for

) Reflectibn‘of Feeling (Quantitgtive and

Qqalitative) and Reflection of Content




. a C - - Go" > d *
: gEL” e p9L- L€ b6L" L€ 0.3

¥22°9 s _\\\ LIE°S 88" L x 050 L8 L SX 1 XL
/ N suoLjdeasjug
B . . Aem-aauayy

\
¥

869°2  /s¢ t 669°  SLI° L 0§* 960" L SX 1)

100° L0000 L 91 . §80° L 00 00 L s X1

00" do L 010"  220° L © 00" 00". L VXL
. | . SUOL3OBUIU]
/ . Kem-om)

/ i _ ;

/ 89S LLb L 9sb°  §0° L $60°2  86E" ‘L (§) JosiAsadng
806 ozl L 650" . 010 L 000° 000° L. 7
68€°2.  /IE" L 650°  0LO". 1 806" 860" L (1) Bupupeay

. . . $398443 ujeW
) “« “ ) \/\\ \\\,. k] .
4 SW 3p FR SW Ip F] SW 3P
buL(aaj jo uaL3da(4ay arLye3LeNY, u:wumb 40 01308143y buL|394 4O U0L3I3|43Y IALFeILIURNY 324nos

LY

Ka0b33e) U0 L3 L unuwo)

Juajuo) jo co_uum—mmm.n:m (8AL3e3f|en) pue aALje3Ljuend)
) L)
bur|saj jo uoL30a( 49y 40y d|qe] Aueumns dJoURLJRAO) JO SLSA[euy

b aLqel 4 n




s o Table Q
d ‘Multivariate Analysis of Covariance Summary
- * Table for Reflection of Fe€ling (Quanfitative

tor r

and Qualitative) and Reflection of Content

o
Source ; o . F - P
Main Effects:
- Training (T) ' 1.450 p<.2370
CL : . ‘ , 1.890 . p <.4631
Supervisor (S) ’ 1.656 p <.6596 .
) . L N
A Two-way Interactions i T ) _
’ T *CL 4 1.345 - ' ‘p <.2748
. ' T*S '~ c - 1.017 © p <.4266
~— - s ‘ i 1.135 - p <.3653
Three-way Interaétion ' - : : ‘
T*CL*S o . .430 ) p <.8238
/. ) LI ®

Note.. Degrees of freedom (df) equal 5 and 28 for

all F-ratios. . |

-
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Appendix R

Dunnétt Tests for Reflection of Feeling
“(Quan;itative and Qualitative) and

Reflection of Content
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o S Table R

Summary of Dunnett\Tests for Ref]ectfdn of Feeling,

Reflection of Content and_bualitatiVe Ratings *
- ° ,‘
.\, ‘ . - - \ _ -
= Dependent Source for . Comparison Difference
3 Measure - : Comparison ) o \ﬁstween Means; 2
— - ’x\ —7 / -
Reflection of Training Conditions Control vs HS 1.62 **
" Feeling . : - _Contro] vs LS - 1.55 ** .
R Low CL Groups Control vs HS-  2.16 *
* - o Control vs LS 1.80 ,
' High CL Groups Control vs HS ,1.27
) ‘ o . Control vs LS ° 1.03
i ; . Reflection of . Training Conditions Control vs HS = . .98 **
' ‘Content . ~ Control vs LS .76 **
* “Low CL Groups Control vs HS - 86 :
o Control vs LS 75 ’
i SR High CL Gﬁoups ) Control vs HS . . 1.10 *
. \ T - Control vs LS .83
~ Qualitative .  Trajning Conditions Control vs HS ° .98 **
. ‘ Ratings . - . Control vs LS .76 **
. Low CL Groups = Control vs HS 1103 **
- . ) . Control vs LS .81 **
ﬂ ~ High CL Groups Control vs HS .92 W
. Control vs LS .69 W+
- ) g
, Note.. HS = High Structure; LS = Low Structure
, I : , ; .
. * < .05 '

B
*k E— < .0
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"'+ Within-group comparisons for
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~ Table S

IR s S

Summary of Within-group Comparisons for

A
;«, Behavioral Counts and Qualitative Ratings
1 . ) N
g.
& = ‘ =
%‘f’; - . . Py
3 Dependent , Level/of
E‘ _Measure Group Value of 3, Signjficance
Reflection of . Control 1.71 .
. Feeling Low Structure 2.50 .05
High Structure 2.89 .05
. High CL 2.96. L0
. Low CL 2.79 .05
Low Structure-LCL 1.87 _
Low Structure-HCL 2.86 .05
High Structure-LCL 2.12 .
High Structure-HCL 2.17 L
Reflection of Control BRY. .
Content : Low Structure 2.10 .05
: High Structure 3.04 .01
- High CL - 3.21 01
Low CL ,, 2.01 .
Low Structure-LCL 1.40 .
Low Structure-HCL 2.44 05
High Structure-LCL 1.46 - ’
Lt High Structure-HCL 2.80 05
’ 4 . - ’ N . ¢ Qx -
Advice- , Control - - .94 -
givjng - : Low Structuré 1.56 .
o * High Structire  1.52 —__
Highe CL. . 1.56 Y- S
tow CL = e T.7’6 - o T
. Low Structure-LCL = 1.52 - - -
Low Structure-HCL .99 N L
~ High Structure-LCL '~ .99 S L~
,  High Structure-HCL 1.30 .o - "

P P ' 2
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§ Table S continued ...
: 7 _
R .. I . . -/’
Qualitative Control 1.9
. .Reflection of Low Structure 6.22 \ . 001
; Feeling. High Structure 6.81 : : .001
3 High CL 5.54 ©.001
£ Low CL - 7.01 .001
3 ' I Low Structure-LCL ©  4.00 - Lot
: ot Low Structure-HCL 4.94 - .g01
4 High Structure-LCL  6.19 ‘ .001
High Structure-HCL 4.32° ‘ .002
Note. LCL = Low CL; HCL = ngh CL
. F ,
R > .
- -] -
L] \ ¥
“ ‘ L 4
-~ = »
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Appendix T

Postdidactic Analysis of Variance Summary Table

for Empathy




Table T

Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for Postdidactice Empathy Scorgs

Source df B . F : )

- Main Effects ' ' .
: Training (T) . 2 : 12 - .69
CL. 1. 80 ) 10.80*

PER—]

Two-way Interaction

TXCL 2 02 . a2 -
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* ; ' Analysis of Covaridnce Summary Table
. ' . for Empathy
( ’ .
‘ ’
, ’ » . )
) , ' .
* Iy
i , -
\ ! .
- g L
- . .. i - ’
. » . .
’ ” f/'/- ) - -
/ 1 -
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Table U Z !
. . Analysis of Covariance Summary Table for Empathy
‘Source ‘ g < MS = F
C Main Effects
Training (T) 1 .0886 ” 7551
CL. ' * 1 - .0154 .1357
Supervisor (S) . . 1 3119 - 2.7498
¢ Two-way Interactions . o s 2 ;
TXcL 1 .0079 . -.0693
TXS- , ) 1 .0350 ©..3134
CL XS ) 1 7 .0635 . - .5600
‘ Phree-way Interactions o N : <
TXCLXS " 1. S 216 B Y2 ¥
Error ' 31 S Rk
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’ Dunnett Test Results for Empathy
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-

Summary of Dunnett Tests for Empathy

SRR AT TSRS
.
.
.
.
)

§ )
' Source for Comparison Comparison 31fference Between
X . eans
Training Conditions Control vs HS .37 **
Coptrol vs LS .28 *
Low CL Groups Control vs HS 52 *
Control vs LS .35
\ .
High CL Groups Control vs HS .29
Control vs LS 17

Note. HS = High Structure; LS = Low Stfucthre

C* p < .05 -
x* p < 0] ’
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Within-group Comparisons for Empéthy

e xwﬂght‘i}#’,‘-'«n:"-w R g




3 0 I S

k
B

> .

PSS

Table W

Summary of Within-group Comparisons for Empathy

Group o Value of t Level of Significance(
Training Condition
Control .35 —
Low Structure 1.24 — ’
High Structure 2.52 .05
Conceptual Level
High .02 —_—
Low 3.30 .01
Training X CL -
Control-LCL 1.21 -
Control-HCL .72 -
Low Structure-LTL 1.93
Low Structure-HCL .51 S
High Structure-LCL" ©2.38 .05
High Structure-HCL 1.08

Note. LCL = Low CL; HCL = High CL

L
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Analysis of Variance Summary Tables

-,

for Self-Report Measures
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Appendix Y \
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Dunnett Test Results for Self-report Measurés
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Table Y1

-

Summary of Dunnett Tests for Perceived Amount Learned,

. ‘ N 1 Genera]”Satisfaction and Preference
‘ . . o {3 _
: p .
.+ . Dependent Source for " _.Comparison Difference
Measure Comparison Y Between Means
/ ‘ T - ]
Perceived . Training Conditions ontrol vs HS 1.05*
Amount Learned L Control vs LS | . .45
. Low CL.Groups - Control vs HS 1.20*
. . Contro} vs LS A
» High CL Groups  Cdntrol vs HS . .9
: - Control vs LS~ - 3.10%
{ ‘General Trai?ing‘COndjtionst .Control vs HS -9
| ‘g Satisfaction o . ’ . Control vs LS .6
. Low CL.Groups . Control vs H§ - .5
: Control vssiS ° .5
) ’ S e ECI -
High CL Groups Contirol.vs HS ° .8
. Control vs LS 7
‘ Preference?: L Training‘ConditJons Control vs HS{ 1.45*
4 ' Control vs LS .- .15~
Low CL Groups .Control vs HS . 5
Coq}ro] vs LS 1.3
High CL Groups Control vs HS ' w2.4%
’ ‘ Control vs LS 1.2

Note. HS = High Structure; LS = Low Structure

a , . ) >
The preference measure referred to is the nine-point rating scale.
L4

*p < .05

-’ ( .




Table Y2 -

Summary of Dunnett Tests for Anxiety

L]

Dependent Source - for Comparison  Comparison Difference

Measure ‘ Between Means
Anxiety Before Trainiﬁb Conditions Control vs HS .
: Control vs LS .2
‘ Low CL Groups - . Control vs HS . 2
\ Control vs LS 3
High CL Groups Control vs HS .4
. Control vs LS .7

Anxiety During . Training Conditipns Control vssHS  .5&
_ S Control vs LS .10
) -~ :
.Low CL Gyoups . Control vs HS .2
. Control vs LS N
High CL Groups Control vs HS .9
. ~Control vs LS .3

Anxiety After Fraining Conditions Control vs HSe. .3
’ ' ’ Control vs LS .3
AJ
) Low CL Groups - Control vs HS N
: 7 ) Control vs LS .6
High CL Greups @ Control vs HS .7
' Coritrol vs LS .00
& _b . -
Note.. HS = High Structure; LS = Low Structure.
&
\ £,




L]

e, L e e b

O
-

. m

Appendix Z | c

H

&

% .

§ Analysis of Variance Summary Table for
¥

¥

Content Measures of Low Structured Supervision
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K 20 4%
Table Z
Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Content Analysis Categorijes -
\ ~ T
Content Source
Category L Supervisor (S) CCL XS Error
df 1 1 1 .16
Z?tggjegg:‘gﬁg s 6} gg 1 .sg 14.45 33.58
v F i .0 43 -
df 1 1 1 16
Open-ended MS 434.3 941.19 ¥ 1678.1°  131.4
Questions . 3.31% 7 16%+ 12. T7%%
df "’ 1. 1 T 16
Closed-ended MS 495.96 '928.88. 1694.64  129.18
Questions - 3.30% 7.19%+ 13,17 %%%
df 1 1 1 16
Sﬁli:ﬁ‘gﬁs [ 32.77 44..40 14.45 71.7
F .45 .62 .20 :
df 1 ] N 1 16
Irrelevant < |
Questipns F& 32:2; 44:22 ) 14:§g @ 1-63
7
b df 1 ] 1 16
No. Requests T
for Evaluative !;_lé 16.]72 ‘ 121.52 158.48  120.19

Feedback

~ -
1:y\ 7.

32 .
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