¥ The qualuty of thls macrofrche is heavily dependent‘ -
. upon the quahty of the. orlgmal thesis submttted for-v,.‘__
: mtcroflrmmg ‘Every. effort ‘has been. made to ensure _‘:

L the hlghest quallty of reproductlon posstble

e

If pages are mlssmg, contact the umverslty whuch;

: ',granted the degree

T

Some pages may have mdrstmct prmt especnaliy

" if the ongmal pages weré typed wuth a popr typewruter
ribbon or if the umversnty sent us a poor photocopy

Prevmusly copyrtghted materlals (journal artlcles, N

‘pubhshed tests etc.) are not fdmed \ o

~

. Reproductlon in fuII or in part of thls ftlm is gov-,.‘_";f-' e
- erned by the Canadian - ‘Copyright Act, ‘R.S.C. 1970, "
€. C-30. Please tead the authonzatlon forms whuch“ '

accompany ‘this:thesis.

R T A
L. LRSS
,m‘w,_“, Wi R

THIS DISSERTATION
HAS BEEN. MICROFILMED
EXACTJ.Y AS RECEIVEﬁ

% srté nous 8. f

formules d’autonsatuon qur accompagnent cette thése

e DT e n ET L R T T T e B
. CANADIAK THESES ON MICROFICHE S AN
LT NI S e R oo - T
\ } \ » : : | . \ ‘ ~l ‘... A: \ e ’;_ . \//.', _; ‘. .. .~‘
S D lsBN. T
THESES QANADIENNES sun MICROF!CHE e
R o Sl R R oo
;'_"_f: e R S ~o Y - O
R ’%ﬁ : N - '\\"\‘,A = ST l\f- LT e
o : e ' I AT N S .
l* National Library of Canada -?-isiuzothequenauonale ducanzée"- R EERENE
o Collectcons Development Branch ‘ .Durectnon du développementd Ilectlons A T
: 'i'l‘:Canaduan Themon : ERS 'Serviee des théses canadiennes L ) _'\g s TRt
: Mlcroflche Servioe e e mlcrofrche R R LD e L S
' -’K‘lAONu ..,._2\. S : . ” ‘\\\‘- T \ - o
,"\}' o ; ) £ R ° ‘:“\.b {'l‘f‘k’:\-’/ :."
NOTICE 3 AVIS |

La qualute de oette mtcrofuche dépend grandement de-'
la qualité de la. thése: soum;se -au m»crofllmage Nous
“avons. tout: fait pour assurer une quahté supéneure« :
de,reprpductlon G e Com '
S|I manque des pages,. veurl\ez commumquer'j»
avec lsumverslté qur a confere le grade WL

P

La quahté d'rmpressnon de certames .pages” peut, '
Iaisser a désiter; surtout-sn les pages ongmales ont été
dactylographtées a 1'aide d un’ ‘ruban: usé: ou si’l’ umver-f;'
it “parvémr une photocopue de mauvalse.

- Les documents qur font.._ de;é lob;et d’ un drmt'.'-'

dauteur (amcles de” revue, examens pubhes etc.) ne;.‘
'sont pas m:crofllmes : : o o

La re oductlon méme partlelle de ee mlcrof‘ Iml_j

est ‘soumise &’ la- Lor canaduenne sur Je. droit: ‘dlauteur,..

"'SRG: 197{9, c. B3 Vé%ﬂlez _prendre connaissarice des.




. RN
) :

Natl Libran/ : '« ’ \Bibllotheque natlonale s T o
du Caﬂada\\\ e e .' -

Oan”dlan Theses Division Dlvision des theses canedieﬁ _";; - \L i

:3&'«&“"“" 63971 | AT

[ S, - . e . b

- - ) . - , 4 . . . :

" ) T { - L i
~.

~\".-‘I§1'ﬁ.p ’\‘ :
nnmsuou 'ro mcnorl}n AuronlsA'rlon oeménorn.uzn

e Ime T s hoa g

< .‘.
-:-\“- o v,

.. Plem print or type Ecrlre on lettres moulées ou dactylographier S T U 8 .

3 Full Nq?f‘le of Author-—Nom complet del'auteur A T

Date ‘of Bmh—Datede nalesance o T bountry of B ou de nalssar‘j R

Sl ﬂw R i 7 v

P°"“‘" """"’” “*‘“"““*0 B A NI T
/(»/CO(C P v |

L)

| Titkof Thesis—Titre de 1a the these T e 4 ‘ ————
TR F/m ﬂsﬂ‘:‘ 2 /f '
/7 z/ c// o g

! \

/;,%([ /[/274(“/« "

"Z@C’wa ‘ i form~ ’7'\4/7% /tl/ _""_ S

. Unwerslty Universl}é TN T T -'.-:;.:»_ =

: ,Degree for which thesis wz presemed Gfade pour lequel cette th&se fut présenjée ‘

e
[
'

Permissuon is. hdt‘eby grantet! to: the NATIONAL LIBRARY OF -

‘CANADA’ to mlcroﬂlm fhus thesis and to lend or sell copues of
themmjj'f : 4 '

'L autorisation est par Ia’ présente apcordée h Ia BIBL CDTHI‘:'- .
QUE’ NATlONALE DU CANADA de’ mtc\'ofllmer cette the e et de E

“The. author reserves other pubhcatlon nghts and- nelther the .
~thesas nor extensive extracts’ from it may .be printed or other-- .’
wise regroduced wuthout the author ] wntten permisslon




| THE. U'NIVV”ER".'SVI:TT‘Y (OF ALBERTA -

The Effects of Posit1ve M1xed and

'ﬂngg,g‘T,ﬁ '»:i:»Negative Mode111ng 1n Teaching Empathy

C Jonathan G. Eustace -~ - . 7

.(, . . )
NS
.

i 3 . A THESIS BRI S
SUBMITTED TD THE FACULTY DF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH
QJN PARTIAL FUEFILMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE .

| OF Doctor of Ph1losophy L e
S0 .7 Departient of Educational Psychology .

s,

{C
(.D
‘D
3
. ke
) 3
. tﬂ
-A
C.D
- 00
OO
¥



L e
”?fITITLE

OF AUTHOR:ﬁi

donathan G ;EUStaceI | ;

OIS

or THESIS jﬁ The Effects of P0§1t1ve M1xed and

'”-fjf**ﬁ“'?j Negatlve Mbdelling 1n Teach1ng Empathy

o "”s:,f,tDEGRE»E FDI} wHICH THESIS WAS PRESENTED Doctor of Phnosophy
. YEAR/ I

-

tAQe pr1nted or otherw1se reproduced without;the author g;}ti

;]theSLs and to lend or seIl such cop1es for pr1vate,

vfscho]arly or 501ent1f1c research purposes on1y

ffne1ther the thes1s nor extens1ve extr

THIS DEGREE GRANTED Spr1ng 1983

'"fr Perm1531on 1s hereby granted to THE UNIVERSITY DF
ALBERTA LIBRARY to reproduce s1ng1e gop1es of th1s'}fgfIfti

The author neserves other publwcé)ion r1ghts. and

sts from 1t may

: .*wr1tten perm1ss1on 'f-’

DATED

3 /f’* /”/ T e

~







', Ton'and on Euséica

“Have “suppor:

' thr'ough




s re el ity 4.:_ e
»"fmode111ng presentatxon method‘ on sk1l1 performance,.<‘;vgc;
L : SR
' 'conceptual understandQng gene a11zat1on,-and matntedance

were 1nvesthated 1n th1s study

‘..,v_ B
L

The oond1t1ons 1nvest1gated were (a) the-modelL:ng of

'£onlyfp;s1ttve h1gh qua11ty examples of the behav1or to be ;',a

e

flearned (p051t1ve model11ng) (b) the mode111ng of both '

. hlgh qua11ty examples and negatlve, undes1rab1e ”
}”the‘modell1ng
: f7ﬁof only negat1ve,llow qual1ty examp]es of the behav1or to be

' f”&ﬁ{*llow quallty examp‘es ‘Cont’aSt m°de]"”g) (C

- °1earned (negattve mode111ng) and (d) ‘a contro] group for (fff“
: 'which the desired behav1or was descr1bed ' A"d -
3 E1ghty four undergraduate educatwon students wene .
finglﬁrandomly ass1gned to one of four cond1t10ns The three f:f*,}f

;:T%fexper1menta1 groups rece1ved'taped t"a‘”‘ng programs

- ifteach1ng the counse]l1ng sk1ll of res:dnd1ng empath1ca1]y

«'Three measures were used to evaluate learnlng One measure

nkfjff f1nvo]ved rat1ngs of t?e subJects verbal responses to taped

Y
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fﬁffgcllent statements to assess "perfonmance“ ab+11ty The

«5,ordering of various empathic responses.;Finally,.trainees

'fitfﬁzﬁte" the treatmeqt to deterﬁiné malntenance of the sK111

:fsupertor to the negat1ve only mode1l1ng and control groups

-ﬁ \conceptual measures For atl treatment groups

Resu]ts of the study&}nd1cated that the pes1t1ve only e;:

Ta.éon all measures‘ On the 1nit1a1 and delaxed conceptual

contrast modelllng group was srgn1ficant1y better thahfthef;{{

pos1ti§e onl;)modeiling grOUpT"The.negatlve only mopelt1ng

'””-psubJects were g1ven a written test to determane their leve}

'*fgtresponses fpom a s1mulated interv1ew were rated to deterMine

o ’,tfané‘the contrast mode]]ing'groups were s1gn1f1cant1y tf‘f’:h;

S measures,_ahd on the 1n1t1$1 measurevof general1zat1dh;thef}hl

'1f sk1ll was ma1nta1ned at t same leve] after a delay of

séVen days These results suggested that contrast modet]ing

was super1or to pos1t1ve only mode111ng 1n promot]ng a

i conceptual understahd1ng of the sk11} and 1n°enhanc1ng

generaltzat1on of the sK111 to new s?tuatlons

.he’ level of |
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“5th1rd approach that modell1ng techn1ques have been

-:uspeC1f1cally ut1l1zed

The performance sK1lls or1entat1on places part1cular

"emphas1s on - teach1ng spec1fwc sk1lls for help1ng A number

,'-of models and programs have been developed to teach these ,\E;ff

hsiskills (Carkhuff 1969a,.Dan1sh & Hauer, 1973 Ivey, 1971
l"Kagan, 1972) The term'"m1crocounsellyng“ has been used by
Ivey (1971) to descr1be his approach that xncorporates many
ibehavxoral tra1n1ng components'wma systemat1c, log1cally§5

F*programmed sequence These tra1n1ng components have most ’
often 1ncluded ~1nstructtons, v1deotaped or. aud1otaped
ljmodell1ng of . the sk1ll pract1ce,\rehearsal feedback for
the tra1nees,'and an evaluat1on of performance ab1l1ty

e TWO major l1m1tat1ons of the m1crocounsell1ng approach
uhave been 1dent1f1ed by a- number of rev1ewers (Ford 1979
' Ivey & Auth1er 1978, Thelen Fry, Fehrenbach & Frautsch1,
:1979) They have suggested that generalizat1on to new - z
s1tuatJons and the ma1ntenance over t1me of the skllls gﬁ

ﬁ_.v"f ‘.

'f*taught has th been adequately demonstrated Further

3

'}1evaluat1on of general1zat1on and ma1ntenance has been

\"strongly recommended by these authors

The Ltll1zat1on of m1orbcounselllng types of programs
in the area of coznsellor tra1n1ng has resulted 1n the [
h:generat1on of sub tant1al research that has 1nvest1gated

.thelr overall eff1cacy and thefeffect1veness¥of the1r

'fjvarious componenﬂs Resear‘ _n;the behav1oral trawnﬂng

f components has generally shown 1nstruct1ons, modell1ng. ~.

__{__ Sl '., K R, A . N L. ) v - Ve
SN



feedback programmed texts. and behav1oral rehearsal to be
effect1ve in promot1ng skil) learn1ng (Eord 1979;" _ )
Matarazzo,.1978) Modell1ng has been found to be one of the
more 1mportant components 1n terms of the programs“: Lk
effect1veness (Ford 1979) A large number of stud1es have
1nvestwgated spec1f1c aspects of- the modell1ng component in -
tra1n1ng programs as ev1denced by a recent rev1ew 1n th1s
area (Thelen, et al 1979) Var1ables stud1ed have 1ncluded
‘L mode ] character1st1cs model consequences med1a of\,z '
presentat1on;:and length of. presentat1on .. | '1 ’

One aspect of the modell1ng process has been 1dent1f1ed
by Ford (1979) as dhe message component Research 1n th1s
area he suggested should 1nvestlgate effect1ve ways 1n\

- wh1ch the message can be presented GeQ)rally, one of two
methods for present1ng the modelled message have been used

‘;I in tra1n1ng programs One of these 1nvolves modell1ng'_ ‘
pos1t1ve (good) examples only of the sk1ll to be learned and
in the other both pos1t1ve (good) and negat1ve (poor)

examples are modelled to prov1de a contrast A th1rd

._’1__.

RN

p0531ble alternat1Ve is’ the presentatlon of poor or negat1ve.r
“Z examples only In the present study these: three methods are ‘
ﬁ? referred to as pos1t1ve only modell1ng or POM contrast ffi'
modell1ng or CMl and negat1ve only modell1ng or NOM | .' ‘

' The. contrast modell1ng method has been recommended by |
ggvlvey (1971) because it promotes d1scr1m1nat1on and .
B 1dent1f1cat1on of the approprlate behav1ors A number of eb

tra1n1ng}programs have ut1l1zed thzs method w1th pos1t1ve ‘
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‘

‘f.results Other tra1n1ng programs have ut1llzed p031t1ve only

,ﬁf’modelllng and found.1t to be effectlve (Calder, 1980

'.'.Corm1er & Corm1er 1976 O‘Toole,,1979)

e

L1ttle research has been conducted to determine 1f one
-presentatlop method 1s super1or to the other In one study

’ }Alss1d and Hutch1son (1977) hypbthes1zed that POM would be .
vthe preferable methbd because—the negatlve examples in the L

[‘CM method may 1nterfere w1th learn1ng However, they d1d not
Z'f1nd s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between CM and POM on measures

,,‘~of sk1ll performance In another study, iﬁkedal (1§05) found

that CM was 51gn1f1cantly superlor to POM on measures of

"‘cogn1t1ve learn1ng These results are conswstent w1th the

I

l

:*.concept format1on l1terature wh1ch 5uggests thatlboth
?_.examples and non examples of the concept be1ng learned have ;
"’to be present for concept fonmat]on to Qccur (Te%nyson & i+
."Park 1980) No stud1es have 1nvest1gated the effects of CM
”df,and POM on both the level of sk1ll performance and on the
-,level of conceptual learn1ng e :

Y

Recently, 1nterest has been shown in- the role of

cogn1t1ve factors and attent1onal processes in the lea5n1ng

o of ‘new, skllls through modellxng (Thelen et al 1979) Some

studﬂes have found that by 1ntroduc1ng cogn1t1ve components,
_general1zab1l1ty of the modelled behav1ors to mult1ple
';SItuatIOns and the ma1ntenance of these sk1lls over time. :,

| could be enhanced (Berg & Stone lQSB Derry ' Stone, 1979
Eskedal 1975 Glass, Gottman & Shmurak 1976 R1chardson &

°'~._Stone. 1981) These results suggested that an’ approach that



. 1? acknowledges cogn1t1ve processes and 1ncorporates current
ogn1t1ve learn1ng techntques 1nto sk1ll tra1n1ng W1ll y é“'
promote general1zat1on and retent1on more effecttvely than

LRY

‘;i: approaches that focus on behavior alone

S1nce modell1ng technfoues have been foUnd to be one ofif
the most effect1ve components of the skwlls tra1n1ng : .

programs. 1t would appear that more systemat1o 1nvest1gatlonlg
of Spec1f1c modelllng presentat1on methods that 1ncorporateif¢
cognttlve factors may result 1n the develOpment of programs ,5

o w1th enhanced general1zat1on and maintenance of the sk1lls o
e taught ,=;g'\<;.7:i.7‘ | | " L

A The Nature of ‘the. Problem S B T
_ To date, ltttle researoh has lnvestrgated the effects '
of spec1f1c modell1ng presentation methods The studles thatt;
have been conducted were not comprehens1ve and,the results
were ﬁnconclUS1ve Investlgattons that have used performance?x
—__*Sk the sk1ll as the1r dependent measure have generally found;L
- no d1fference between CM and POM treatments Stud1es that
.have used cogn1t1ve learntng or conceptual understand1ng as’
their dependent measure have found CM to be super1or to POM'fﬁ
‘;.r.A th1rd»alternat1ve method negatlve only modelllng,’has noti?
j} ﬂbeen 1nvest1gated at all. It would appear that although “_
'Etpos1t1ve modell1ng(may be effeottve 1n teachang behav\oral ;i;
’ aspects of . a: sktll, contrast modelltng contrtbutes to the' ﬁ:
l;'~learn1ng of conceptu;l cogn1ttve‘aspects as: well as iii‘

behavioral aspects of the sKlli:”f'f: o

VLN
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Fa1lure to demonstrate generalﬂzab111ty 0f SK1‘]5 ‘vf1

ﬂa:tf]eapned and thelr ma1ntenance over twme has been 1dent1f1ed

‘:;as a maJor probtem of the sk1lls training programs The$;

'fj,results of a number of recent study%g haye suggested that

f}the 1ncorporat1on of cogn1t1ve components 1nto tra1nrng
77.programs may promote greater general1zat4oﬁ and retent1on

‘ Spme of the cogn1t1ve components 1ncorporated 1nto these

'f=iprograms are s1m1lar 1n nature to the learntng cond1t1ons

‘ ffgpprov1ded by contras modelllng

"such as the commun1cat1on sk1ll of respondlng empﬁthlcally,,l;

';i“a tra1n1ng component that ut111zes contrast mode111ng may be

'!'; more effectlve fhan a tra1n1ng component ut111z1ng'pos1t1ve

”founderstand1ng Secondly, 1t Fs suggested thatvlf a greater

‘”the conthast model may produce a greater conceptual '-319

'{ conceptual uﬁderstandlng 1s atta1ned then genera112at1on of

effect1veness of three d1ffer nt mode111ng presentat1on

methods 1n teaching behav1or'1 performance and conceptual

understand1ng of the commun1:at1on sk1ll of respond1ng 41};"



promot '| ng

Ftnally theéijfgf

.i;malntenance or retent1on of the skill over t1me for«each ,\i ﬁ;

’ffpresentat1¢n methodﬁwas measured
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In the area of 1nstruct1onal and tna1n1ng psychology

"“there has been a trend towards the 1dent1f1catron of

]speciflc components of the 1nstruct1ona1 brocess, w1th the

,'~;purpose.of apply1ng eurrent learn1ng theory to tralning

‘_approaches and systems The present study addresses the usenh~-

"1re1ated 1ssues are of partlcular 1nterest The ?1rst 1s the L

;;;jeffect that d1fferent modellmng presentafIOn methods may

hi' haye on performance and conceptual understand1ng of the

"yfsk111 belng taught The second Issue of 1nterest 1s the ;5 s'f
7 -

B L~

effect that d1fferent mode]11ng presentat1on methods may
lhdhave on: the ma?ntenance of the sk111 over tvme and

ﬁf{generallzat1on of the\sk11} to new 51tuat10ns In th1s

't? :chapter, the research relailng to these tWO 1ssues 15 'J“d

')u~:

”u rev1ewed The chapten 13 organ1zed 1n the follow1ng manner
fa) a- rev1eW'of l1terature relattng to mode111ng and ‘
'}Jmodel}1ng presentation methods.,(b) a rev1ew of l1terature -

‘al%relatlng to genena11zat1on and ma1ntenance,,and (c) a rev1ew i‘

'i”fjof 11terature relat1ng to spec1ftc 1ssues 1n the study

~

‘f'vA Modé111ng . : . ST S
| } The term model“ hasxbeen defined by Rosenthal am o

ﬁ'Bandura (1978) as any st1mu1us array so organlzed _fat;anffﬂ1}



cam e g
conveyed by env1ronmental events wuthout needlng to f1rst
perform overtly,h (p 622) A1thQUQh a model can be an1mate
;f or 1nanimate models used 1n the area of skills tra1n1ng
' have typically been humans perform1ng 1n v:vo demonstrat1ons
i or else record1ngs of such dem0nstrat1ons ;u: 2~7f;; . 7Vf§%i
. In the 11terature and research 1nvest1gat1ng modell1ng |
effects, pr1me emphas1s has Qé‘h placed on the eff1cacy of
modell1ns in teach1ng behav1ors and’sk1lls Modell1ng, o
Jggr,cpmb1ned wath 1hstruct1ons and rehearsal has been shown to "‘-'
i be an effect}ve method for teach1ng var1ous behav1ora1 .

D

]'7 sk1lls (Ford 1979 Matarazzo 1978 Thelen, et al ” 1979%

'?i”' The Crxterla by wh1ch th1s effectlv

3

"ss has been assessed -—,

has u%uale 1nvo1ved the measuremeilﬁof behav1ora1 jdf,>p

5

g_rformance However, ]rttle 1nterest has-been shown to date

o 1n other types of lex

1ng that occur dur1ng the mode}11ng
-process Bandura (1977) has delwneated some of the other S
competenc1es that the modell1ng process-can develop As well Y.E
'as motor acts, peop1e learn s udgmental or1entations,N'a
11ngu1st1c styles, conceptua] schemes 1nf0rmat1on u;:ﬁm
processwng strategles cogn1t1ve openat1ons and’. standards
‘:.1, of conduct v (p 42) Typ1ca11y, 1n the area of tra1n1ng,zfvst;i
mode]l1ng has been treated as a uanlmens1ona1 phenomenon \
{ w1th un1d1mens1ona1 outcomes. these be1ng performance of ’
’ motor sk111s and behav1ors One focus of the present study

\ -

w1ll be on.other competenc1es learned dur1ng the mpdel11ng

3

process, spec1f1cally concegtua] learntpfi‘:
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Wh1le 1n theory. the modell1ng process has been‘
~‘;.'construed as a complex phenomenon (Bandura 1977) o
';A'practrce (1n the tra1n1ng researchl some component processes

" 1n modell1ng have been neglected In discuss1ng th1s 1ssue._; fﬁ

'f:Eord (1979) has deflned four COmponent var1ables of the

z;gmodell1ng process These.are. the message the valence, the
model and the medium, ST e "

essage var1ables 1nclude the presence Qr absence of

lfattent1onal cue1ng, the demonstrat1on of effect1ve and/or lks:if

. \

”1nef$ect1ve behav1br and the d1fferent presentatlons of
j.target behav1ors and contexts The Valence refers to the

'fmean1ngfulqess of the modeleng to the v1ewer and 1s"

'ideterm1ned by the consequences (pos1t1ve or. negat1ve) B T

'subsequent to engaglng in the target behavror Thls has been |
_.:labelled v1car10us re;nforcement" by Bandura (1969) ;pjtﬁ,l

Model var1ables 1nclude certa1n model characterlst1cs

‘“‘that the v1ewer does or does not value such as status sex,

~Lage or thS1cal altractlon, The d1fferent med1a for :j*;;jg

S
~ B

'Vpresentlng modell1ng in. tra1n1ng 1nclude l1ve |
;demonstrat1ons v1deotape audlotape and ertten -
“fdescrlptlons X v i\_ “,]‘ _ ,;@'C_ J'V' . "
| Wh1le some of these varlables have been 1nvestlgated
-'1ntens1vely, others have not been stud1ed in much detall
1The present study 1nvest1gated two of these neglected

"var1ables the f1rst being a process var1able and the second

\;1be1ng -an outcome var1able The process Var1able 1nvolved the A

‘.demonstratlon of effectlve and/or 1neffeot1ve behaviors and



7§;has been called the ell1ng ;resenta LOh mgth__ 1n th1s
fstudy The second 1nvolved the types of learnwng that occur .

_”:when behavloral skllls are belng taugﬁt"by modell1ng The .

’dffollowing sect1ons rev1ew the l1terabure regard1ng these two

f-}var1ables and the’ﬂelatlonsh1p between them - o
"1Mggell1ng Presentatlon Methods |

:‘ The term"“modell1ng presentat1on method“ refers to the
ftway 1n wh1oh the message 1s presented or modelled to the |

; viewer . Ln outlln1ng h1s m1crocounselllng approach Ivey -

T\_(1971) descr1bed one modell1ng presentat1on method He

ﬁﬁﬂrecommended that both appn"1tate and 1nappropr1ate .

gdemonstrattons of the event.to be learned pe modelJed I

1Tth1s Way,.he argued 1t isk poss1ble to’ 1dent1fy the
”{TSpec1flc behav1ors wh1ch compr1se effecttvesdemonstrat1ons :,
- of - the behav1ors in quest1on (Ivey & Auth1er 1978, p. ':.
{'309) A number of tra1n1ng programs have ut1l1zed thlsf;fil
;approach wh1ch shows tra1nees both good and poOr models w1th“,.h
‘expl101t cuelng to teach the tra1nees to accurately ” |
"d1sor1m1nate between the two qual1ty levels (D1Matt1a &
.;Z1mmer,‘1972 Eskedal 1975 Frankel 1971* R1chardson &
-Stone.“1981)1 In the present study. thls approach is: called
i_Acontrast modell1ng LQMl However many other tra1n1ng )
"stud1es have demonstrated only apprgpr1ate therap1st L |
.:behaV1ors (Calder, 1980 Corm1er & Cormter 1976 O’Toole, iff

-T1979 Roblnson Eroehle & Kurplus,.1979a) Th1s has been

thpcalled g_§1t1ve only modell1ng 1POMl 1n the present study :;s;‘.;

f\':.«-

-
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The emp1r1cal eV1dence for favor1ng one method over the

:'other has’ been equ1vocal The follow1ng" o'sect1ons rev1ew

-;:'stud1es wh1ch 1nvest1gate these two presentat1on methods
- Research S gggrt1ng'Poswt1ve gglx Modelling
In one study addresswng th1s 1ssue Alss1d and

fHutch1son (1977) compared a group shown a good (pos1t1ve) |
' v1deo model a group g1ven both a good and poor (contrast)
!v1deo model. and a control group All the groups were taught';
f‘the Skll] ask1ng open ended quest1ons‘ﬁ It was hypothes1zed :
that pos1t1ve v1deo modellxng would result 1n greater
flearnang than a_contrast V1deo modelM_Thls hypothes1s was"“i'
u{based on ‘a research study 1n the area of school teach1ng
’,;(Berllner 1969) wh1ch found that groups of teacher tra1nees
v1ew1ng a pos1t1ve V1deo model performed better in transfer.

;to new s1tuat1ons than groups v1ew1ng a contrast v]deo ;~'

";ﬂ\model Berl1ner suggested that negatlve modell1ng may haVe |

wzhijpresentat1on although only the pos1t1ve‘model group was fﬁf“

p actually 1nterfered w1th learn1ng Berllner/s results B
however d1d not ftnd s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between the two.[
‘groups On post test measures of the sk1ll bexng taught 3
| Slm1larly,'1n the Alss1d and Hutchrson study, no:.

s1gn1f1cant d1fference was found between the. two methods of

“"7@s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent from,the control QPOUP 1” terms °f

~ gaiffs'made from pre-- to post test

3 : .
Alss1d and Hutch1son concluded that the1r results
;,supported the hypothes1s that : pos1t1ve only modell1ng

resulted in greater learn1ng than contrast modell1ng and

o

A . .."



‘;ythat the latter method may- have actually interfered wwth

Tlearnlng at an 1ntroductory Vevel of tra1n1ng HOWEVer

~1nspect1on of their group means data shows that the contrast

model group actually.performed at a h1gher level than the

'pos1tive only mode 1 group on the post test measures

'Analys1s of post- test measures only would likely show that

"both exper1mental groupslwere svgn:ficantly~better than the

fcontrol groUp Furthermore frequency data taken on asklng

fffclosed -ended questtons showed that the contrast model group
f;f1mproved<more than the posrt1ve only mode 1 group The

‘#”dlff1culty 1n demonstrat1ng s1gn1f1cance 1n th1s study coqu

l1kely have been due to the small number of subjects in each ;“'

'group (n = 9). It was. felt that a more conservat1ve

"conclus1on wou““

--were found between the two metﬁbds

’ rpos1t1ve only modell1ng teaches performance sK1lls more vi;fx

- eff1crently than contrast modell1ng, and (b) the

"have been that no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences
\". w !. . N

The maJor arguments made by researchers 1n favor—of

pOs1t1ve only modelllng could be summarized as’. follows (bllaf_“

o 1nappropr1ate model examples 1n the contrast modelllng

{eapproach may 1nterfere W1th learn1ng by teachlng the fﬂfﬂft:y

'E1nappropr1ate sk1ll It would appear however that there 1s ;

j”not unequ1vocal support for these arguments 1n the f‘

‘*l1terature

'Csupports contrast modell1ng, support can be found 1n r”laﬁed“ |

Research Suggort1gg Contrast Modell1ng
Although no l1terature is ava1lable that dtrectly




s ;studles In rnvesttgat1ng—the effects of modell1ng on the

’cogn1t1ve learn1ng ow"ounsellwng techn1ques Eskedal_(1975)

»-f@ccmpaped a group rec v1ng mddel]1ng with attenttonal" o
;1¥var1ables. ‘@ QPOUP PecerTHQ pos1t1¥e only model]1ng.,i;:nt;
ﬁ%icontpo] gpoup with attenttonal vartables, and a control only

wgroup The attentwonal variaftes~consisted of verbal cues by

a commentator 1dent1fylng approprtat_hand 1napproprrate
empathy responses fthe sktll be1ng taught) made by the 3

model Dn a measure of cogn1t1ve learn1ng, both treatment

groups were s1gn1flcantly better “than. the control groups ind

the treatment group w1th attent1onal cues was s1gn1f1cantly

~-':"“SUpemor to the posnt1ve only modell1ng group This study
. supported the use of attentional cues ﬁﬁth modell1ng to
ehhance cogn1t1ve lEarn1ng of empathy 5 ) ‘jf'[;fs';r”w”

o | In- a study of a dwfferent nature, 1m1tat1on was used to
correct ch1ldren 8 spell1ng errors (Kauffman. Hallahan ‘

\ Haas Brame & Boren, 1978). In th1s study, 1m1tat1ng the

a

'chhlldren s errors and then show1ng COrrect models was found

to. be a better me thod- for teach1ng spe})1ng than show1ng ﬁﬂf,~

corfrect models only. It was suggested that contras:f

helped focus the ch1ldren S attent1ons on thegspe01flc ways 'ﬁl,

1n whlch the 1ncorrect response d1ffered from the correct

, '7

Both of these stud1es expha51zed the userof cont;;st

modelltng for teachtng cogn1t1ve or concep:ua ,learn1ng To
exam1ne the va11d1ty of th1s assumption, the following

: sectqon looks brlefly at somg,oﬁ-the l1terature on concept



formatlon . SO
oncgg Format1on S M
Much ofif[”k" N5 ‘

‘L.lnvestlgates rule and~attribute learning (Horton & Turnage, '
f;197e) However, Mervis and Rosch (1981) and Rosch and Merv1s3
‘,(1975) have deqeloped a model relat1ng to the format1on of |

- conCepts They'propoSed that categonres tor COncepts) o |
"develop around a prototype or centraq example of the -,-{itj;fV
j"category The learner generallzesxfrom a;prototype wh1ch .
'Gbears a strong 51m1larlty to class members, to other_ifi R
K examples From a prototyp§ wh1ch bears ltttle 31m1lar1ty to {psf
chlass members: the learner d1scr1m1nates non examples It 1s
; generally accepted in th1s and other concept formatmon _
‘?theorles,<that the presence of examples and hﬁh*examples s
essent1al for cpncept formatlon 1n the absence of otheriil ”:‘h
‘:nformat1on (Tennysoh & ParK 1980) j>;;§f}'{Tff,;{ug@{f?5gli
| In Qne of the numerOUSustudles almed at demonstrat1ng

:th1s, Tennyson (1973) compared ﬁour cond1t1ons conta1n1ng -
];examples and non examples ahd four cond1t10ns 1n wh1ch the

‘fnon examples were excluded He hypothes1zed that the removal

3vof the non-examples would ell'tnfte any observable learnldgiﬁ fgf
jcof the concept Random respogse patterns tha1ned on: the

;?post test for the groﬁps from wh1ch thefnon'exanples had

;been excluded 5upported this hypotheSIS

‘,he,SUbJects fa1led

:7to acqu1re the concept when presentedeJth examples alone

: Tennyson concluded”that w*thout non~examples_ concept»-
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learn1ng 1s 1ncomp1ete even when d1vergent and easy to e

d1ff1cult examp]es are provided These concept ach1s1t1on ;ff‘
- studaes were carefully controlled ana]ogue type research and
the concepts taught were des1gned to be eas11y de$1ned .
therefore, the appl1cab111ty of these f1nd1ngs to practTcal
teachang s1tuat1ons should be.made w1th caut1on .

If the f1nd1ngs of - these exper1menta1 stud1es are - t; o
appl1cable to actual teach1ng s1tuat1ons it wou]d fol]owf'g§;75s
- that 1nc1ud1ng pos1t1Ve and negat1ve>examples (exampPes and
a non examp]es) in a modelﬂing sequence wouﬂd allow the'-jf~:g;.~~

" tra1nees td d1scr1m1nate between wh1ch of the d1mens1ons of

- the mater1al presented'are relevant and cr1t1ca1 and wh1ch
“are not. Th1s Luterature wouid support the hypothes1s that )

f.contrast model11ng enhances conceptual learn1ng of the sK1]1.‘;

be1ng presented

Pre11m1nary Researdh PrOJect f;"

/!;if .On. the bas1s of the 11terature rev1ewed here a2 p1loti1~ .

. research prOJect was conducted (Eustace. 1981). Thls study ;:flh
1nvest1gated ‘the- d1fferent1al effects of two mode1]1ng |
presentat1on methods pos1t1ve only mode111ng and contrast';“
mode111ng The purposes of conduct1ng thrs ptlot study were

L to:r (a) determ1ne the fea51b111ty of produ01ng taped skllls L
tra1n1ng programs that ut111zed POM 1n one cond1t1on and CM RS
in the‘other,.(b) c0mpare CM aﬁd PDM on measures of

performance and on. measures of conceptuaﬂ understapdxng,‘gnd

Ad-r

--»'n--u’.

(c) develop a test to measure conceptua] understandlng of;

e - e W “‘"J w5 -r-'-. o S o...‘."u;.. .‘..m “,j;'.‘ P g‘_ :.;'1 .
~ the sk141 beﬂng taugh~;~;—g quf5gff-_5-~;~‘¢zc?5‘,,,.,.

— e e e

e



Thirty undergiaduate educat1on students were " randomly

e e

-na351gned to either a POM treatment cond1t1on a CM treatment

cond1t1on ‘or. a contro] group The two treatment groups
‘ rece1ved aud1otaped tra1n1ng programs (e1ther POM or CM) .

_;;teach1ng the communicatton sk1ll of respond1ng empath1cally -

The results of th1s p1lot study 1nd1cated that -on the

’performance measure both treatment groups were

”ga1ned from this p11ot study, and’by 1nvest1gat1ng other

;s1gn1ftcant1y better than the control group On the
"Zconceptual measure onTy the CM group was s1gn1f1cant1y

.‘better than the control group There were no. s1gn1f1cant

.-d1fferences between the two exper1mentaT groups on either of

the measures

) These results supported the hypothes1s that CM teaches k

-(conceptual understandtng but were 1nconc]us1ve regard1ng its
'super1or1ty to POM in do1ng th1s More conclus1ve results

9‘m1ght be obtatned by a study ut1llz1ng a Targer sample by

ut111z1ng 1mproved programs and measures based on knowledge

N

' poss1b1e modeTT1ng presentat1on methods

tNeqat1ve Only Modell1nq

Up tozth1svpotnt onTy two mode111ng presentat1on'y

methods have been considered;’ POM and CM Another v7=~3tv;‘5f

’;aiternat1ve ws aTso poss]bleﬂ_that 1s¢ the modell1qg of ROOr.. _

.».t‘-'.""‘ B 0. . 'A Ld ‘,L VD’

or nega t1ve onTy’ exampWes FNOM) «h.;‘jj;f“h“:’-iuﬂ~—ﬁ

One study ut1llz1ng Jow 1eve1 empathy mode11a g:( r hf;f"

- ' e~

“ﬂNOM) was conduoted'by Perry (1975) - She compared a. htgh' N

??empathy’model group,w1th~a low empathy model group on el

-~ - - e o e T
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wr1tten performance measures and on an actual 1nterv1ew
” performance measure The h1gh empathy mode 1 group showed
u-;s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher levels of empathy on the wr1tten
:.performance measures, but no difference was found on: the
interview measure. S1gn1f1cant in this study was the fact
that the low level empathy group subJects were told that
.v what they were hear1ng were h1gh empathy eXamples Had:they.
~Known that these examp]es were . of how not to respond their.
performance m1ght have been substant1ally 1mproved v
In a s1m11ar study (P1erce CarKhuff & Berenson 1967)
'rtra1nees were exposed to e1ther a h1gh funct1on1ng v
counse]lor or a low functwoang counsellor The group
exposed to the h1gh functioning counse]lor showed
s1gn1f1cantly super1or counse111ng skLJ]s to the group
exposed to the low funct1on1ng counsellor Aga1n had the .
tra1nees Known that the low funct1on1ng counsellor s
behav1ors were 1nappropr1ate, they mlght have been able to |
1mprove ‘their performances When us1ng good and bad examples'
1t would seem to be: 1mportant to 1nclude cues for the
tra1nees that - clear]y d1fferent1ate good and poor examp]es
In pract1ce, Tt would not be reasonab]e to construct a
T 1ra1n4ng programocons1strng of negat1ve examples on1y
L-;However 1n 1nvestigat1ng mode111ng presentat1on methods |
| u:there are~two reasons for 1nc1ud1ng an NOM group where the -
w.nsubgects are~aware that these ‘are’ examples of how not to -
. z behave F;rstly, if. an NGM group'were not 1nc1uded 1t cou]di

be argued that any dlfferences between the POM and the CM

]
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groups m1ght be due only to the add1t1on of the NOM factor
in the ('E cond1tlon ThUS<‘lt could not be argued that - the
dlfference was due: to the contrast prov1ded by the

comb1nation of p051t1ve and negat1ve examples in the CM

o group S ."” o \‘a.,'l, o f<'vv .
| Secondly, the effects of hav1ng an- NOM component in a ;:
program are unknown Researchers favor1ng POM approaches v'l
have argued that negat1ve modell1ng 1nterferes w1th learnwng
and would therefore expect than an NOM group would be- worse,
. or no better than a control group Dn the other hand, it"
“-~could be argued that. an NOM group would be super1or to a
control group because the negat1ve examples prov1de »
‘ 1nformat1on on how not to respond el1m1nat1ng~some of the"'
‘poss1ble response alternat1ves that w0uld be ava1lable to
the control group. A | . | |
" For these reasons .1t.was cons1dered approprtate to
1nclude an NOM group in a study 1nvest1gat1ng modell1ng
| presentatton methods '
" Sumary | |
| Proponents of the ™ approach have argued that th1s o
me thod perm1ts 1dent1f1cat10n and d1scr1m1nat1on of the
'spe01f1c behav1ors wh1ch compr1se the appropr1ate and
‘11nappropr1ate demonstrat1ons,‘thus lead1ng to greater
' learn1ng Contrary to th1s, proponents of the POM method
have argued that 1nclud1ng negat1ve examples 1nterferes W1th
learn1ng It seems clear that this 1ssue has not been e e

adequately resolved emplrlcally The studies that have



a0
' addressed th1s 1ssue cannot be meanlngfully compared because
- of- a number of met+odologlcal d1fferences The stud1es T_.
vsupport1ng POM ut1112ed measures of behavmoral performance .
“whereas the. stud1es support1ng CM used measures of cogn1t1ve “fv
'_flearn1ng ‘OtherﬁstudIes not 1nvest1gat1ng th1s compar1son |
but: uswng one of ‘the two methods, have shown that both
"vmethods successfully teach performance of the sk1ll 4 |
The rev1ew of some of the concept format1on L}terature .
'would suggest that the 1nclu51on of both pos1t1ve examples |
and negat1ve or non examp]es, are necessary for concept }‘7
'1earn1ng to occur The pre11m1nary research prOJect -
'econducted by the present author lent support to thas '
’hypofhes1s In’ rev1ew1ng the 11terature regard1ng NOM jt: .
was dec1ded that 1nc1us1on of sUch a- group was necessary
o On the ba51s of this- 11terature, the fo]low1ng
':quest1ons were proposed o ‘ 1)'_ L T
1. W111 a CM group score h1ghen/%han a POM group on a |
'h measure: of conceptual understandlng |
2. Will an NOM group score hlgher than a control group on
',both a performance and a conceptual measure |
‘The follow1ng section d1scusses the second maJor 1ssue to be

4
v1nvest1gated by the. present study ‘.Q,..f:.- » ﬁ::

B. General1zat1on and Ma1ntenance ) | |

oA number of l1m1tat1ons to the m1crocounse111ng ‘
approach to. tra1n1ng have been suggested (Ford 1979 Ivey & ,'
Authjer 1978) One l1m1tat1on concerns genergl1zat10 of

' | | EE L
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the sK1lf“T%ugﬁt to hew s+tuat1ons Wh11e mastery of the

‘k1lls-taugnt‘has usually been demonstrated 1n expertmental

'fijsntuat1ons only 1n a'few~stud%es~have the sk1lls been shown ji."'i
‘};'to generaltze well to actual practice (Ivey & Auth1er 1978
Ly;Thelen et al ¥ 1979) Unly a small percentage of the :
ft”stud1es rev1ewed by Thelen et al (1979) actually assessed :’f/
_Qgenera11zat1on at all These authors stressed that more 49.:51;;t
_:.genera11zatvon measures that apprawse the subJects ‘j'ffﬁ” -j;‘_A
;;;behav1ors 1n more natura11st1c settrngs need to be taken

- S1m1laﬁ problems have been Found wwth the matntenance

ifover time of tbb sk111s taught In a rev1ew of the fr;}'>fif~:-~e.f

_11terature,‘Ford (1979) reported that only s1x of . forty )

TR B 3w o wm oo

| .relevant m1croskxlls-stud1es assessed sklljsmatntenanoe at-”,.a«QQJt

xTong term“foltowup wAw

tnd‘ng”regardtng 1mmed2ate L
- measures ‘wou'ld- be s1gn1ficantlytmonervatuab ezif TR N
: generaT1zat1on to new 51tuat1ons and ma1ntenance over tlme e
'could be also demonstrated General1zat1on and malntenance S
was the second maJor 1ssue addressed by the present study
i'The fol]ow1ng sect1on rev1ews some of the llterature which
has 1nvest1gated genera11zat1on and ma1ntenance 1n tra1n1ng
programs | | |

. ,,"v‘_‘
'~L1terature on General1zatlon and Ma1ntenance

Genera11zat1on has usually been. assessed by measurIng
»tra1nees performance dur1ng an actual or s1mu1ated
< therapeut1c 1nterv1ew To determ1ne the‘Nevel of
| ma1ntenance measures have typ1cal]y bEen repeated after

‘duratlons of five days to s1x months follow1ng tra1n1ng



'4‘, In a study by MoreIand Ivey,,& Ph1111ps (1973) a mﬁfﬂ;Z;,

ﬁ;;dm1drocounsel]1ng tra1n1ng approach was compared w1th a 7-5”“45

~vtrad1taona1 tra1n1ng approach us1ng second year med1ca1

_ students S1x counsell1n sk1lls were taught and subJects

 wWereé asked to do pre and post tra1n1ng 1nterv1ews w1th real

‘;pat1ents to assess general1zat1on of the tra1n1ng The 1'

;j "results showed that wh11e both groups became better

a"1nterv1ewers, the m1crocounsel11ng group 1mproved more than
N R

the comparison group,~ _ N et
Haase D1Matt1a, and Guttman (1972) conducted a one‘

year follow up study w1th the same paraprofe551onal subJects

who had. been taught mlcrocounselling sk11]s in an- earl1er

Qﬂﬂ;etudyu(Haase & DtMattta.&1970) The: paraprofess1onals at

o Lo )~ er-‘-—.-\W

!

_N '{‘

~'%}that time- were worktng 1n,counSe1l1ng sltuatlons and were

s

ﬂif}hot rece1v1ng tra1n1ng or close superv1s1on They found that ffl '

‘f”fﬂOH verbal commun1cat10n SKI]]S and eXpreSS1on of fee11ng

T Rad been malntained @% an 1mproved level Verbal follow1ng

and reflect1on of - fee]1ng rat1ngs had regressed although

they were h1gher than pre tra1n1ng 1evels * The - authors

——

suggested that those sK1lls not 1n use on . the JOb are likely

to be forgotten

in a’ s1m1lar study, Gluckstern (1973) tralned

M
A

paraprofeSSIOnaJs in m1crocounse1]1ng sktlls The tra1nees
“worked act1vely with c11ents and took part 1n monthly h

.‘fo]]ow up tralntng sess1ons The 1eve1 of performance wasl
st1lT ma1nta1ned after s1x months Guttman and Haase (1972)

1nvest1gated the general1zatgon of attend1ng sK1lls from



tra1n1ng to actual therapy sess1ons Results showed that the '-
'l°; S1gnlf1cant 1ncrements made 1n tra1n1ng decreased to some
. extent dur1ng the first week of counsell1ng,'but 1ncreased
' aga1n by the th1rd counsell1ng se551on Levels of | ‘
' performance 1n the counsell1ng sesslons d1d not however;
| reach post tra1n1ng levels ,“'fr; o _f - , ._y o
o - a comprehens1ve study of the ma1ntenance of trained
'.‘sK1lls as used 1n actual therapy se551ons,‘Spooner and Stone
(1977) measured frequency of counsell1ng sk1lls used by ‘l' =
counsellor tra1nees at the end of the tra1n1ng course,.‘g ;{
. dur1ng the practlcum,_and agaln three months after they were S
'Hf? worh1ng as counsellors They found that the.mqre cqmplexu ﬁf@li?f
“ sK1lls were often not ma1nta1ned after tra1n1ng‘was ‘ _l““';
completed Other sK1lT$ such as reflectlon, 1nterpretat1on,
and confrontat1on were ma1nta1ned at the same or slightly
lower level ‘ o ‘s ,;' e ',:' -
Although these studles"haye shown that some sK1lls )
taught by tra1n1ng programs did. general12e and wére‘
ma1nta1ned - on the whole suppqrt for general1zatton and :
- maintenance has not been strong (Ford 1979) Th1s has |
j:art1ally'been due to the lack-of studmes evaluat1ng theseui
"1ssues Varlous suggestrons have been made on how to tmprove -
generallzatlon and malntenance by such means as 1n¢reasfng
'pract1ce tlme prov1d1ng follow up practtBe programs, g1v1ng
x‘follow -up tra1n1ng 1n new s1tuat1ons, prov1d1ng woerooKs. '
:1and focussxng on cogn1t1ve factors such as attent1onal and

retent1onal processes (Ivey & Auth1er, 1978' R1chardson &
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7*stoﬁe; 1981) The effects of cogn1t1ve factors relates»to

the present stu?y and 1s exam1ned 1n the fo1low1ng Sect1on

L RS

_ggn1t1ve Factors e

A.'...

| Counsellor tra1ners,w1th a cogn1t1ve behav1ora1

| perspect1ve have suggested that a focus on cognrt1on in h__m
modell1ng would fac1]1Eate-geheraﬁ?zaf1bn“and«retent1on ) j;»n'h.‘
(Eskedal 1975 Stone, 1980) Th1s is based on. the | |

assumpt1on that "a method that 1ncorporates cogn4t1ve

'1 strateg1es and rules as well as dlscrete sK1lls w111 foster ‘ :;
genera]1zat1on (s1tuatfons) and retent1on as opposed to a

] s1ngular focus on, d1screte sklils v (thhardson & Stone

‘;3w 1981) A number of studqes Have lenf support to thts lfwd.fjvh

. hypothes1s (Berg & Stone. 1980" Derry & §Wone, 1979

Eskedal 1975 Glass. Gottman. & Shmurak 1976) Cogh1t1ve‘;,;

» I

factors 1nvest1géted to date have 1ncluded the use of
cqgn1t1ve adJunct1ve procedures (R1chardson & Stone 1981)-
the use of attentwonal cues (Eskedal 1975) and - the use oF]
cogn1t1ve behav1or modwftcat1on techn1ques to promote
retent1on tDerry & Stone, 1979) s ' | |

One study exam1ned the genera]tzatlon effects of three75

methods of counsellor tra1n1ng cogn1t3ve behavworal

«-’o

e E me c.

behav10ra15 and pnogrammed 1earn1ng The behav1oral and
programmed 1earn1ng groups rece1ved trad1t1ona1 - -
microcounselllng tra1n1ng teach1ng ref]ectvon of fee]1ng and

confrontat1on The cogn1t1ve behav1ora1 group emphas1zed )

cogn1t1ve strateg1es as well The cogn1t1ve strateg1es were

based on Me1chenbaum s se]f 1nstruct1onal model .on

A
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:7fOIIOWeupameaSUres taken dur1ng an actual 1nterv1ew four :‘:v

T~

- \
R weeks aféer treatment the cogn1t1ve behav1oral group

-

fdemonstrated s1gnlj}cantly better sklll performance than the
'programmed learning- group Th1s was the only s1gn1f1cant_”'”'h

'ddiffeeenee;foupd between groups (Richardson & Stone“.1981¥

-«5\:" "

v —components 1n tra1n1ng progﬂams were obtaaned by Berg and

Slm;lar results demonstratlng the effICacy of cognﬂtlve

1Y
Stone (1980) Derry,and Stone (1979) Eskedal (1975) and

-

i G]ass, ‘et al. (1976) >Thus, there are 1ndlcat10ns that

approaches'wh1ch lncorporate cogn1t1ve learnxng techniques

"d;1nto sk11} tra1n1:L may prqmote'general1zat10n~and fetentvon

'ﬁ ;understandlng of the sk111 be1ng taug t more effect1ve1y R

: alone

B

‘~more effect1vely ‘than approaches wh1ch foous on behav1or S

On the ba51s of thts research the assumpt1on was made

}that a tra1n1ng approach that 1mproves cogn1t1ve or‘_ib
’conceptual understandIng would also promote genera11zat1on
'and retentlon, the rat1onale belng that students who have

ﬁdeveIOped a better conceptual understandIng of the sk1l]

would be abLe to- app1y it more"effect1ve1y in d1ffecent«‘ -

s1tuat1ons and would be able - to remember 1t better over a~l':[:

period—of tTme A maJor hypothes1s 1n the present study was

that contrast modellxng wou]d teach conceptua] or- cogn1t1ve

. than; POM ‘or’ NOM If th1s hypothes1s was supported it was"*t:
-h suggested that the CM group would be. super1or to ‘the other

- groups on measures of- genera11zat1on and-. ma1ntenance Thus,

two reasons ex1st for assess1ng general1zat1on and

LS

.v25:7f‘

R

&
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mawntegance_lnfth1s study ( ) to determ1ne the overall

effect1veness of the present study [ tra1n1ng programs 1n
enhanc1ng generaltzatlon and malntenance as recommended by
Thelen et al. (1979) and lb) to determ1ne the d1fferent1el”’t

effects of the treatment programs 1ntenhanc1ng»

general1zat1on and maintenance

C Spec1flc Cons1derat1on§ in the Current Study

To evaluate the lssues ralsed 1n the preced1ng

?g,f“,l1terature revtew three trawnrng programs were developed to_vi

teach a spec1f1c commun1catten sk1ll Three measures were :
used to ‘assess the . effecttveness of each of the programs 1n
teach1ng the target sk1ll The follow1ng sect1ons d1scuss

two. spec1f1c con51derat1ons 1n the current study the targetv

populat1on and the nature and assessment of the sk1ll beingtfh

taught ”b'?"f_ f AR T L ,“”_-t

[RRE AR o

g = o S dev e *, e e e,

¢ - The' P ggglahon LR e e * w
K The target populat1on for the present study was ;f;(
teachers 1n tra1n1ng Although empathy has trad1t1onal Y

i
. R T A

been assdctated w1th psychotherapy and counsell1ng, there ;Af%.g;

,‘¢q._"-.,

has been a substant1al empha51s placed on the need for

i e p

educators to be tra1ned 1n affect1ve and Lnterpersonalvf'&a

'processes (Rogers, 1969) » | PR :
A number of stud1es have demonstrated the effect1venessp

of . empathy tra1n1ng for teachers Ivey and Roll1n (1972)

developed a curr1culum in human relat1ons tra1n1ng for - "

. *N .o
teachers 1n tra1n1ng Th1s curr1culum utg]f!ed a

-



"m'teachers who have had tratnang 1n e

‘m1crpcounse111ng approach to teach a var1ety of ?ﬁ-yff“

commUn1cat1on SK]]]S 1nc]ud1ng attend1ng behav1ors and ’ffg,:ggﬁf

respond1ng empathwcally S1mngar programs have bee{f~‘
’developed for teachers by other tra1ners (Fraser & V1tro,“
.1975 Goud 1975; Hawn 1977 Kerrebroch 1971,“Sweeney, L
Austin & Engel, 1981) | o | ‘"'”' 1

- There is also ev1dence to suggest ‘that - tra1n1ng 1n

' ‘empathy can 1ncrease the effect1veness of teachers D1xon
}'and Morse (1961) reported that student teachers who had o
"h1gh" empathy were‘rated by students ‘and by superw1s1ng B
uteachers as super1or to. those who had‘"low" empathy Aspyf.
(1969) found that levels of empathy shown by\third grade :—“.‘
teachers in the classroom were pos1t1vely related to the *

' cogn1t1ve growth of the1r students as measured by the o
iStanford Ach1evment Test Other stud1es have a]sowshown a;wgrrﬂ-ﬁ
~..posvtr\leﬂ're1atlonsh1p between h1gh te;oh:r empathy and . -
student progress (Harbach & Asbury, 1976 Lew1s, Lovell~ &‘“h”"”
,desse, 1965) Th1s i1terature would suggest that students4 | (

P

‘;.'can benef1t through 1mproved 1earn1n env1ronments from 1[5
\jiathy and human

st

”?relatwons It has been suggested that teach1ng oounsell1ng »
':fsk1lls ass1sts teachers in. I1sten1ng more effect1ve1y tox’,/;ft.g
'1students and in develop1ng agmwe fac1l1tat1ve |

“teacher - student relat1onsh1p (Ivey & Authler, 1978) e

The $kill to be Taught . - 11-t;j_ *:-_ |
' The commun1oat1on skill taught by the tra1n1ng programs"'

in this study was that of respond1ng empath1oa1]y The

%
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E :empathy tra1n1ng has been shown tc have a number of beneflts
'vfor teachers and the1r students in the school env1ronment
_(Aspy,,1969) (b) respond1ng empathlcally 1s a communvcat1on
v sk1ll shown to be related to p051t1ve cl1ent outcomes ih
psychotherapy (Barrett Lenhard 1981; Parloff Waskow.ﬁ&
.fWO]fei 18783, e) empathy 1s seen as an 1mportant -

Felat1onsh1p Variable -adross var ious theoretacal approaches o

/(0r11nsky & Howard 1978) and (d) consrderable 1nterest has
been shown 1n empathlc respond1ng in the train1ng of
._'counsellors as ev1denced by. the large number of tra1n1ng
bstud1es 1n this area (Lambert Dedul1o.l& Steln,'1978)
AL d1st1nct1on is made. here between the commUn1cat1on

' sk111 of “respond1ng empath1cally and Roger s (1957) |
~concept of "accurate empathy" The tra1n1ng programs used in
' the present study d1d not purport to change the tra1nees '
'1nto empath1c 1nd1v1duals but they were 1ntended ‘l’teach 5
«spec1f1c verbal behav1ors wh1ch wou]d contr1bute to the
commun1catlon of empathy in a relat1onsh1p the same sk111

- taught ﬂn a study by R1chardson and Stone (1981) was named'

reflect1on of fee11ng . However in th1s study, respond1ng

empath1ca1ly was fe]t to be a more accurate descrlptlon of '

the sk1ll taught The present study ut1llzed three measures
to assess the tra1n1ng programs a ratrng measure"a_
conceptual measure /and a measure of generallzat1on The

_ general1zat1on or 1nterv1ew measure ut111zed the same rat1ng

sca]es as the performance measure and thus is not d1scussed =

'chowce of thas sk111 was based on the follow1hg po1nts (a)”é“
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Under a, separate head'ing T e T e
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The term performance 1s used in. th1s study to denote;,-~u"

. il
the behavioral and verbal aspects 1n,the,executton of the )

WS

et

»- L -
'sk1ll betng taught A number of approaches have been 5ff ’”ﬂ*;”

' -,developed for assessing the commun1catlon sK111 of

vzu_respond1ng empathtcally A large number of these have o

‘i:r1nvolved rattng scales used by Judges tp rate spec1f1c

‘}ffcounse]lor behav1ors (Carkhuff 1969a b Rask1n 1965 Truax

'f‘& CarKhuff 1967). Most of these rating scales have been

.,c]1ent rat1ngs of therap1sts performances, (b:;

r'shown to be moderate]y rel1ab1e (Luborsky & Spence, 1978).

;Other approaches to assess1ng empathy have 1nvolved (a) -

vfrequency of use of empathy statements,'tc) mu1t1ple cho1ce )
> type exams with v1deo sttmulus tapes, and&(dﬁ wr1tten sk1llsV‘
;:tests:(Ford 1979) Ih the present study, Judges rat1ngs of :

"the ‘.t-raii,nees responses to helpee statements were: chosen %s

poss1b1l1t1es, cltent rat1ngs are not poss1ble 1n a tra1n1ngtty

study. frequency data does not measuhe-qua11ty of response,‘ff{f°
‘fand exams and wr1tten sk1l] tests are not as va11d a measurel'

.of performance

In the 11terature a number of quest1ons have been.h
raised- regardlng the val1d1ty of Judges rat1ngs 1n . '
assessmg‘npathy (Blaas & Heck 1975 Chm,'Ky_:;& Rappaport

1970; Kurtz,& Grummon, 1972) The ma1n content1on however,‘ad;‘

perta1ns to the clarlty of the construct of empathy rather .1

BRI :
.

f: belng the most appropr1ate type of alternat1ve Of the other:_:ﬂ



than to the use of ratrngss In response to th1s 11terature,“g.;r

;5>'Kasdorf and Gustafson (1978) suggested that Whér - us1ng
. mL» LI

Y rat4ng $ca1es,.e?forts shoulg%be made to Ta) operat1ona11ze;‘:f:

thewdef1;ut1oa o$ theﬁconstruct be1ng taugpt 1n terms of
. LA - A
’,AspeC1f1c behav1oral cr1ter1a and (b) operat1onally define

.- L

% - . - e

“the scale po1ﬁts tn ierms‘d? Tden11f1able behav1ors so as to T

\T1ncrease the relaab1l1ty and valldity of the measures._l
“-the present study, responding empath1ca11y was operat1ona11y
s.@f Qef1ned‘1n thav1oral terms as reflect1ng the fee11ng and n

‘:V,{;.;; conteni of the ch;ent,ﬁs st%emegét‘ In t‘he’ present study the
4% -gﬁaﬁk@uff gm@ath1c Understandlvg in Interpersonal Prodbsses

‘' Scale (1969a b) was used The f1ve po1nts on the scale were .
-defined. in terms of spec1f1c behav1ora1 cr1ter1a (see - o
._ Append1x I) g B
o In the1r review’ of the construct va11d1t1es of empathy—}
- measures,.Feldsteln and Gladste1n (1980) concluded that ‘the
'Empath1c Understand1ng Scale had good va11d1ty when empathy
'was def1ned str1ctly as a verbal sk111 None of the other
"-empathy measures rev1ewed were cons1dered to be more val1d -
,than th1s scale S1nce the sk111 taught 1n the present study
:hiw str1ct]y verbal". the Empathlc Understand1ng Sca]e was
tcons1dered to. be a val1d 1nstrument to use for the d,-

N

performance and 1nterv1ew measures

f The Conceptua] Measure

To date on]y a - few stud1es have used @ conceptual

'u'measure of counse111ng sk1lis Eskeda] (1975) constructed a

1

true fa1se 1nstrument to measure the acqu1s1t1on of the L

U
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"'“'1nformat1on modelled 1n h1s tra1n1ng program The test 1téms o

Ca e e VL A

were developed by v1ew1ng the program and formulat1ng test
mf;ffquestlons tbat d1rectly‘related to. the counsell1ng behav1ors
;]of the model The _judgment of content val1d1ty of the -

T?'measUre was accompl1shed by subm1tt1ng the- lnstrument for

"cr1t1cal rev1ew by s1x psycholog1sts and mod1fy1ng 1t
accord1ngly | _ | o
A standandizedctestnwas,developed“by GUnn; Hi1l ‘and -
‘_.Gelfandf(cttedlin Pfeiffer, ”Heslin, &. dones, 1976) to'.

measure empathy recogn1tlon They suggested that h1gh

C e o T
<

*scorers on: the1r test,,called Recoqn1t1on Assessment Empathy

{RA- E), cogn1t1vely understood the concept of empathy. - The
: RA E. is a mult1ple cho1ce type test with. twenty quest1ons-
.Each quest1on cons1sts of one helpee,statement and four
‘poss1ble helper responses The testee 1s requ1red to choose
‘-the most empath1c response |
: Because the RA- E d1d not completely su1t the
dmrequ1rements of the present study a ‘similar 1nstrument was

developed This 1nstrument, called the Conceptual Measure,

followed'the des1gn of . the RA-E but 1noluded ‘additional
factors These were developed from the follow1ng concept
learn1ng model . | , S |
Klausmeler (1971) formulated a descr1pt1ve model of : *l
-conceptual«learnrng This developmental model proposes-four.A |
progress1vely more complex levels of concept attawnment thel'r
,¢oono\ete level‘ the 1dent1ty level the class1f1catory |

'"«;ngél and the formal level The two levels of . 1nterest in

¥



e;procedure for the study
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vfdrma] level At ‘the class1flcatory level 1nd1v1duals are
tab]e to determ1ne that two d1fferent 1nstances of - the same
_,concept are equ1va1ent and class1fy a’ number of 1nstances

.......

-;ggas examples and othens as’ non*eXamples At the formal levele

perform the operat1ons of the class1f1catory level
Based on the Klausme1er model the present study

def1ned codceptual understanding as: (a) the ab111ty to

empath1c fac111tat1veness,_and (b) the ability to rank order

‘.helper responses in terms of their empath1c_

fac111tat1veness 1t was" not cons1dered appropr1ate to

. 1ncorporate the forma1 1eve1 operat1on of def1n1ng
attr1butes of the concept" into the test because of the,
'shor t durat1on of the tra1n1ng program and the abstract

"_nature of the concept : : )

The test developed for the present study was. a mult1ple

cho1ce type in wh1ch the aﬁswers were ranked by the’ tra1nees,

‘1n-terms.of their appnopr1ateness..Th1s‘test, 11Ke_the RA-E,.
_ measdred recognitjon and identification.'In,addition; it -

‘involved.classification and qualitative difterentiation'of

responses in terms of the1r fac111tat1veness -This test is

»descr1bed in greater deta11 1n Chapter I11 along w1th the

' 1nd1viduals can def1ne attr1butes of the: concept ‘as we]l as""

- ~ident1fy and‘tlasswfy helper responses on. the ba51s,0¥ the1r o o

-

‘:;the present s tudy. were the elassaf1catory leVel and the {f__ ;mw

. o



Q.D.'Hypotheses

Based on The review of the 1iterature and the pl]Ot
study by the author the follow1ng hypotheses seemed to be

' warranted and 1n need of test1ng :L”,__Jfgaa'ga,ﬁvvv*=

~:o,, PR [

.33

Ihe pos1tive only and'contrast mode1ring groupsvw111 he

..

_superior to the negat1ve only mode]l1ng and the controltfftf-'w

'groups on all measures

| 2. The contrast modell1ng group w1ll be super1or to the i

pos1t1ve only modell1ng grOUp on-measures of}conceptualjl .

. n«u,,m,w-'“ G‘,“unn;
« .o
.....

Sl «undérsfahd1hg 8 generalazatﬁon of the | sk1l] to new
N 51tuat1ons and on ma1ntenance of . the ski]l over t1me
3. Jhe negat1ve only modelting group w1ll be super1or to

Jﬁf" the contro] group on the performance and conceptua]

measures y o Q", e

In order to test the above hypotheses the follow1ng generalA

and spec1f1c nul] hypotheses were exam1ned statlsttcally

Q?f“.f ’._}'; S QeneraT Ngll'Hygothesesi
o ° TN o T L
1. There w1]1 be no s1gn1f1cant«d1fference between groupsl'
on a measure of performance '_' , o
2. There will be no- svgn1flcant dlfference between groups
on a measure of general1zat1on | » | ‘
3."There w111 be no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between groups
.on 3 measure of conceptual uhderstand1ng S

4. There w1l] be ho stgnlflcant d1fference between scores'

yon the 1n1t1a1 posttest and scores on the delayed

@ o‘,.."uu
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."_There w111 be no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between SCGPesafﬁ;:

“on the 1n1t1al posttest and scores on. the delayed

- ’posttest for the measure of generallzatton

. There w111 be no stgn1f1cant dafference between scores'fﬁ,ﬁr

“b:on the 1n1t1a1 posttest and scores on the delayed)

L

The spec1f1c null hypotheses were determ1ned 1n advance of )

- ‘posttest for the measure of conceptual understand1ng

er e e §Qec1§ <. Nul] ﬂyggtnese \\ .

. - - . il - - L.
4“,s1° v e s S o “

e e,

'the data collect]onﬂtn order to test_theftheory'presentedb1n.‘

7.

10.

.. .Chapter. II

B 1nterv1ew measdre “:%w‘<“’“'? ﬁ~'m;fau

{'1The seores of the CM group w1ll not%be s1gn1fﬁcant1y ".kf.

“higher than the scores ‘of the PUM group on" the 1n1t1all'

1conceptual“%easure

e . . Lo .'.‘,,"qu‘a

euh,,‘

The scores of the CM group w111 not be: swgn1fqeamt1y oy

e g

- : L A1 bt\o Fy

h1gher than the scores of the POM group .on the delayed

‘LmtenVIew\measure 1;w " .

PP T SRR 1 i .
. i !

. ¢The scores of the CM group w1ll not be s1gn1f1cantly

ih1gher than the. scores of the PDM group ‘on the 1n1t1a1

QT et

The scores of the CM group w11T not be Stgn1f1cant1y :

h1gher than the scores of the PUM group. on the de]ayed

: conceptual qsasure

C11.

'The scores of the NOM group w1]1 not be s1gn1f1cantly i
h1gher than the scores of the Contr01 group on the '

,1n1tlal performance measure
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€~g;de1eyed performance measure '{;;aqgjﬁ,i;gur~»-~s~

T.ﬂﬁffThe SCOPes of fhe NOM group wi]] not “be- s1gn1f1cantly'f¢’fﬁff*‘

et L -'.:"Z‘.s,h
f“r“““h1gher than the scores of the Control greup-on the
'.1n1t1a1 interV1ew measure N v»f;vﬂr, £

fhff@;LThe scores of the NDM group w111 not be s1gnif1cantly;f5‘ :
‘;:ffh1gher than the scores Qf the Contro1 group ‘on the
"f‘_de]ayed 1Nt3PVWew measure ;ﬁisfus,e,l*;ﬂzfg;_fﬁ ;‘hwk .h'

15.; The scores of the NO#M group W11T not be s1gn1f1cantfy

-
> e s o

h1gher than - the scoreslof the Conirol grﬁup “or tﬁe . ﬂ"?*ﬁ-

R SN

1n1t1a1 conceptua] measure '
js. The scores.of the NDM group w111 not be 51gn1f1cantly |
’ 'Ah1gher than the~scores of the Coniro] grouplon the LR

‘,delayed conceptual measure <vvf '1 '~"_ ‘“”“‘ﬁ',

an lan
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Fhe~purpose of . the study was to 1nvest1gate the effects';""

i‘ of d1fferent modelllng presentation~methods on - behav1oral

and conceptual learning of a commun1catwon sklll and o
subsequently, the generallzation and ma1ntenance of results
Th1s chapter descr1bes the experlmental des1gn the ‘

development of the tra1n1ng tapes, the procedure and/thelev

dependent measures used.
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: Undergraduate students'enrolled in introductoryf;,

o

- educat1on courses were asked to volunteer thelr

parttcwpat1on 1n thls study A lJm1ted descr1pt1on of the

: ‘study was g1ven along w1th an explanat1on of the

- requ1rements A s1gn up book was then passed around the

cld%sroom and volunteers s1gned up at t1mes that were

»conven1ent to themselves E1ghty seVen subJects part1c1pated

Ce

in the study and elghty four complete sets -of data were
obtalned Two 1ncomplete sets of data were due to the.
subJects not return1ng for the delayed posttest and one to

equ1pment malfunct1on

36



S

L program was to teach teacher tra1nees how to respond

AAAAAA

N . .‘,;,..- .,\- ARy

...... , og » ,.«»',

Stanley, 19631 wath repeated measures‘was;used' The :

PURSEE A
..

v*'nndependent VaF fable” in-the study was- the - modelllng

A T LI

,performance abil1ty. conceptual understand1ng, and

performance in new s1tuat1ons, each assessed on two

.occa51ons, The three outcome measures were evaluated

1mmed1ately after the treatment and aga1n after a per1od of

1seven days.

The four exper1mental cond1t1ons 1nclud'd'three '

jtreatment cond1t1ons and one—control group hese were

. ,,,:. - .l

called: pos1t1ve only*modetllng (POM). contrast 4
modell1ng(CM). negat1ve only modelling (NDM) and control

-

‘The fotloW1ng sect1on descr1bes the nature and development«<

\‘ »”» - - B

of the traﬁnlng tapes

C. The. Training Program

The commun1cat1on sK1ll chosen to be taught to the -

. tra1nees was 'respond1ng empath1cally The purpose of: the :

[N

empath1cally when 1nteract1nglw1th studenfs For the‘

e

‘purposes of th1s study,‘ respond1ng empath1cally was"
"operat1onally def1ned as, reflectlng the feel1ng and

' ‘content of the student s statement“' Th1s def1n1t1on 1s

’

cons1stent w1th that employed in preyious empathy tra1n1ng

stud1es (Calder 1980 Perry, 1975)

:_presentat1on method The dependent/tar1ables were SKTJl .

-

w .
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The format of the tra1n1ng programs followed a'
varaatlon»of the m1crocounsell1ng parad1gm (Ivey.;1971)

'3~*Spec1f1caily, 1t was based on a tra4n1ng mode] developed by

"Calder (1980) wh1ch 1ncorporated the var1ous components of f“

’ ff"m1orocounselling W‘th an- emphas1s on the modell1ng component

t_eand on practice w1th modelled‘feedback
4 The program was presented on- aud1o tape Th1s mode of
ypresentat1on is 1nteract1ve in that the tra1nee is asked to
’respond'to he]pee statements on the tape pract1ce the
“;sk111 vand thed&rece1ve feedback regarding the qual1ty of
1h1s or her responses Some advantages of a taped mode of -
presentat1on are: t ).the qua11tx of demonstrat1on is.
dcons1stent]y h1gh and is standard for each presentat1on
time, (b) the trainee can pract1ce and repract1ce the sk111
as many t1mes as requ1red thereby rev1ew1ng and-- 1mprov1ng

on h1s/her own taped responses. and (c) the program is

self 1nstruct1onal and so does not necessar1ly requ1re the

'presence of an' 1nstructor Programs based on th1s model have-

hbeen demonstrated to be effect1ve in a number of stud1es
TCalder 1980 Eustace,‘1980 Honeychurch 19809 In the.
present study the demonstrat?on of the effect1veness of th1s
type: of program was:" secondary to the quest1on of the effects
of d1fferent mode111ng presentat1on methods . o ,
The three treatment programs developed were 1dent1ca1
~in all respects except for the manner. in. wh1ch the model]ed
;message was presented The programs were approx1mate1y 20

_,mxnutes in durat1on dur1ng wh1ch t1me the tra1nee lwstened

@

.‘.
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to the demonstratlon and recorded hms oa her responses - In .

llsten1ng to the program, the travnee was exposed to a

_‘:,,

“‘Ifnumber of’ v1gnettes in wh1ch two educat1onal psychologlsts

'v[<demonstrated var1ous responses dur1ng an 1nterv1ew w1th a

‘h1gh school student The speclfic format of each-of the

'treatment tages is. g1ven in the follow1ng sect1on .

‘Positive Model lggg o o N
JThe positive model tape had the fol-ldwing:carponentS'

1. 'an 1ntroductory section with a br1ef descr1pt1on of the =~

sK1ll and an explanat1on of the procedure—-These Were
g1ven 1n an encouraglng manner to promote max1mum
part1c1patlon and were Intended ‘to cue\the l1stener to

the relevant 1nformat10n

2. s1xteen helper helpee 1nteractlons in whlch the helper...

'demonstrated empathlc responses wh1ch were rated by the
' Judges and found to be at an average level of 3 9 on the

-Carkhuff Empath1c UnderstandIng Scale

© 3. a commentary by the helper on the qual1ty of the

' responses (attent1onal cue1ng) |
4, a practnce feedback(sess1on 1n which elght'helpee
tr.sfatementS'were heard The tra1nees were g1ven a 15
second pause after each statement dur1ng which. t1me they
- were to- respond W1th an appropr1ate empath1c'response to
'-the‘statement ;h:/15 second pause was followed by an

'appropr1ate h1g vel modelled response g1v1ng~the

4traInee the opportun1ty to compare his or her response o

wath the - h1gh level response,

g
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"Lf¢£5;,-a post test assess1ng performance ab1l1ty. thlS‘/

cons1sted of s1x student statements to which empath1c

o, -
-~ . eheL s

'Jresponses were to be made _ _

""f"’Contrast Model 1_@ R

o The contrast modellwng tape was 1dent1cal to the o
Apos1tlve modell1ng tape with xheeexcept1on of components one
-and two. The 1ntroductory sect1on dtfferedgonly inits
explanat1on of section two It ‘was éxpla1ned that both good

“and’ poor examples were to be demonstrated In sectlon two,'
the models demonstrated a. low level 1nappropr1ate empath1c |
response and then corrected themselves with a high Tevel

response. Twelve of these helper helpee 1nteract1ons were -

';&Ldemonstrated. In sect1on fourf-both gopd -and poor responses.f/ '

‘were demonstrated I transcrlpt of th1s program is g1ven 1n-d

aAppend1x II The scr1pt of the positive model tape was .\"

tls1mllar to the one glven in Append1x I1 but d1d not have the
hegative examples . T . |
Negat1ve éggg* _ggg T | S |

| The tlrst second - and fourth components of thls tape
d1ffered from those 1n the pos1t1ve model tape In the N

1nstructlons\¢he sk1ll was deflned and 1t was explained that

" only poor examples were to be heard. Traynees were’

"lencoUraged to than of better responses ‘The second
component 'had s1xteen helper helpee 1nteractlons in whlch
the. helper demonstrated poor . Tow level empath1c responses

lThese responses were rated by the Juddes and were found to

v\have a ‘mean level of 1.4, In.the fourth segment,e1ght helpee
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,statements were heard followed by poor Tow level responses
~The tra1nees were asked to/make the1r own responses to each
’;statement wh1ch 1mproved on the. modelled response.

Control lggg _ 4
« | Thts tape conta1ned instruottons. a description of the
skill,_and the post-test.g
D. Tape Productton Conslderat1ons ’

A number of. factors Were considered- dur1ng tape o ‘
._produo{:on in an effort to enhance the 1nstruct1onal qual1tyl”
and to increase exper1mental control One factor was the "
med%Um of. presentat1on The three presentat1on modes
-typ1cally used in tra1n1ng stud1es are: \wr1tten aud1o -:‘
'wtaped or f1lmed In a study spec1ftcally 1nvest1gat1ng the
_'medta of presentat1on Rob1nson Froehle and Kurpius
(1979b) found no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between v1deo and
aud1o modes of presentat1on when teach1ng counsell1ng
sKills. S1m1lar results were obta1ned 1n a stUdy by
W1lmarth Moracco and Vallne (1982) In a 20 hour Human
Relat1ons Training class no d1ﬁferences were found-between
| f1i1med, aud1o taped, ahd wr1tten modes ofrpresentat1on on.

.measures of empath1c understand1ng : | . o
| Calder (1980), has suggested that vxsual 1nput may |
»actually detract from the. learnang of a verbgl sklll becauseﬁu'
tra1nees ‘may attend to tHg wrong cues. Althoﬁbh the audto
'v1sual med1um does have a- numper of advantages over . the

audto med1um 1t was felt that in pract1ce more traln1ng



;SItuatIOns use aud1o tape than v1deo equ1pment In the
‘present study,.aud1o taped 1nstruct1onal programs were used
Dur1ng tape development emphasis was placed on'.
: enhanCIng the<tra1nees responsiveness‘to the expgrt models
oh the tape Bandura (1977) outlined a number of |
| character1st1cs of models that enhance responsiveness The
, follow1ng mode 1 character1st1cs have been found to be
eff1cac1ous high status, perce1ved competence power, and
same sex as the trainee. Having multiple models has also
:been found tqjenhance respons1veness The treatment tape 1n‘_'
the present study employed prest1g1ous\and competent models
(expert educators tra1ned “#n commun1cat1on skwlls), and used

[

:=models of both sex. ‘ , y

In segment two of}the treatment tapes; the;modelling S
-presentat1on method d1ffered for each tape: the pos1t1ve' o
mode 1 tape and the negaf1ve ‘mode | tape had 16 demonstratlon.
statements while the contrast model tape had 12. This
d1fference was necessary because the contrast model _
demonstrat1ons requ1red more t1me to present “For the second
segment ‘a dec1s1on was made to keepethe 1nstruct1on tlme.

'rather than the number of demonstrat1ons, constant across

.treatments so that any diff@rences ‘found across treatment ]Tt

groups could not nq::dfh f_ted to dtfferences in

1nstruct1onal t1me : 2
The product1on of thé’programs and the post tests’
requ1red a number of student cl1ent statements in the

v 4

second fourth and. f1fth segments To insure that the



| ,programS'and the post tests, a pool"'” statements was ,'}‘”
‘,"fj-generated and then randomly ass1gned_to the programs and
"'%a.'-_both post tests ST 8

.r;e;f' The content of the statements expressed by the studeht

B

cl1ents on the tape focused on common everyday problems : ft |
"typ1cal of those experlenced by schOol students They were |
.-[‘kept brlef. and were carefully worded to’ 1nsucéfclarqty of
},mean1ng | . | ) _ “_ - s ,y - 'HT'
' F1nally. the program was adm1n1stered on a trial bas1s
;to a number of tra1nees tq tnsure that the t1m1ng was ‘

':appropr1ate and the instructlons clear

RS T

‘E-. Procedure ,w-"‘ ,,,};‘QfoJ’v‘"

The tra1nees rece1ved the treatment programs on Sony

'f;Language Lab recorders On theSe mach1nes 1t was poss1ble tog-'
;]dilwsten and},ecord at: the samg"tlme ;}_‘. " o _ '. “
N The fac1l1t1esgaiailable allowed a max1mum of three_f‘-"‘“'

| ﬁ‘.students to be trained at one t1me On arrrval the traineés{pr

f'iwere randomly as51gned to a”treatment cond1tlon and seatedfri°

lft1n 1nd1v1dual small tra1n1ng rooms Aldescript1on of the

';"equ1pment and the program along w1th the procedural

""”fzwnstruct1ons ‘was: then g1ven and the the?tr ‘”foceoedftor°ﬁdf



b , .
h_44
written test. Theftrainees‘werevthen'asked:to‘return the.
: fol]ow1ng week at the same ttme to complete the study After‘
the. delayed posttest, admtnistered seven days after the
| treatment the subJects were debr1efed (see Appendxx III)

"

jand the1r react1ons to the program el1c1ted 1nformally

:Ft Dependent Measures _ c

The three dependent varlables 1n th1s study were .gf
measure of sk111 performance a measure of conceptual N
understand1ng, and a measure of sK111 performance 1n'a.
s1mu1ated 1nterv1ew ' '

Performance Measure

\ Th:s ‘measure assessed the tra1nees ab111t1es to o ;L-ﬂ )
vpﬁrespond empath1ca11y to student cllent statements wat ..
‘statements were presented to the tra1nees as the f1nal, v
cicomponent of the tra1n1ng program They were asked to make fff :
.an empath1c response to each of the s1x statements Thnee -
-.tra1ned Judges 1ndependently rated the responses Thek"'
f.CarKhuff Empath1c Understandtng for Interpersonal Processes |
::Scale (1969a b) was used to rate the responses To 1mprove
~the: re11ab111ty of the Judges. each scale po1nt was deftned
il1n behav1ora] terms and a behav:oral def1n1t1on of empath1c ’
'erespond1ng was developed (see Appendwx I) o | '

Two of the Judges were bllnd to the cond1t10ns and to

,vthé‘1dent1ty of the subJegts The th1rd Judge operated the

equ1pment andt!hﬁtefore was not bllnd to the cond1t1ons

e

Inclus1on of the th:rd Judge s ratings as part of the



dependent measure was cond1t1onal on a number of cr1ter1a
These are d1scussed 1n Chapter IV The ratwngs of the s1x
‘responses for each subJect were averaged to g1ve a single
performance score for” each subJect _' “' | ? _'
‘ﬂ on profe551onal psychotheraplsts served as raters
Both wene exper1enced raters and one‘had had prevwous
'4exper1ence w1th the Carkhuff scales In the one hour rater

".‘tra1n1ng ses}1on examples of responses at d1fferent levels

'_.were prov1ded alohg w1th .an operattonal descr1pt1on of

.‘empath1c respondlng and -an explanat1on of the rat1ng
‘procedure Follow1ng th1s, tr1al rat1ngs of sample*responses .
: were made unt1l an 80% level of agreement was reached '

cons1stently by the Judges R o

: Concegtua Measure T | | _ |

" _‘ In the present study, conceptual understand1ng was _
*'operattonally def1ned as the ab1l1ty to 1dent1fy and ﬁ‘[”.d:‘
;class1fy helper responses on the bas1s of the1r empath1c g
i'fac1l1tat1veness (cf Chapter II) : L “

E For the conceptual measure the subJects were. presented,_k

w1th s1x helpee statements. each of these be1ng followed by-'f'r

'four posstble helper responses Two alternate forms of th1s

fttest were: constructed fOr the two test1ng occa51ons In

”7develop1ng the test 15 student statements were selected For'f‘

~¥each of these s1x poss1ble responses representrng vartous ;}1

ailevels of empath1c respond1ng were generatedg Each of the

_bresponses was rated byg ﬂve JUdges on. the Carkhuff Efli;:"

_iUnderstandlng Scale From the s1x responses the four}*plf”"‘ﬁ
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f°'

3 understand1ng were selected Three of thé 15 quest1ons were f\

reSponses wh1ch proV1ded the w1dest range of empath1c

- el1m1nated because agreement on’ the rat1ngs was not reached

: by the f1ve Judges The rema1n1ng'12 quest1ons were randomly

ass1gned to the two alternate forms of the test. '
In tak1ng the test the subJects were asked to rank
order the responses from‘best to worst in terms of the1r

empat@lc fac1l1tat1vene$s (see Appenddx Iv). ThlS measure

- was presented s1multaneously on’ aud1o tape and 1n the

wr1tten mode so that d1fferences in tralnee respond1ng - ;_ﬂ; f'

between these two modes would not b1as the results

F1ve counsell1ng psycholog1sts w1th prev1pus empathy

9.rat1ng tra1n1ng were g1ven the test and the mod%l value of

rank order D1fference scores from.the s1x 1tems were

- of errors poss1ble (48) so that scores wou]d correlate ,’fl'“‘

1

the1r comblned responses was taken as' an '; actual“ rank '
order1ng The data on. this measure consmsted of d1fference,

i

scores between the subJects rank order1ngs and thef“actual"

LR

i 3

averagedgto g1ve a s1ngle conceptual score for each subJect

In each

N\

pos1t1vely w1th the level of conceptual underétand1ng

»

Interv1ew Measg_g

4 .
A3

In order to assess the subJects"abll1t1es to perform

t

the commun1cat1on sk1ll 1n a’ reallstlc settlng, each subJect

51mulated 1nterv1ew sett1né Three un1vers1ty students role

played as the student cltents They were coached 1n a one '

,‘4

M'\

ase this score was subtracted from the total number"

.T was asked to pract1ce the1r empathtc respond1ng skllls 1n a

)
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hour tratnlng sesswon, to present concerns that mtght

;- .
typ1cally be d1scussed w1th a. school teacher “Four. general
top1c areas were chosen for the 1nterv1ews, These were

"famtly concerns vocat1onal coﬁcerns relattonsh1p

'concerns , and' personal concerns . Tra1nees were given a

different topic on.. the delayed posttest from the one :3
presented on the 1n1t1al ppsttest but apart from thws the
top1cs were randomly ass1gned to tra1nees x,‘ E _
The 1nterv1ews were taped and lasted approx1mately f1Ve :
to ten minutes From each 1nterv1ew the m1ddle three m1nute
segments were extracted The subJects responses from these

segments Were rated us1ng the ‘same. rat1ng scale and methods

& those Used in the performance measures Anfoverall score

[

"was calculated for each subJect

)

Por the conceptual measure two forms of - the test (forms

A and B) were requ1red One for the 1mmed1ate post test and

' one for the delayed post test (Append1x IV) ln order to

lellm1nate any var1ance due to dwfferences between forms A

: ;and B one half of the- subJects rece1ved form A on the-

v

1mmed1ate post test and one half rece1ved form B On the .‘
delayed post test\ each’ subJect rece1ved the alternate form'

The type of analys1s used is presented in Chapter IV

'along_w)th the results_and d]scuss1onr_



IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION.

- The data collected dur1ng the present exper1ment conSISted
.of three- dependent measures taken from each subJect on two
ﬁ,occas1ons The dependent var1ables cons1sted of a measure off
vsklll performance akmeasure of. the tralnees understand1ng .
of the concept of empathy, and a measure of general1zat1on'
. of the. sk1ll The maJor stat1st1cal analys1; used was a:“

- one-way" un1var1ate analys1s of varlance with repeated
measures calculated for eacg of the dependent measures It
was dec1ded to accept as sxgn1flcant any d1fferences for

'wh1ch the probab1l1ty for reJect1ng the null hypotheses was

1*‘fless than 05

~Two of the dependent measures 1nvolved ratlngs made by
Judges Inter -rater rellab1l1ty coeffic1ents were calculated
:for each Judge us1ng a Pearson r In th1s chapter the
results of the analys1s are presented and d1$cussed in.

N

conJunct1on w1th the hypotheses stated 1n Chapter II

A. Reliability of»the’dudges'

 Three- Judges rated randomly presented responses made\by '

pthe tralnees for the performance measure and the 1nterv1ew ‘\A-~

measure Two of the Judges were bl1nd to the experlmental

_;cond1t10ns, to the‘testIng occas1on (1n1t1al or delayed)

"'and to the rat1ngs ‘of the other Judges The th1rd Judge, ~_e1::c:

Mpresent~author,,was not blind to the exper1mental cond1t1onsij§-
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- or. the test1ng occaSIOns but was bllnd to the rat1ngs qf therV
4other judges:. The advantage of us1ng the rat1ngs of three |
Judges versus those of. two Judges was that the overal] =
:re11ab1llty of the- measures would be 1ncreased Because the ;
j.th1rd gudge was not bllnd to the cond1t1ons 1n th1s study,‘ﬂh
the possib1l1ty of rater bias may have ex1sted Therefore o
'two cr1ter1a were used to determ1ne whether the. advantages
of 1ncTud1ng the th1rd Jjudge’s rat1ngs in the dependent

measures wou ld outwe1gh the d1sadvantages The first
"crlterion requ1red a h1gh correlat on of the th1rd Judge S

~rat1ngs w1th those of the other tJ:\ The second requ1red
that the th1rd Judge s rat1ngs did not cons1stently faTl - “
'outs1de the mean range set by the rat1ngs of the other two SN
judges . ]3 D |

The correTat1on of rat1ngs for the 1ndtv1dual Judges

for the four exper1mental cond1twons reported 1n Table I
fshow correlatlons between 0. 7 and 0.9 w1th the h1ghest
correlat1ons be1ng between the th1rd Judge and the other .'j.
.“t The mean rat1ngs for the four exper1menta] cond1t1ons $'
and the two test1ng oocas1ons (see Table II) show that “fo

the mos t part the th1rd7Judge s mean ratlngs feTT between

the range set- by the means of the other two Judges Thus.

'h:there seemed to be no observable blas Dn the bases- of these o

"resutts it was decided to 1nclude the thTPd Judge s rat1ngs

as part of the dependent measures. 1n order to lncrease the S

rel1ab1lity of the measures.:_;ji”'};;_v



Table 1
Correlatlons of the Ratlngs of Ind1v1dual

Judges for Each Condltlon’ S 5‘”_ﬂgn

e

50

JUDGES

'CONDITION . - ot 1 "3\2\? + 1 with 3° 2 with 3

(n = 21N S (n=21) &

fGroup 1: -PositiVe _ . . = R
Performance measure_a - ;821; o 'gByéf i ' ;869
Interv1ew measure o .785 . .e02 . ' 770

Group 2 Contrast , : : , , . o ,
Performance measure\*'; ©o.864 ' ;939 S .863 .
Interv1ew measure . .857 ;866 .85

'AGroup‘a | Negative SRR Tlaff?’,.; rggi'“_.
Performance measure © 1 .886 . - .29 . .899
Interview measure - L7880 .\ .855 - 752

~éroup u. Control o To R :‘.\\ : » . :
* Performance measure '.' L7870 N\ .8MT - 974
: Intervzew measure © . i689 T 7 o ..681
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) S Table 2., o f. "' | '
Group Means and Standard Dev1atlons for Indlg;dhal
Judges on the Performance and Interv1ew Measubes N
e . _Inlflal test Delayed test
e E R Judge © - Judge-
» Group 1 2 3 1 T2 3
| PERFORMANCE MEASURE
1. Positive 13 55 ! 719,90 19.08" - 18.42 18,29
© (n =21) (2. 85}*ﬁ;2%997§ﬁ¥3 19) (2.79) ~{2_as> By Yy
2. Contrast  18.10 19.71% ¥i. g6 19.u43 *19:7y?7*i§u55
(n'= 21). (3.99) (3,70)" (4,107 403.65) (2.74) (3:23),
3. Negative  9.38 ‘9.52 . 9.861 '11.81’7910;57 "11.76 o
(n = 21) (3.91) (4.15) (3.88) (3.34) 1(3.82) (3. 53) .
4. Control 7.00 © 7.95  7.19  9.28 g,,g 57 . 9.05
(n = 21y (1.00) (2.03) (1.12) (2.30)"(2.97) (2.34)
| . INTBﬁVIEW4MEASURE1" ’
1. Positive - 2.76  °3.00 2.85  2.80° . 2.75 2.86
- (n=21)° (0.94). (0.83) (0.96) (0.93) “(o. 99) (0.91)
2. Contrdst . 3.38.  3.26 ° 3.47 % 3.18 " 3,09 - 3.0 .
- (n=21)  (0.97) (0.90) (0.98) (1.06) (1. 04) " (0.9%)
3. Negative  1.38  l.u4 = 1,33 1.5 © 1.81  1.57
- (n = 21)  (€0.67) (0.59) (0.57)  (9.97) (0.98) (0.87)
4. Control .. 1.23  1.33 . 1.23  1.47 . 1.33 1.23
co(m=21) 0 (0.43). (0.48)  (0.43) (0.60) © (Q.u8) (0.43) - .
~ ~
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N - . i
The performance measures were obtalned by hav1ng the -

three judges. rate each of the subJect s s1x respon es on

‘ both the” 1n1t1al and the delayed posttests The: thf ee

©
Judges rat1ngs were averaged to give a score for the

-

response The s1x response scores: were ‘then averaged to give - .

an overaTT perfOrmance score The 1nterv1ew measures were
obtalned by hav1ng the three’ Judges llsten to ‘the three
m1nute qyd sect1ons of each of the 1nterv1ews and rate each
statement made by the tnatnees An overall rag1ng was then
made from these rat1ngs and used as the interview score. In
" 'the rating sessions the tralnee 1nterv1ews and the ',)
performance responses ‘were randomly presented to the Judges

The results shown in Table III 1nd1cate an average

inter- rater re11ab1l1ty of 0. 93 for the 1n1t1a1 posttest and

an r of O 92 for .the de]ayed posttest These results compare i

favorably with inter- rater reltabtltty coeff1c1ents reported

‘.1n studtes us1ng s1m11ar rat1ng scales, (D1M1tt1a & Arndt -

1974 Haase & D1M1tt1a 1970, Ivey, eﬁ? al . 1968 Kuna._fv_.i

1975) and are cons1dered to ind1cate good rater reliability

‘ for the measures used in the folTow1ng analys1s

. . \'A

B Treatment Effects . |
The design of the: present study 1nvelved one

lndependent var1able (the mode1ling: presentat1on method) and

three dependent vartables assessed on two occas1ons ’The_

means and standard dev1ations for the four groups on the two .

testvng occasions are g1ven in TabTe v, The follow1ng

@

o
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Me§n Inter-natef Reliability_Cdefficients

[

Measure ° | "QInifial*Téét

Delayed Test.

Interview’

Performancev v , .+ 965 -

(n = 88).
. .955"

.887




. Table 4 | T e

s ! . o

Group

‘Measure

‘Conceﬁtuél-

.{n =

_ (n =

Positive -
21) -

_Contrast

(n = 21)

' Né!dfivé :
(n = 21) .-

. Control
(n = 21)

. Positive

(n ;-21)

_Contrast

(n;;.Zl)

Negative
21)

Control

(n = 21)

Performgg:;"x" Interview

y . INITIAL POSTTEST

. .13.60 ;
C°(z.91)
18. 89
(3.73)

9.51
(3.91)

. 38.00

2.87 _
| (5.33) "

" (0.87)

- 3.38

1,38

7.38 g
(1.22)

(3.63) .

33.43
(7.05)

24 76
. (6.37)

1.27 |
(0.34) -

DELAYED POSTTEST. =~

'2.81 .38.86

(0.87)
3-:]:1:-'{"" : ..
' (Q}SB)

, 18.57
©€2.58)

© (3719)

"%g.ai

19.87
(3.13)

.14. 65 . . .‘a.

'~(0;39).

(3.3y4)
1.35

9.32
- (2.u48)

42.00

(2.50)

25.81 .




sect1ons examlne the results for the three measures

. Performance Measure

The performance~measures used in th1s study evaluated T
the effect1ve sk1Tl Tevel of the subJects in the1r ab1l1ty
to respond empath1ca]1y to six helpee statements on,
‘taud)otape..The range of posstble scores was;from §1x to SOfa'
Means andtstandard devjationsﬁfor_;hisfmeasure'are.reported
in*TabTe-IV An anaTysis oT vartance'wtth'repeated measunes”
.was performed on this data to 1nvest1gate Group and Test
,Dccas1on d1fferences The resu1ts reported in Table v,

'sgowed that. both Group and Testlng 0ccas1on had

- stat1st1ca]1y s1gn1f1cant effects These resuTts were

relevant to Nuli Hypothes1s 1, pred1ct1ng no’ d1fference S
vbetween groups on the 1n1t1a1 and delayeJ posttests, “and ;
Null Hypothesus 4 pred1ct1ng no dlfference between testing
occa51ons (see Chapter I1). On the bas1s of the analys1s

both of these hypotheses were reJected 1nd1cat1ng that there |
were d1fferences between groups and test1ng occastons ~A' |

pr1or1 ahd poster1or1_eontrasts were caTcuTated,for cel]

means to 1nvest19ate wh1c ‘Ttrs of treatments d1ffered

<« .

stgnwflcantly .

A Pr10r1 Contrasts e ) -
In order tog@gstﬁihe SESEﬂf’C Null Hypotheses numbersf
11 and 12 planngg contrasts us1ng a one ta11ed t- tests were
calcu]ated The results reported 1n Table V show that the

o

negatwve only modePlrng (NOM) group scored sign1f1cantly :

iy

h1gher than'the”Control group o “this measdre on both the




-

Table‘s@

Summary of Analysms of Vdrlance w1th Repeated

Meqsures, t Contrasts,_and Scheffe Contrasts

for the Performance Measure

[

a2

¢

¢

~-

.56

Source: . .. ss

df

‘ms

. F ratio -~

o

Group main-

effects (A . rj&£89.90‘

‘Within .~ . ,{,’ﬂ" . 1096.60
Testing Occasion o

main effects (B) ’9 : 32401
AxB. o o B1.53.
Within . 353.83

T

.80

[<V)

80

o 1363.30
o3

32.01

20.51

4.50

,.'g

. 1

;A?Priori‘ﬁ;CdmperiSOns
. DR

Group Cbnﬁrg s -error

f”frValueehT

vﬁ?"dﬁe%pailed)

"NegativefﬁithTCbntrol:_“"
Initialj?esp” - 0.89°
. Delayed Test Q.91

238

2.8

.. 0.013
oo

3
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'kf”fInltlal Test  ;;3,*'”“

1‘;Delayed Test

'mean‘ undgrscoredbby
d‘fferent, p< 05**




| 1n1t1al and the delayed test1ng-occas1ons Therefore Null
Hypotheses 11 and 12 were reJected» These results would =
: suggest that when tra1nees rece1ve only bad examples of ~i; ,'h
',respondlng empathically they are able to perform the sktll ’
better than subjects rece1v1ng only a def1n1t1on of the

N \ . B R
%r1or1»Contrasts &3ﬂ.ff:a; oy

A_Po

'"[v; A Scheffe Multlple Comparison Test calculated to.?: y

'f'1dent1fy where s1gn1f1cant dlfferences lay between cellsfﬁzf
revealed the follow1ng ( ) there were no - s1gn1f:cant v'

K d1fferences between the pos1t1ve only modelllng (POM) and

2 the contrast modell1ng CM) groups on e1ther the 1n1t1al or
Vthe delayed posttest measures of perfermance, (b) all otherel |
groups were stgn1f1éantly differept from each other on both

the 1n1t1al and delayed posttest measures of performance,'l'

(c) the POM and CM groups showed no~s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease orli'.
(d)' |

the NOM and=Control grOUps showed a s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease 1n

decrease in performance onlthe two te§t1ng occaswo_‘

| performance on the delayed posttest
Interv1ew Measure :11:fp“jtj;*j?fif«g;f§“w;' .éﬁuj fff“::aflfﬁi‘@

ﬁ? o vThe measure of general1zatron was obtatned by rat1ng | .
the tra1nees empathic sk1ll level wh1le they part1c1pated .

1n a s1mulated TnterV1ewL,The range of;poss1ble scores was {?’“:'””




"‘:Group ma;n

*ijdx\Q "AJ_V;:'i ;' Table 6 v L
"3Summary of Ana1y51s of Varlance w1th Repeated

S Measures, t Contrasts, and Scheffe Contrasts

Y

for the Interv1ew Measure

Source - = . gg dfl ms F ratio

oa

7 effects (A) N "116”05'“*“”*?3‘n;51*3§:66 “?Kff&2i51*5
© Within E;Fcti”1'<;‘,: 72,81 - 80 - ..g.e1 -
Tegting Occasion .. R T
o main effe?f? ® o.o01 " 1. 0.001  0.002
O AX BT f;glxsueu,y 3 0.548 . - 2.09
"“-7fW1thln ;-77i\'-“§ ‘. 20.88 80 .26 . .

A Priopi't Comparisomns | . .

‘Group'Contrast = ‘s error ¥ yalue

s}P031t1ve w1th Contrast'ff j;"
© 7 Inikial Test if:na0t272§"%:
, Delayed Test 0. 2854,
. Negative with Control' E
InltlalvTest ; 0 1416,
Delayed’Test Mgpz;sgi

'gjﬂo 035
0,143

i




fTeble_S‘(Gohfinued)j"'

Scheffd Multipie Comparisons Between Meansl -

Lo

o

Groups

B quitivefb'fC§ptraet : Negat;ve .;?Cénfrblle“

In1t1a1 Test . ‘2;81;;' o i@;aaeffv, 1 33 L;v?j_i;éﬁe{:"'

Delayed Test - "e"2L81"’,  ~3¢ii_T&ﬁ" 1 65

denotes signlflcant effects (p< 05)

, means underscored by a common line are not slgnlflcantly ff~ -
; different, p< 05 N :



v -

Null Hypothe51s 2 pred1ct1ng no 51gn1f1cant o

fr'd1fferences between groups was reJected whlle Null :J~bia-

: Hypothes1s 5 predictlng no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between nT
'test1ng occas1ons. fa1led to be reJected It would appearﬂ_“
that on this measure, sk1ll level of responding B y
empath1cally was ma1nta1ned over a per1od of seven days -lnj
order to determine\where 51gn1ficant d1fferences occured 3

-cgiah

' across groups a pr1or1 and poster1or1 contrasts were S )
ncalculated 5

A Pr1or1 Contrasts

The spec1f1c Null Hypotheses 7 and ‘8 pred1cted that the H
'CM group would not score s1gn1flcantly hlgher than the POM : i}'
= group on e1ther the 1n1t1al or’ the delayed 1nterv1ew o .
}neasures Planned contrasts us1ng one ta1led t tests’4:g
r:_lndtgated that on the 1n1t1al posttest the CM group d1d |
. score s1gn1ficantly h1gher than the POM group but thlS‘r ‘

s1gn1f1cant d1fference was- not mainta1ned on the delayed .’fh,éjggf;

z.posttest 5pec1f1c Null Hypotheses 13 and 14 pred1cted that

the NOM ggoup would not score s1gn1f1cantly h1gher than the
'control group._on- elther posttest The results of the
"contrasts reported 1n Table VI fa1led to reJect these two

1"hypotheses Th1s 1ndlcated that

ainees who»rece1ved only‘fgfgﬁfﬁ.

7bad examples of the skill we _ﬁablefto respond more

_empath1ca]]y in @ S‘mU]i:ed-lﬂ_ Jewfthan tra1nees ﬂ*‘7*

jrece1v1ng no modelled examples On the bas1s of the results

;Qreported 1n Table VI Null Hypothes1s 7 was reJected wh1leJ:
szull Hypothesés 8 13 and 14 fa1led to be reJected




Poster10r1 Contrasts
- Results of the Scheffe Multtple Compar1son Test
1nd1cated that both the POM and the CM groups scored
s1gn1f1cant§y h1gher 1n a s1mulated 1nterview than the NOM
group and - the Control group on the. in1t1al posttest These .

i'differences were also ma1nta1ned on the delayed posttest

——

| ‘Concegtual Measure _ o
| The Conceptual test 1n th1s study requ1red tra1nees to

'_1dent1fy and d1scr1m1nate between d1fferent qua]1ty levels ey

-‘.of empathtc responses The test y1elded an error score All’

: scores were then transformed by subtract1ng them from 48

 the total number of. errors poss1ble"Thls transformatlon ‘was
izmade ‘SO that h1gher scbres would correspond p051t1vely w1th '

’]gneater abnceptual understanding | | “‘“' | |

” As .seen in. Table VII.‘analyS1s of th1s data 1nd1cated a

Astat1st1cal1y stgn1f1cant effect across groups but not '

::across test1ng occas1ons Null Hypothe51s 3. suggesttng no .“

' s1gn1f1cant d1fferences,between groups, was reJected and< |
‘Null: Hypothes1s 6 pred1ct1mg no sign1f1cant d1fferences”1;
‘between test1ng occas1ons ‘was not reJected As w1th the;f?ii“j‘f

ngeneralmzat1on measure, the conceptual measure 1nd1catedf5‘;drﬁff“y

5fithat trainees were able to retain what they learned from;thetfi;rﬁf

:tprogram over a pertod of 7 days w1th no further traintng' '. ‘

'iafter the 1n1tial program ';;f f_ffg»ff;”ff’lb'jfidﬁ‘5;fhi;]gf*7

A Pr1or1 Contrastsf;f“ﬁh}

Planned t tests were calcul;ted between group means to :‘3§ B

test Null Hypotheses 9 10 15 and 16 The results reportedﬁ;;f{i-f



Table 7

B3

Summary of Analys1s of Varlance w1th Repeated ’

Measures, t Contrasts, and Scheffe Contrasts

for the Conceptual Measure :

-Source

xssllf af

jms . F ratio

Group main
).effects (A)
Within®

v ;;Test1ng Ocg asion. -
~-main effec (B)

. Wityin,¢ -~

'6225.84 - .
4170:25 .. 80

w

Czorsas . aea®

'52.12

el 3wt g REREEEN & L R - S

S IM22.257 80 i

17.78 " . -

: A]’:i’r‘i".!’.i “t Comparisons -

I\

'-Groupfcoﬁtreéf3f

?”jﬁé*efbor‘]f]'.t_valug'._

A A N

,”4P031t1ve w1th Contrast. »_»71

Inltlal Test
Delayed Test

:fffNegatlve wlth COntrol-'“
' In1t1al Test .
Delayed Test

1. #07 K 28u o

0 8842

2 073
2 501

-.;-.';'._o oou




Table 7 (Continued)

R S Groups

'\POSitiVéfQ’?Contpaqt,

Negatlve -vaﬁfP0l :

Initial Test . 38.00 , - 42.00

| Delayed.Test = - 38.86  _  40.76 SR
oLUEISEL R

33 us i 2u 76
33 91 ”fc[: 2. 81

. o .
denotes smgnlflcant effects (p< OSY

1 means underscored by a common llne ar
dlfferent, p< 05 R S

evnot_Signﬁfiqéh?iy

o
S|
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.x]. N
| '1n Table VII show that the CM group - scored s1gn1f1cantly
' hIQher than the POM group on both ‘the: 1nlt1al and the .

.delayed test1ng occas1ons Also, on this measure the NDM

‘«5group scored s1gn1f1oantly h1gher than the Control group

| Therefore on the bas1s of these contrasts, Null Hypotheses
~9, 10, 15..and 16 were reJected

' Poster1or1 Contrasts o SRR
' As reported in Table VII the Scheffe Test for mult1ple

,compar1sons demonstrated that all groups tested were .
's1gn1f1cantly dlfferent from one.another on both the 1n1t1al
and delayed posttests The results of the a priori and |
poster1ori COntrasts suggested that the rank order of ‘
ab1l1ty from hlghest to lowest was CM group, POM group. NDM

. QPOUP, COntrol group e

. Su .: 3 v<g: | |
. The f1nd1ngs of the study 1nd1cated that the POM and CM

groups were swgn1(1cantly super1or to the NOM and Control -

"';groups on all measures The CM group was s1gn1f1cantly

thlgher than the. POM group on both the 1n1t1al and - delayed .

N ?conceptual measures. and on the 1n1t1al 1nterv1ew ‘measure.

'"WQ'was seen over testlng occaswons for any of the groups and

. There Were no d1fferences between thes__two groups—on the: :

Al

\
performance measure

The NOM group was stgn1f1cantly h1gher than the Control

~'fgroup on: both 1n1t1al and delayed testlngs Of_theh

‘performanceomeasure and the conceptua;?

“{the NOM and Control group showed an unexpected increase over



‘testing occasions Onfthefpenformancenmeasure}f'

. C D1scu5510n g

From the 11terature rev1ewed in Chapter II an argument

'»5£was developed for the utllizat1on of contrast mode]l1ng

ﬁfrather than positive only modell1ng as.- the preferable
fﬁ:mode111ng presentat1on method It has been adequately
‘ demonstrated in. the ]1terature that both mode]l1ng

'j presentat1on methods are effect1ve in teach1ng skill

performance (Ford 1979) In the- present study it was
' proposed ‘that. by prov1d1ng contrasting e amples tra1nees
wou]d ga1n a better conceptual understad£1ng of the sk111
W;be1ng taught Furthermore 1t»was argued that a better veib
xconceptual understand1ng wou ld promote retentﬁon of the

skill over t1me and genera11zat1on of the sk‘”ffto'new o

.n_s1tuat1ons ¥ ‘ e
| Counter arguments to th1s theory would suggest that :
‘ contrast model11ng 1nterferes w1th learn1ng because the
_?tralnees 1earn 1nappropr1ate sK1lls In the fo?low1ng _
jf;sect1on the results of . the . study are d1scussed 1n terms of .

'the above arguments

. ggram 'ffectlveness -

The self 1nstruct1ona1 aud1o tape programs used 1n th1s1f

'zr

~,;study were des1gned to be an eff1cient and effect1ve method g;ﬂ“

’for 1ntrodUC1ng students to, and teach1ng. commun1cat1on ;(_.-

.skllls It should be emphas1zed that the program:vare‘not a f

complete workshop 1n themselves and thatathey would b_jmost;‘f



- ‘ _ _
usefuT when used as one component of -a communtcat1ons |
}:workshop or course Therefore it s felt that d1fferences
-4~found ‘between mode111ng presentatton methﬁds in this study
:‘ WOuld be exaggerated if the same methods Were appl1ed to
longer and more 1ntens1ve tra1n1ng programs

In the tra1n1ng of commun1cat1on sK1TTs, Carkhuff and

- Berenson (1967) have suggested that a “Tevel three" on the

Scale for Measurement of Accurate Empathy should be a bas1c:'

'-goal or crvter1on for tratnees Inspectlon of the group
means for the performance and 1nterv1ew measures 1n the _
present study (TabTe IV) shdw that the PDM group and the CM
group generally scored w1th1n the three level ‘range, wh11e
‘the NOM ‘group and the Control group scored at approx1mate1y1
the - 1 ?\]evel range These resu]ts clearly 1nd1cate that thet
'.programs with pos1t1ve onl and contrast examples were
effect1ve in teachlng tramlees to. respond empath1cally to
the leveT suggested by Carkhuff and Berenson in a fa1r1y

' short period. of time.

‘

On the performance measures. dlfferences between groups A'

[occured as pred1cted The POM treatment and the CM treatmenty

"hwere equ1vaTent in the1r ablltty to teach performance of the'

:sk1TT wh1le the NOM treatment was more effect1ve than no
treatment but ndt as: effecf1ve gg the former two These

t'results were found both on. the 1mmed1ate posttest and seven :

rdays after tredtment. It 1s 51gn1f1cant that tra1nees who 't“

"only received examples of how not to respond were able to

q;respond more empath1calTy than untra1ned subJects These
L ‘ :1,; . o o . '



o | ‘6.8

"sfresults would contrad1ct suggest1ons that negatlve examples:

Lo wB
:‘“1nterfere with learn1ng (Als$1d and Hutchtson, 1977) .

Resuﬂts of the conceptual measure for both the 1n1t1al

}and delayed tests suggested that contrast modelllng does

| indeed teach an understanding of "respond1ng empath1cally"
1.fmore effectively than pos1t1ve only modell1ng Thls 1mplles E
that tra1nees rece1v1ng contrast modell1ng are better able
-to 1dent1fy, class1fy, and rank order helper responses in

rms of . thelr empath1c fac1l1tat1veness thah tra1nees
recelv1ng Gther methods of modelled presentat1on |
Tra1nees who rece1ved only poor examples of the
g”commun1cat1on sKill demonstrated a s1gn1f1cantly greater
'conceptual understand1ng than tra1nees in the Control group
; who rece1ved only an explanat1on of the sk1ll This would
suggest that negat1ve only modell1ng does provwde trainees jfh}‘
'w1th more 1nformat1on about the sk1ll and" thus enhances |
“'their learning. However, 51nce the negat1ve only modeltng
treatment was s1gn1f1cantly 1nferlor to the other two
treatments on all measures. 1t would not be reallsttc to .
.cons1der th1s presentat1on method 1n des1gn1ng future .
tra1n1ng programs It was felt ¢hat the supertorlty of the
'contrast modell1ng treatment was due to the contrast 'gﬁi
prov1ded by the comb1nat10n of pos1t1ve and negative ri' _
examples and not just- due to the add1tlon of the NOM factor
’____,.)’“\

Bes1des argu1ng that conﬂrast modelllng 1nterferes w1th

' .learn1ngrAlss1d and Hutchlson (1977) and Berltner (1969)

_Jsuggested that pos1t1ve only mbdellTng*was more eff1c1ent



than'COntrast»modeITing in that'it takes less time to

t‘ present only good examples In the present study 1nstruct1on '

- time was kept constant across all treatments “In: order to

"accomodate both good and bad responses ST the contrast

".program the(number of examples was reduced from 16 “to 12

,Thus, 1n these programs, the contrast mode111ng program was
as t1me eff1c1ent as the posit1ve only program and the
o tra1nees performed as well as or better on the measures used ’

<

ﬂileven though they rece1ved fewer examples ) lf

Genera]1zat1on of Treatment | » N

| - An 1nd1cat1on of how we]l the sk1]1 taught wou]d
‘transfer to new s1tuatwons was obta1ned by requ1r1ng the |
'tra1nees to part1c1pate 1n a:51mu1ated helplng relat10nsh1p:€

'Dur1ng fhe tra1n1ng programs ,he tra1nees only heard and

'responded to s1ngle student statements Th1s was qu1te

‘d1fferent ~from’ the s1mu1ated lnterviews wh1ch close]y

’,

'approx1mated actual student teacher or student student £
1nteractwons o i |
On the general1zat1on measure both the POM and CM -

groups were significantly better than the Contro] group on

.

o both test1ng occas1ons The group means for these two

!

treatment groups shoWed that tra1nees were perform1ng at a'"
'h1gh two to three level on the;Carkhuff empathy rat1ng
1he sk111 taught d1d j

| scale This would 1nd1cate that

.;generallze well to an’ 1ntervtew s1tuat1on for these two
'5groups The NOM group was notqs1gn1f1cantly better than the;ﬁé

,7Control group and the NOM group means showed a low level ofﬁ?}



performance in these interv1ew s1tuat10ns - . o
On the bas1s of the research rev1ewed 1n Chapter II the .

‘ hypothes1s waS'put forth that tra1n1ng approaches that ,

: 1mprove cogn1t1ve ‘or conceptual understand1ng would also "‘

! promote generaltzat1on and retentloﬁ\ In the present study ‘

Ju results 1ndicated that the CM probram\atd teach conceptdal '

E understand1ng more effecttvely than the POM program y

However support for the super1or1ty~6f thewCM program 1n o

promot1ng general1zat10n wasoonly found on*the tmmedlate L

posttest In the delayed posttest these tw ‘froups were not
s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent at the 05 level although the cm
group was somewhat h1gher than the PDM group (p- 15) These
f1nd1ngs would prov1de only l1m1ted support to the 1deagthat
tra1nees who have developed a better conceptual ; ‘
understand1ng of a sk1ll would be able to apply ?t more ﬂ',
effect1vely in dIfferent s1tuat1ons '

It may be that dl?ferences between the ‘two approaches
1n terms of genera]1zab1l1ty may only become apparent after
-more: 1ntens1ve tralnnng and that the 20 mﬂnute prqgrams
g1ven in the present study were not~extens1ve enough to show
g s1gn1f1cant d1fferences on’ a delayed measﬁne Also of :‘. .y
1nterest would be a’measure of?general1zat1on for these two
approaches 1n an actual work sett1ng The results of thlS
study do tend to support ex1st1ng research show1ng“that a
* focus on cogn1t1ve factors enhances general1zab311ty (Berg &
Stone, 1980 Derry & Stone.,1979 Eskedal 1975 thhardson

%

&_Stone, 1951) The differences found 1n th1s studytwould




_;ﬁiprobably warrent choostng a contrast model]ing approach ovenpf
”:j;a positive only modell1ng approach when design1ng a new |
”"?jprogram _QL?;f;fd;f R s Jn@ffﬁ;ﬁf‘4ﬁ””
Maintgngnge . |
o Maintenance of the”skill over t1me was evaluated by

1P}fretesting trainees with equivalent tests seven days a*ter
. >

Lfﬁfthey had taken the program ReSUlts on all three measures

'fﬂﬂsAowed no sign1ficant decreases of the skill level for any ffi




?,ftherefore one not as readily learned 1nformally from othertjﬁj
t?trp1nees " - .". .]' - i‘ f‘ ,' .,_fm‘“'f L B p |
s ‘; A th1rd possib1l1ty 1s that there may have been a ff»};"f
ﬁl;gpractaoe effect in taking the tests wh1ch resulted 1n o
th~f1mprovements on. the second test1?g tlme for the NOM and
' @Control groups e vﬁ;ﬁffnipffm;@;,fff';f_mf_:_ S |
ﬂ The 1ssue of stab1l1ty\of perfOrmance d1d not seem to“;-
”‘T x1st w1th the 1nterv1ew and the conceptual measures, thus,;f”
'Caf1t was frdm these that oonclus1ons regard1ng ma1ntenance b
"ft could most safely be drawn It was suggested earller that
”Qf?the CM program should promote greater ma1ntenance or . i
:?&retent10n of the sk1ll than the POM program Because both
'i{fthese groups showed no-s1gn1f1cant deorease 1n the1r ab111ty
*ito perform the sk1ll after a per1od of seven days no.:

'MCLCOnclus1ons could be drawh regardwng the relat1ve R e

"V?Esupertor1ty of one over the other‘*n?terms ofvma1ntenance_ fﬂﬁ

ﬁﬁi”It 1s possnble that the hlgh 1evel of ma1ntenance found in j_f
"thh1s study 1n compar1son to that found 1n other stud1es was
ﬂ‘due to the faot that there was only one sk1]l to remember 1n E

f@fth1s study Jt 1s normal 1n commun1cat1ons workshops and '1}y

fv;'courses to teach a number of sk1

‘?ffcompound the problem of ma1ntenancef“'“"w




V. sumary and Conclusions
| ) el E f€”l<lf-731f”;v

In th1s final chapter a br1ef overv1ew of the study along
w1th 1mplicatlons of the resulxs and suggest1ons for further7l7

research are presented

A 0verv1ew . SPRET STE RN 5 RS :
| The present study was conducted to 1nvest1gate an :
unresolved vssue ln the l1terature relat1ng to the modell1ngf”
component of trarn1ng programs The 1ssue concerned the
preferable way of presentwng the modelled message TWO

methods of presentat1on are currently favored modellxng

good or appropr1ate examples of the sk1ll to be learned and}f
modell1ng both good and bad exa :les of the sk1ll to be g

learned 1n order to prov1de a oontrast Results of a pilot




The second maJor obJective of the study was. to il
i1f1nvest1gate the effect1veness of the three mode111ng

if}presentatton methods 1n promottng retent1on of the sklll .
; fover t1me and genera11zatlon of the sK111 to new s1tuat10ns t”i
:?fA rationa]e supportzng the hypothesis that contrast ’
'_modell1ng would be. super1or to the other presentat1on
7timethods 1“ Promottng retent1on and generalizat1on was

QQ}deve]oped

F1rst and second year undergraduate educat1on students ;5‘“

fffrom an 1ntroductory course 1n educat1onal psychology were

"iasked to volunteer for the study Ewghty four students

?"ﬁ'.-'°°"‘P‘eted the Pr‘ogr‘ams and the tests None of: them had had ",
hany substant1al tra1n1ng 1n commun1cat1on sk111s pp1or to o
f,_the study i - L L

The programs adm1nlstered were de51gned to teach the

1i!commun1cat1on sk1l] of respond1ng empath’ca]1y,hdef1ned 1n o
f;:thts study as reflectingathe feelwng and content of the&g;;,r,

:hihelpee statementq
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353performance and general1zatlon measures The rat1ngs made by
fhfthe three Judges were . found to have a h1gh level of }‘ | VJ
47‘f1nter rater re11ab1l1ty On the conceptual understand1ng .E'%e
1fjfmeasure tralnees were requ1red to rank order di*ferent ‘.~
o fempath1c responses in terms of their empath1c ":” .“.
fefac111tativeness These reSponses were presented 1n the
lffaud1tory and wr1ttén modes s1mu1taneously v ‘_ ,‘ |

2 The results of the stat1st1cal analyses reported 1n thef -
f:prev1ous chapter clearly demonstrated that the pos1t1We only‘,;v

'ffiand the contrast modell\ng groups were super1or to the o

'tf'contro1 group on all measures ind1cat1ng that these p%a r o
fdfwere effect1ve 1n feachﬁng the SKiﬂl Megn rat1ngs fOE these;dé
’”7ftwo groups on the performance and 1nterv1ew\measures were 1n'"v
igathe three level range a range suggested by Carkhuff and

'reBerenson (1967) as be1ng a bas1c cr1ter1on for trainees. CE

~

Compar1sons of the groups showed that contrast

tfimode111ng was s1gn1f1cant1y more effect1ve than pos1t1ve'

;[gonly mode]ltng in teachhng conceptual undenstand1ng

zngowever both methods taught performance of thfi

fﬁ;ﬂapproxfmately?fhe same level It was also found that the

:.‘-‘

_ii?contrast modelltng group performed s1gn1& cantly better than-'.4




~

’ﬁor conceptual understanding of the skill over a period of
fffseven days and both groups were significantly better than
'ﬁf the COntrol group after this period RERRENE

t.jisignificantly lower than the other two treatment groups\on
vif'all measures Thﬂs group. however. was 51gn1ficantly better
ffthan the control group on the performance and the conceptual
'1fmeasures suggesting that a certain amount o learning had |
”;occured Both the negative only modelling group and the :4571
Jl;Control group showed an unexpected improvement on’ the B
}';performance measure after a period of seven days There wast;f
iﬂﬁsome indication’”
fﬁ-performance by i

CV-during the delay period Their scores on the generalizati

7t'B Conclu51ons and Impii_

'-trwhether contrast modelling would prov1de trainees w1th a

R

showed no Significant decreases 1n their performance level

The negative only modelling group penformed

'”jthese subJects may have 1mproved theirf.f/yg

rking to trainees 1n the other two groupsp"’”'“

e

‘fiand conceptual measures dld not show a 51milar 1mprovement /"

The magor 1ssue 1nvestigated in the study was (a)

lbﬁkbetter conceptual understanding of the SKl]] being taught
Ir‘v;'-'and thus pr‘onbte gene"a}'lzatlon and r‘etent on' or‘ (b)

fufwhether it would 1nterfer”w i

\__
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These results supported arguments made by Ivey and Authier
(1978) and Eskedal (1975) that by prov1ding good and bad R
5 examples trainees would be better'able to d‘SCFINHEate,tQW't‘""
'f; between and identify the appropriate behaViors It 4s
3;,proposed here that by including positive and negative.:
: examples in a modelling sequenoe,.trainees are getter able

to. discriminate between those dimenSions of the materialS'Q;ﬁ”if

presented which are relevant anj:critical and those which -

are not. Thus, their understanjing of the material isftf:gf;ff'
:ff increased "f'f;i,‘dgf%- "} Lt' ' fi 'M’ ""‘j”_
A second conclusion drawn from the findings was that ,
trainees With a greater cznceptual understanding were better rf7‘

able to perform the sKill in new Situations That is, g_.;¢“ SR

L

generalization of the sKill g enhanced This conclUSion was

made w1th less confidence {han the first becau ea ';T”ff‘ﬁﬁj -

stétistically Significant difference between tig pOSitive g
,Qkonly and the opntrast group on the interView measure was

'hﬂafter the.gft;

'rffonly found directly after treatment Seven da
iiﬁtreatment the contrast group performed at a*higher“level

ﬁfrthan the pOSltlve only group (;"415) but did not reach,_ 'd“{f :

j;aspeCified levels of statistical Significance

These results were inAaccordance with other»studie,

”;rinvestigating the“role of&,ognitiv" factors and attentionalig‘,f?

:f;?processes in theyﬂearning of new skillt '*mough modelling

: tShmuraK 1976:- Kichardson & |




‘:ftincreased the generalizability of modelled behav1qps to 1;'
“if:multiple situations and 1ncreased maintenance over time .
?i_;Because the contrast modelling group was able to perform fn’ |
l:f,better in new situations,hit 1s suggested that trainees W1th o
‘ifigreater conceptual understanding are better able to make
a:lnovel responses while trainees with less conceptual
',' understanding are more likely to be confined to the limited

’ 2response set prov1ded by the discrete and spec1fic sk1lls s

t training PRTER ‘ ' TR ' A |

-+

In the present study both the contrast and the positive
fionly modelling groups demonstrated maintenance of the skill
' h.over t1me Consequently, no conclusions regarding the f ‘
fsfdifferential effeots of these two methéﬁs on retention can
:fg;be made "‘ f"j t _ _'} L',; ,f_"‘] S fj . 't
1 Results of thts study do not support thegargument that
:;«'g1v1ng negative or p00r examples interferes w1th learnlng
'~It was found that trainees who heard only poor examples were
' fhigher 1n their level of empathic responding and 1n thear

,level of conogptual understanding than untrained subJects

;iﬂth would seem that these trainees dfdilearn some r;les“about‘,:y




;igappropr1ate examples (Perry, 1975 Plercd Carkhuff & _
;:}tBerenson,_1967) It is emphasized here that 1t 1s 1mportant
;.ffto clearly 1dent1fy or cue the negat1ve examples as examples
hdfof how not to respond so that tralnees are not confused as
ﬂ:to the1r approprlateness | f _‘ SR

H Overall findlngs from the study 1nd1cate that there
:;are advantages to using contrast modell1ng as opposed to |
‘<positive only modelllng 1n tralnlng programs in’ terms of}
1ncreased conceptual understandlng and general1zat1on of the
:: sk1ll These refults may well haVe 1mpl1cations for other

) types of tratnlng and teach1ng methods that ut1llze - (
modelllng as an 1nstruct1onal techn1que in s1m1lar :adh_;”;*;}fn'

51tdat1ons

Limttaijons.,: | o L o | |

: Various l1m1tat1ons to the present study were noted ‘ﬁ~f?d“
Firstly, the tra1n1ng programs taught only one sklll thatiﬁflﬂl
f‘"respond1ng empathlcally"* It 1s poss1ble-that the :

effects of the modell1ng presentat1on method mahivary,w1thf" _
d1fferent sk1lls and wwth such var1ables as ‘the complexityff'eh’w
level of the Skl]] be1hg taught For example, lthwas felt

that One of the reasons that no stgn1f1cant d1fference 3wereﬁ

found between contrast and posit1ve only modelling 1n the 1"

A1551d"andfhutch1nson study (1977) was*

t hat.‘ the. sK1 W
taught, asKlng open endedtquestfons. oW conmple

'J level Contrast modell1ng;may have mor

}f complex1ty sk1lls



d'gd;f‘}
: Secondly, the tra1n1ng programs used 1n the study were
vhshort 1ntenstve, self 1nstruct1ona1 modu%es 1ntended for
i;use in a more extensive cdmmuaysatlon workshop or course
Y;Moreover,}they were introductory programs des1gned to be
fused at the 1nitia1 stages of tra1n1ng If the same .
”fquest1ons regard1ng mode111ng presentat1on méthods were f;
,,1nvestigated us1ng more extens1ve and 1n depth treatment e
”per1ods differences between the methods in: terms of "hi
";genera1t;at1on and ma1ntenance may beCome more obvious In '

:th1s respect the present study was exploratory

Th1rdly, the study d1d not different1ate between the

'}fpos1t1ve only and the contrasthmodel]1ng groups on the 1ssue ;
‘1jfof ma1ntenance of sk1lls It 1s posslble that d1fferences :

CiLA

'5€Qwould become apparent 1f further delayed test1ng occas1ons _
;;:were used after 1onger perlods of t1me z“_'?io'zif‘*fff;kfffV :
f Fourthly, a meaSUre of general1zation was obtalned by
@}Jrequ1r1ng tra1nees to part1c1pate 1n a s1mulated 1nterv1ew

IV*fThe va]1d1ty of th1s"measurencould be 1ncreased by assess1ng

ﬁperformance in, multiple s1tuat1ons and 1n actual worKud;f{;y-f”"

-mfsett1ngs




wh1ch bear further 1nvestigat1on The f1rst concerns the
:lftypes of SKT]]S w1th which contrast modelllng w111 be j-;-f'.'“w
.seffecttve The sk111 of responding empathically was taught ai'
'1n th1s study Further research m1ght 1nvest1gate the" tf, gwt‘
veffectiveness of contrast modell1ng 1n other areas wh1ch o
fffut1l12e mode111ng as an 1nstruct1onal techn1que These
:ﬁ1nclude teacher tra1n1ng.-parent tra1n1ng, assertlveness
"tra1n1ng, cognit1ve behav10r mod1f1cat1on, athlet1cs EE
ff tra1n1ng, and others Another sk1TT var1able d1scussed 1n .:
'-fthe 11m1tations sectlon that warrents 1nvest1gat1on 1s RS
ki complexny R R '
: _ A second area of ooss:blet1nvest1gat1on perta1ns to theh g
;td1ntensity and extens1veness of the program The resu]ts of
~the’ present study were obta1ned from a reTat1vely short ~;t.iiht"
ttreatment 1nterventlon EvaTuat1on of the effect1veness of
T'Vcontrast and pos1t1ve onTy mode111ng 1s needed 1n longer
i term treatment programs such as workshops or courses I

*guthose s1tuat1ons the effectlveness of d1fferent modell1ng

iipresentat1on methods could be . 1nvest1gated at later stages* T}5é~

'vof tra1n+ﬂ§ ﬂ; Euf’ 'Jf_::_‘_ ?Tlfj-ff“.\:f.}f ;5 itf5~‘;f f’! ;i{soﬁ
‘ftj It is, also suggested that the presenfistudy and resultsi’ "'ﬁ

of-éﬁéhk'ineed of repTvcatfon w1th“other populatﬁons wnth '_?

f}fmea ures that assess general1za“1on’in ctual work setttggs;”[td*;ﬂ

'

;;aand”w1th dels_ed’bosttests at'Tongertperaods than seven ;iz';f?r‘v”z
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L = Append1x 1 G
"‘:1‘2“- 'Ufff Rat1ng Sca_"“’”format1od

w‘rThe follow1ng scor]ng gu1de 1s to be used An conJunction
| with.the Carkhuff (1969a,b) Emathi .' standing ‘in
o ntergersong Processes A Scale for ggsgr

'4.

| LE'V’?-L'?‘-"--»- Lot : TYPES DF ESPONSE S

l:T'Responses at th1s level do not reflect feel1ngs

| Content may,only vaguely be reflected . a xfi‘
'Feellng may’ be’ m1s1nterpreted | e
Loy The response may be 1rrelevant

.The helper may focus the conversat1on on h1m/herself

2. Responses may g1ve a poor reflect1on of . feel1ng

v‘ﬁ'Feel1ng may be neglected and only content refleoted

"The true feel1ng may be reflected vaguely, d1storted or

: {mls1nterpreted | ) }é{ |
The helper may give - adv1ce

3. Responses reflect general ‘feeling and content

) ~Responses are at approx1mately the same level .as: the* -n
student statement ne1ther adding nor subtract1ng from

it. ‘
"The response is’ not sen51t1ve to f1ner d1st1nct1ons
.There may be a "d1rect1on 1mpl1ed 1n the response
‘4..>Re5ponses reflect the true feel1ng and content
not verbal1zed by the student ‘
"The response is- sens1t1ve to fwner d1stinct1ons

'The response does not turn the conversat1on 1n a Mh -



EOE f'y.lehe r" ponse clamﬁes the true\ vfeehng

'v"""';_sponse ‘captures the total feehng spoken

v..\

>,

“?;jfstudent and féels what they fee‘f~;;{~'

¥    *;pPoblém R e

"A"\_'.'The pesponse leaqs them 1nto a deeper exploration of the

'.'.' o
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}A«Appendlx II " _ | _ -
Transcrlpt of the quﬁrast Program ﬁ;l. l"t o
The program you are about to hear uses a un1que 17%
‘approach to-teach commun1cat1on Skllls It s un1que 1n that

"you w1ll be able to pract1ce the'sk1lls yourself wh1le
'"l'listen1ng to the,program In do1ng th1s you w1ll be ar'
;;part1c1pant not Just a l1stener ; A _ _ ‘
' You w1ll be learn1ng a part1cular sk1ll used by

profess1onal 1nt$rv1ewers psycholog1sts, school

. ‘counsellors, and other 1nd1v1duals in the help1ng

:profess1ons who deal w1th people Th1s 1s a partvcularly

_tuseful sk1ll for teachers to have when students come to them
"h*for help This skill is one of—a number of sk1lls that can
help you 1n commun1cat1ng w1th others | | | |
| -The purpose of th1s program is to teach you how to. T‘
‘trespoﬁﬂ to a person din such a way that yqu reflect the
T"content and teeL1ngs of the1r statementwto ‘you. By ",
respond1ng in thls way, you w1ll demonstrate to the person ¢ﬂ;f
that you have accurately heard them and that you understand.
the1r feellngs Th1s commun1cat1on sk1ll is called empathy
'When used appropr1ately th1s sK1ll .can help you relate
better to students and even help ma1nta1n d1sc1pl1ne in the
T -,

. classroom. :_" : Qlﬁf . -

The program that follows takes about 20 m1nutes Listenf

"~.carefully and follow along w1th the exerc1se You are about

;tdito hear a student and teacher talk1ng Statements ‘have been j/.

'3taKen out of the context.of the conversat1on to demonstrate ?ﬂd

95
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A empathio respond1ng The teacher w111 respond to the'

i student's statement w1th two responses H1s#f1rst response't”-'“

1s a bad example of an empaf i response‘ he then corrects

Ff;jh1mself and maKes a gOQd eMpath1c response Not1ce how thef“

S pari®

bad example disregards the feeling and the content of the

student's statement whereas the good example accurately

‘:reflects the feel1ng and content of the statement Later you'”];,

Coowiltr be asked to make 51m11ar types of responses Remember.»<:w

= the teacher W111 g1ve both a bad and a good example of the R

j;empath1c respdnses

3.

Statements -

1. It seems ltke people have been 1gnor1ng me lately
-zf I don t Know why 1t 1s but I haven t been able to get
down to WOrK lately ‘ | - s
3.'Classes are sa borjng{;
-4, I tr1ed rea]]y hard on th1s ass1gnment and I Stﬂ]]
) fa1led ‘ | o N

5. 1 just doR’t want to talk about sex.

6. T get 0 worked up at examit me that 1. blow the test

l5complete]y




BT T A S

”w{”V;HIfs;notﬁfair;:whyjdofliélways haV¢;;¢?sﬁay}in>atthgnr '

FRT

.
“

8 How can a person p1ck al career these days when JObS are .
' changlng so fast and there are so many to choose from |

N . s . . N i =

‘ n.

Com“ent , : . e : o

In the good examples of empath1c respond1ng the teacheru.
attempted to stay w1th the student capturlng the content
and feel1ng of the student’s statements Note how this J
empathac understand1ng leads the student 1nto deeper .
exploration’ of her problem.,It demonstrates a recogn1tion of =

i

_«her feel1ngs and problems LR

»

- Notice how in the worst of the. bad examples the teacher |
dlsregards or: 1gnores the stude;t's problem focus1ng only on:
hls own needs These responses have the effect of _ |
bel1ttl1ng the student’s problem, changﬂng the subJect or.
forc1ng the - teacher s own op1n1ons on the studeht In~other
| bad examples the teacher only reflects the content of the

statement or worse, tr1es to maKe the student feel better~\

JE> T

b g1v1ng adv1ce G1v1ng adv1ce 1s not always the best way
to help someone Examples l1ke these are often found in
everyday speech Here are a few more examp]es of. bad and
good responses -'--.-” B e o
Q:t';D'o.;"y_.ou' thi "nki'.l w_ill_,eve"rv-{g'evt:;ol:'J’_‘t_';";o.ﬁ.;, %tvhi_-s: mess" |

. -«






has made Compare your response to thesteacher s YOUPS may ﬁ¢5j

be better Remémber‘to concentrate ‘on g1v1ng empath1c

:f}responses, captur1ng the total mean1ng and feel1ngs of what

'ﬂihas been sa1d ' T t""‘°‘ﬁ_”' ,gj»f]'i,vﬁ‘\f

N

‘Practice Statements
1. It's hard always.being the hew kid i sehool) "
2. Nobody will play with me at recess. .-

3. 1 don t Know what 1 am 901ng to do in the future, There

are so- many th1ngs ! ;ﬁ

s, With the way the WOrld is go1ng 1t’s hard]y worth

"tra1n1ng for a JOb

5. I"ve been look1ng foward to go1ng 1nto htgh sch001 but
how the ttme has come I m.. not so sure “ s
8 AT these. hgeéhpp g o fs make me uptight.

7. 1 always feel sick just before I go on-a date. -

't%8 Th1s sub”el.

-“anyway°
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Vet

"QPosttest SR

The program w1ll end W1th you be1ng g1ven the chance to
respond to s1x student statements Try to do as good a JOb

"as possible as your response w111 demonstrate how well you -

.;-have mastered this skwll Remember ~try to respond w1th

. empathlc understand1ng to each of the six d1fferent student

statements

T Thﬁs*stufffwefareidoing,doesn’t make . any séhse.

PR

" 2.»Mypparents are neVer home;to'heTptme;with,my_homeworkl__

Fra.

\vw

. 1'm so glad, we have 10 whole days without sghpoi. = "
‘ 4 My parents have al] these plans for me. for when I flnxsh

'school but I’ m not so sure

» 5. 1 real]y habe Mrsw Sm1th after what happened th15

r;mOrnlng

' 63\No-matter whatdI do i.Can;never get aBo?egaVSO%;aQerage}

. “ s

ﬁwiThat's the(end of the program, please now complete the

' wr1tten quest1ons. T,‘ o ’ ',f..ﬁ@‘ig: S "ﬁ5_}ma%5¢1113-'




o the student's statements "Here is the f1rst statement

1. 1 often think of just quitting school.

;3,_I'm'never‘going to speak to-myjboyfrjend agaln.

DELAYED POSTTEST .

Thank: .you for return1ng to complete th1s study Thts sect1on o

w1ll take approx1mately 15 m1nutes of your t1me all
together ' To start w1th you wtll be asKed to demonstrate
your empathy communlcataon skxlls by resppnd1ng to s1x
student statements 1n the same way that you d1d before\ Try

to make good empath1c responses that reflect the essence of

2. 0ur year;end party‘wasjjust'the'greatest;'

s . ¢
-

4. 1 can’'t wait until I finish. school and.get‘apjob._ /‘_

5. In school 1 never get time to myself.

(e

-

8. Ihalwaysfseém,fo jﬁst‘missfmakingfitjon to the team.

‘fThat’s all Please shut off the tape recorder and complete
the paper and penc1l quest1ons 1f you havennot already done |



Append1x III

Debr1ef1ng Informat1on -

g . 5
" The purpose of, th1s study‘was to 1nvest1gate d1fferent

| ways of present1hg mater1al in self 1nstruct1onal programs

fThere were three d1fferent ways of present1ng mater1al that L

were 1nvest1gated (group a) some part1c1pants had a taped
» program in wh1ch only good examples of the empathy sk1ll

being: taught was demonstrated (group b) some part1c1pants l

- had a taped program 1n wh1choboth good and bad examples of

_empath1c respond1ng were demonstrated (group c) some -..ny
part1c1pants had a taped\program in whtch only bad examples
- of empathxc respond1ng were demonstrated, (they had - to
‘flgure out what a good empathlc response was) {group d
' some.people>d1d.not ggt'a_program at all, Just the testswand_
méasures that’were'used N o ‘ | |
In regular teaching s1tuat1pms 1nstructors usually Just
'g1ve good examples of the sk1ll or materlal be1ng Iaught'
in group (a). However , some research has demonstrated that _‘
g1v1ng both good and bad examples 1ncreases understand1ng
These researchers argue that hav1ng both good and bad
examples prov1des the learner. w1th more' 1nformatlon and
,allows him or her to d1scrrm1nate Thus, in this’ study,
_group (F should do better -than group (a).
| If g1v1ng bad examples prov1des the learner w1th more
'.1nformat1on then a learner w1th JUSt bad examples should do-
better than a learner w1th ng’examples at all Therefore:7

group (c) should do better than group (d) (Thls~study was
R e



i .
4

‘. -designed to investigate this issue. .

. _ PRERON
o )



Appendnx Iv

Conceptual Tests Forms A and B

'}‘D1scr1m1nat1on of Resgggses EORM- A '
In the follow1ng test there are six student statements anh*
'-1s followed by four poss1ble teacher responses In each case-
p1cK out the best empath1c response of the four and wr1te a
number 1 beswde 1ts letter on the answer sheet Next . choose,‘g
the worst empath1c response and place a number 4 bes?de 1ts
'letter -on the- answer sheet From the rema1n1ng two responses‘
chooss the best empath1c response and wr1te a 2 bes1de 1ts
letter. Wr1te a 3 bes1de the ﬂetter of the rema1n1ng .

L
the flrst response

‘response, (in other words rank the four responses) Here is’

‘1., , :
: PR _ : L
W1th the way th1ngstwent last year 1 don t Know if I can'w
.handle the academlc program ‘ | |
| a.. Well why don’ t you g1vevat a. try and then 1f you
don’ t. 11ke it you ‘can’ sw1tch o
, b,v [ get the feel1ng you d1dn t worK as hard as you
| kﬂcould last year and now you are afratd the same
th1ng m1ght happen 1n the academlc program
“ggto;"Th1ngs d1dn t go so we11 last year and now-- you are a'_“

% .

"Jtﬂle\uhsure and worr1ed about your abi]1ty to "”

L succeed in the academlc program ‘jj’ ’.'Hffzf;v
o ' * ' K “ . . . L ) -

L=

BRI T L R N
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,d Perhaps ybu should cons1de’r~ the vocat1ona1 p"ogram

o r
o It 15,2 Tot bette" for getting Jobs these days
o anyw'ay : 3 L L -

LA



I 11ke to hang around w1th those guys but I don t 11Ke some

of the th1ngs that they do.. . f 1;f¢‘ - v :(7 |
a,inSome of the thxngs they do I wouldn t 11ke to do -
fi.» elther. ?." | 5 ‘ | .
_ f,'b.'FThe act1v1t;es they want to do are. not acceptable to ;r
-« you, s that it g qt |
”.;#c;ﬁJSo you ha:: some m1xed up feel1ngs rtght now because
ﬁiA {;_you want tb be fr1ends w1th "them but you don t want ’

‘to share in some of the1r act1v1t1es -
‘g y'dsnymm fhat 8 too bad maybe they w1ll change if. you

hr work on them

3. |
'§peak\ng 1n class maKes me-very up- t1ght o “ - g ;;?,U
a. The thought bf a]l those - people watohlng you rea1]y
makes you nervous and unsure of yourself
vb.'fYou get so nervous you Just can t speak 1s that 1t7
c. fDon t worry, we all exper1ence those fee11ngs
somet1mes and'they go- away after a wh1le
’ .

d. " Yes! I.have that prob]em too.

b |

W™
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4 TR RS e T
dIt seems 11ke everybody has pIans for me; my parents my

teachers my frwends, everybody--but I don t Know what I

iwant to, do. "'” e ’Q‘LQV'-h . _ .

o e,

a. - Perhaps you could try stand1ng up for youcself and
assert*hg\your own w1shes o
llbf‘ You resent hav1ng other people make your plans for f
you and yet you are fee11ng lost about your own‘

d1rectlons

c. I Know-how you feel I have th1rty people who all
want d1tferent th1ngs from me! - |
'fd, » YOu are fee11ng pushed around from people around you
'o and this is prevent1ng you frbm mak1ng your own

de0151ons“

b

It s r1d1culous' Everyth1ng has. to be done ‘when. he wants to

do 1t .and the way he wants 1t done f .‘

fa. ¢ It makeslyou fur1ous that.1tﬂs sohonejstﬁed. you.

QQ¢Q1d-1%ke to canr'the*shots‘ '

”. b.i It really angers you that you have no say 1n the

© matter. ) o

.C;‘iI"Know I and h1m the same way, he s al real.
'.g\dtctator “ ' | .

-

-?fd;,XWhy dOn t you let him Know how 1t makes you feel.



B

.",‘ .

et

I f1na11y found someone who I can get along w1th and who

" .-_;‘accep‘ts me for what I am

©oa.

"trust and share wgth

.,;That’s great, souhds

\”Sounds like the type of person you wou]d want to

)

hhang on to “1*.”oﬁ¥-

.‘lThat's a really good feelwng to have someone to.“h

:1ke you found someone who you

hcan really call a fr1end JRTIREA
oL am really happy for you, I w1sh I could f1nd
‘-somebody ]1Ke that A '

' . \

"

e

S 08
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Discriminatigg gf'Responses:FORM'Qi.':u'

In.the follow1ng test there are six student statements “Each

ﬁls followed by four poss1b1e teacher responses In each case“':>

."p1ck out the best empathlc response of the four and write a

'number 1 bes1de fts letter on the anSWer sheet Next choose -

the worst empath1c response and place a number 4 bes1de 1ts |

letter on the answer sheet From the rema1n1ng\two responses
) Choose the best empath1c response and wr1te a 2‘bes1de its
letter Wr1te a 3 bes1de the letter of the . rema1n1ng |
response, (1n other words rank the four reSponses) Here is

 the first response R __vjv -t;}uld\’ fh?‘s' 9

.
I dec1ded to come and | tatk tp you but ‘now that I’m here I

don t Know how to start. s S _k1~1§;¥ e

ca. It S 1nt1m1dat1ng to tell your concerns to someone

else.. o _ S _
- b. ‘Well I’ll start off then by te111ng you a few things
I th1nk you would be 1nterested in. o
bro},*lt s hard start1ng off but once you beg1n 1t willibe
tt‘-eas1er ]

d. You’ are f1nd1ng 1t k1nd of embarras1ng talking to

a

someone about your concerns and that’s hold1ng you

| ﬂback

109



3.‘.' 4

tknoijOWemy'hewfstep~mother and Ifebe going;to'getff'ﬁ‘

Sounds 11Ke you are starting off negatlvely already o
I am sure Tt w111 turn out Just fine : \
You are very worrled that th1ngs will not turn out

between the . the two of you.

. It's a new refat1onsh1p and yon~are a 11ttle anx1ous' |

about how it w1ll go

: I'am'reaTTy diegusted Wiﬁhﬁhyee]%,~nothigg I try turne;bbt

‘vfiépightf

@.

L)

¥

'Try'TooKthg of the bright side;_thtngs.aren’t'that»V

bad.’ ;

It~ sounds llke you are not havxng much success

blately and that is_ gett1ng you down
. 'Th1ngs have really been go1ng badly for you

. You too7 1 have been’ havxng the worst'luck late]y



-

\
. o N
4,

. yTh1s 1s the f1rst t1me I have had a]l my ass1gnments

fxnlshed-before the deadlvne R
fi_ag;vYou must Feel pretty good about be1ng ahead of the
| '--gi.ame';t . SRR ST
" b. ,Sounds l1ke you have changed yshrjwork hab1ts good
for you &r | ]_ _,,‘:'f,f' o :.ihﬂ_ o
e 'Don t teH me about it, 1 have "lcsac‘if,e‘_._{'-of"'f'ﬁgé;rk.stifn
T to do L ._.‘?F;h};A;. }. :JF:'
d. That must bera neaJ boost to your\;go to be caught .
~up in your work “ - N 3. i
< ‘//’;’“
, o |
o - *

‘§;ft _ ‘ v : , .
My parents are so P1g1d they justfdon’t understand me.
o a. -It sounds 11Ke you\a:e pretty angry at your parents
| ) for be1ng so str1ct | B | -
. b; It's frustrat1ng that your parents won t see your o
‘po1nt of view.

e, 'Have you trTed talk1ng to.them “abou't the problem’

_‘*fThat’s always a good p]ace to start
h'dt'7They probab]y do Understand you, they are Just

worrled about you

~ Lo c L Pl
- it :

EERR R



to the S

/ ,

\ J _ounds_L1ke you are' ook1ng f0war8

) »5 ngt a h1gher average th1s yEar
. id}'iThat s good‘that YQU want to ggt bet{er grades

- .'.,



