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Helping Skills Training for Undergraduates: Outcomes and Prediction of
Outcomes

Clara E. Hill, Melissa Roffman, Jessica Stahl, Suzanne Friedman, Ann Hummel, and Chrisanthy Wallace
University of Maryland

The authors examined outcomes and predictors of outcomes for 85 undergraduates in 3 helping skills
classes. After training, trainees used more exploration skills in helping sessions with classmates (as
assessed by perceptions of helpees and helpers/trainees as well as behavioral counts of skills), were
perceived by helpees as more empathic, talked less in sessions, conducted better sessions (from helpee
and helper/trainee perspectives), and reported higher self-efficacy for using helping skills. In addition,
trainees’ confidence increased while learning exploration skills, dropped while learning insight skills, and
then increased again while learning action skills. The authors were not able to predict outcome from the
variables used (grade-point average, empathic concern and perspective taking, perfectionism). Sugges-
tions for training and future research on training are included.

Keywords: helping skills training, counselor development, exploration skills, empathy

In the 1960s and 1970s, numerous training programs were
developed on the basis of Rogers’ (1942, 1951) client-centered
therapy to train professionals to use helping skills (see reviews in
Matarazzo, 1971, 1978; Russell, Crimmings, & Lent, 1984). This
training quickly spread to training peer counselors (Aiken,
Brownell, & Iscoe, 1974; Leventhal, Berman, McCarthy, Wasser-
man, 1976) to provide services on campuses and in communities.
In addition, training became popular for undergraduate students
(Cowen, Gardner, & Zax, 1967; Guerney, 1969), with the assump-
tion that such training would prepare students going on for pro-
fessional degrees as well as increase the marketability of those not
continuing to graduate degrees (Korn, 1980). Unfortunately, not
much research has been conducted on the effects of helping skills
training for undergraduate students. Thus, the purpose of this study
was to investigate the outcomes and the predictors of outcome of
helping skills training for undergraduate psychology students, as
was recommended recently by Hill and Lent (2006).

Empirical Research on Helping Skills Training

Hill and Lent (2006) reviewed both the narrative and meta-
analytic reviews of the literature on helping skills training. Narra-
tive reviews (Ford, 1979; Kasdorf & Gustafson, 1978; Matarazzo,
1971, 1978; Russell et al., 1984) concluded that warmth and
empathy could be taught to both lay and professional personnel.
Baker, Daniels, and Greeley (1990) in their meta-analysis reported

large (1.07), medium (.63), and small (.20) effect sizes for
Carkhuff’s (1969) human relations training, Ivey’s (1971) micro-
counseling, and Kagan’s (1984) interpersonal process recall, re-
spectively for graduate-level trainees. There may have been a
confound between type of training and length of training, however,
given that effect sizes were higher from programs that had more
hours of training (i.e., the average length of training was 37, 19,
and 9.5 hr for Carkhuff’s, Ivey’s, and Kagan’s approaches, respec-
tively).

We found only five studies focused on training undergraduate
students, with four of the five studies finding positive effects
for training. Both Payne and Woudenberg (1978) and Korn
(1980) found effects for training when students’ written re-
sponses to written analogue presentation of client stimuli were
coded by trained judges using Carkhuff’s (1969) Empathy
scale. In contrast to expectations, Volz, Klevans, Norton, and
Putens (1978) found that control participants (students in other
human services classes) actually performed better in terms of
interpersonal communication skills (as assessed through inter-
views with coached clients) after training than did trainees in
communication skills training. In a follow-up study, Klevans,
Volz, and Friedman (1981) found that students involved in an
experiential program where they practiced skills used signifi-
cantly more facilitative skills in a helping session with a
coached client than did students who just observed and ana-
lyzed skills in clinical interactions. Klevans et al. attributed the
difference in findings in this study from the earlier Volz et al.
study to more time in training, which supports the meta-analytic
results cited above by Hill and Lent (2006) that more training
may lead to better outcomes. More recently, Hill and Kellems
(2002) assessed the effects of helping skills training in under-
graduate helping skills classes, using ratings by helpees in brief
helping sessions. Helpees viewed their undergraduate helpers as
using more exploration skills, insight skills, and action skills;
fostering a better therapy relationship; and conducting better
overall sessions at the end than at the beginning of the semester.
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Although the Hill and Kellems (2002) study was an advance
over past research in that it involved helping situations with
volunteer helpees presenting real problems, it involved a lim-
ited number of outcomes and assessed only the helpee perspec-
tive.

Methodological Issues Assessing Training Outcomes

Much of the previous research on helping skills training suffered
from serious methodological limitations (see Hill & Lent, 2006).
Among the most problematic limitations are the use of analogue
clinical stimuli and the limited number of outcomes assessed. We
review these methodological issues briefly.

The Use of Analogue Stimuli

In their review of the helping skills literature, Hill and Lent
(2006) indicated that most studies investigated the outcomes of
helping skills training by using analogue clinical stimuli. In other
words, researchers pretested participants using some sort of written
or audiotaped client stimuli with instructions to respond as help-
fully as possible. They then provided training on the outcome
variable (i.e., empathy or reflection of feelings) in the experimental
condition. Following the experimental manipulation, trainees in
both the experimental condition and control condition were post-
tested on the outcome variable using similar written or audiotaped
client stimuli. Using analogue clinical stimuli is problematic be-
cause what is being measured is trainees’ ability to produce cued
responses. Given that it is much more difficult to respond in a
prescribed way in the moment to a person presenting a real
problem than when one can take time to respond to a scripted
analogue stimulus, it is doubtful that results from analogue stimuli
would generalize to actual helping situations. Given these diffi-
culties with analogue client stimuli, Hill and Lent (2006) suggested
that the best demonstration of the effects of training would be to
assess trainees’ performance of the skills in unscripted helping
sessions.

Limited Range of Outcomes

Another problem is that most studies assessed a limited range of
training outcome variables. Hill and Lent (2006) noted that almost
all the studies assessed either the ability to be empathic (as mea-
sured by trained raters using the Carkhuff, 1969, or Truax and
Carkhuff, 1967, rating scales) and/or the ability to produce reflec-
tion of feelings (coded by trained judges using a variety of coding
systems). Hill, Stahl, and Roffman (2007) suggested that helping
skills training ideally results in a number of outcomes in addition
to empathy and reflection of feelings. We next speculate about
some of these outcomes.

Perhaps the most fundamental measure of the effectiveness or
outcome of helping skills training is the extent to which trainees
can perform a range of desired exploration skills (e.g., reflection of
feelings, restatement, open question, talking less) in nonscripted
helping sessions after training.

In addition to exploration skills, helpee perception of helper
empathy is an important outcome of training. From the psycho-
therapy literature, we know that client perceptions of empathy
are the more highly related to outcome than are other perspec-

tives (see Bohart, Elliott, Greenberg, & Watson, 2002). Thus, it
makes more sense to examine helpee perceptions of helper
empathy than to rely on judges’ ratings, as has been the stan-
dard in previous research.

Another possible outcome of helping skills training is helper
credibility, which reflects trainees taking on a professional role.
Strong (1968), in his social influence theory, posited a two-stage
process of interpersonal influence. In the first stage, the therapist
gains influence by enhancing his or her perceived credibility. In
the second stage, the therapist makes use of the influence he or she
has built in the first stage to bring about the desired changes in
client behavior and cognitive framework. The importance of cred-
ibility and the social influence model have been well documented
(see review by Heppner & Claiborn, 1989).

Number of words spoken during helping sessions is another
possible outcome. In friendship relationships, people often talk
equal amounts. Thus, for people first learning helping skills, one of
the big shifts is learning to talk less and correspondingly listen
more.

Another important outcome of helping skills training is train-
ees’ self-efficacy for using the helping skills (i.e., feeling more
confidence about their ability to use the skills). Self-efficacy
may be an interesting outcome variable to examine in its own
right, as it reflects growth in confidence as a helper. Also, given
the moderate relationship between self-efficacy and perfor-
mance in the therapist role (see Lent, Hill, & Hoffman, 2003;
Lent et al., 2006), assessing trainees’ self-efficacy for using the
helping skills as an outcome index may yield important infor-
mation about trainees’ ability to utilize the skills in future
helping situations effectively.

Finally, rather than just examining pre–post change in self-
efficacy, it is important to look at how change occurs throughout
the course of training. As instructors, we have noticed that many
students start with relatively high confidence because they have
been natural helpers, then decline in confidence once they start
practicing the skills and learn how difficult they are, and then
increase in confidence as they master the skills.

Perspective

Gathering data from multiple perspectives (e.g., trainee,
helpee) and types of measures (e.g., self-report, behavioral
observations) is important given evidence from the psychother-
apy literature (see Hill & Lambert, 2004) that results differ on
the basis of perspective and types of measures. Trainees can
provide a subjective perspective but may not be able to estimate
their skill performance relative to other students. In contrast,
clients can provide a perspective on the basis of being recipients
of the skills, but they may not be paying much attention to what
the helper is doing if they are focusing on their own problems.
In addition, there is an advantage for self-report measures in
that they reflect the participants’ perspective, but the disadvan-
tage is that they require self-awareness. In contrast, behavioral
measures (e.g., behavioral counts of the number of skills used
in helping session and number of words spoken) provide an
“objective” perspective on trainee skill performance but are
limited in that they do not capture the experiences of helpers or
helpees in sessions. Hence, it seems important to include both
trainee and helpee perspectives as well as both subjective and
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objective perspectives to gain a more complete assessment of
trainee performance of exploration skills.

Predictors of Training Outcomes

In their review, Hill and Lent (2006) found only five studies that
investigated predictors of outcome of skills training, each of which
investigated a different predictor (i.e., dominance, gender, concep-
tual level, positive attitudes toward the target skill, and pre-training
expectations for nondirective vs. directive therapy style). There-
fore, no conclusions can be drawn about predictors because results
have not been replicated across studies. Hence, for the present
study, we theorized about several potential predictors of the out-
comes of helping skills training.

First, we speculated that the trainees who were initially more
empathic would have the best training outcomes. Given that train-
ing involves teaching students to be empathic and use helping
skills (e.g., reflections of feelings), we thought that empathic
trainees would have an easier time incorporating the helping skills
into their repertoires, and would thus be more effective helpers
after training. We further speculated that empathy would have an
especially big impact on ability to learn exploration skills (e.g.,
reflections of feeling, restatements), given that the theoretical basis
for exploration skills is Rogers’ (1957) person-centered approach,
in which empathy is viewed as one of the “necessary and suffi-
cient” conditions of therapy.

Empathy can be conceptualized (Davis, 1980a, 1980b, 1983) as
both empathic concern (being warm and compassionate) and as
perspective taking (being able to see things from another’s view-
point). The first is more of an emotional connection, whereas the
second is more intellectual. Given that these could have different
effects, we consider them separately.

Moreover, grade point average (GPA) could also be hypothe-
sized to be a predictor of training outcomes given that grades are
often used in academic settings to select and evaluate students. We
were unsure, however, of what the relation to training outcome
would be. Perhaps students with higher GPAs at the start of the
class would be more diligent and thus work harder to learn the
skills, even if for purely academic reasons (since grade in the class
is at stake). However, some have argued that therapeutic ability is
unrelated to intellectual ability (e.g., Carkhuff, 1969). There are
times that trainees can clearly grasp the content of what clients are
saying but cannot communicate empathically with clients. So
grades and academic performance may not be related to being able
to intervene effectively with clients.

Finally, we expected that some personality attributes might be
negatively related to training outcomes. Specifically, we specu-
lated that perfectionism could hamper a trainee’s ability to learn
and perform the skills. There are rarely “right” or “perfect” skills
to be used in a given moment of a helping session, and this might
be frustrating to those trainees who are overly perfectionistic. The
findings of a qualitative study by Hill, Sullivan, Knox, and
Schlosser (2007) support such a hypothesis, as some of the trainees
in this study reported (via journals) that their perfectionistic striv-
ings hindered their development as therapists.

The Present Study

The first purpose of the present study, then, was to investigate
the outcomes of helping skills training. First, we explored the

ability of trainees to use exploration skills in helping sessions
because these skills were the major focus of the class. We inves-
tigated ability to use exploration skills from the perspective of both
helpers and clients in the session as well as by behavioral counts
of the exploration skills used in the sessions. Second, we investi-
gated helpee perceptions of helper empathy because empathy is a
key component of the helping skills model. Third, we investigated
the number of words helpers used in helping sessions because
listening often involves talking less. Fourth, we examined helpee
perceptions of helper credibility because we expected increases in
credibility as helpers became more proficient in using the skills.
Fifth, we examined changes in self-efficacy for using all the
helping skills, given that increases in self-efficacy have been
reported consistently for graduate trainees (see Lent et al., 2003).
Finally, we examined weekly ratings of self-confidence in using
the helping skills to give us an estimate of the process of change
during different parts of the semester. We predicted that there
would be increases in the use of exploration skills, empathy,
credibility, self-efficacy, and confidence, along with decreases in
the number of words spoken.

We note that changes in self-efficacy for using the helping
skills were assessed using retrospective changes in self-
efficacy. Howard (1980) and Bray, Maxwell, and Howard
(1984) found that retrospective measures are valid measures of
pre–post change, especially when participants have a difficult
time estimating themselves on the construct at the beginning.
Indeed, pilot data showed that participants were unable to guess
at their self-efficacy prior to training; we speculated that they
did not know the definitions of the skills, nor did they have an
accurate perception of how well they were able to use the skills
before training.

We also note that classmates served as the helpees for the
trainees/helpers. Given our negative experiences in the past
with some undergraduate trainees who were not very skillful
before training, we felt that it was not ethical for trainees/
helpers to conduct such sessions with recruited clients before
any training. In fact, some trainees/helpers are not at all helpful
before training and may in fact have an adverse impact on
recruited helpees due to a judgmental or advice-giving stance.
In addition, we paired students with different classmates for the
first and second sessions because dropouts from the class pre-
cluded us from having the same persons serve at both points
(although we made sure that helpers did not know their partners
well). One possible limitation of this practice of using class-
mates as helping partners is that helpees are learning the skills
along with the helpers and are thus not naı̈ve judges of the
helper’s ability, although it is unclear in which direction judg-
ments might be affected (i.e., this exposure could cause them to
be either more or less judgmental than a volunteer client). This
methodology does, however, provide an estimate of the helper’s
ability to conduct a helping session and avoids the social
desirability inherent in having the helpee feel pressured to give
higher ratings if paired with the same helper for the second
session.

A second purpose was to determine whether we could predict
what students would demonstrate the best levels of skills after
training. Hence, we looked for relationships between four predic-
tor variables (GPA, empathic concern, perspective taking, and
perfectionism) and nine training outcomes (trainee/helper self-
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report of the use of exploration skills in a session, trainee/helper
self-report of the perceived quality of a session, helpee report of
the helper use of exploration skills in a session, helpee report of the
preceived quality of a session, helpee report of helper empathy in
a session, helpee report of helper credibility in a session, behav-
ioral estimate of the proportion of exploration skills used in a
session, behavioral estimate of the proportion of words spoken in
a session, trainee perceptions of overall self-efficacy for using the
helping skills).

For the present study, we investigated the outcomes of helping
skills training for undergraduates. Although much of the early
research was conducted on graduate trainees (see Baker et al.,
1990), training often begins at the undergraduate level. We would
expect somewhat different results for undergraduate trainees com-
pared with graduate trainees because undergraduates take helping
skills courses for a wider variety of reasons (e.g., to become a
therapist to fulfill a credit requirement, to prepare to be a medical
doctor or lawyer) than do graduate students (e.g., to become a
therapist).

In addition, for the present study, we focused on the Hill (2004)
helping skills model. Although most of the previous research was
conducted on Carkhuff’s (1969) human relations training, Ivey’s
(1971) microcounseling, and Kagan’s (1984) interpersonal process
recall, helping skills training has evolved (e.g., it is typically
longer and focuses on presenting skills in the context of a helping
relationship), and so we need research on helping skills training as
it is presently practiced. In the Hill model, which integrates aspects
of the earlier Carkhuff (1969), Ivey (1971), and Kagan (1984)
models, trainees learn about exploration (e.g., open question, re-
statement, reflection of feeling), insight (e.g., challenge, interpre-
tation), and action (e.g., information, direct guidance) skills and
then practice them with a great deal of monitoring and feedback.
In addition to learning the skills, there is an emphasis on empathy,
responsiveness to helpee needs, clinical intuition, and self-
awareness. Furthermore, given that only one study (Hill & Kel-
lems, 2002) has investigated the Hill model thus far, more research
is needed to determine the effectiveness of training using this
model.

Method

Design

This was an exploratory naturalistic study of three undergradu-
ate helping skills classes using Hill’s (2004) helping skills model.
This study took place at a large mid-Atlantic university with three
different instructors each teaching a class of approximately 30
upper-level undergraduate students. Students completed predictor
measures at the beginning of the 15-week semester, recorded
confidence data weekly after lab sessions in which they practiced
the skills, completed measures (both as helpers and helpees) after
brief helping sessions at the beginning of the semester and two
thirds of the way through the semester, and completed measures
(both as helpers and helpees) after a brief helping session at the
beginning of the semester and another brief helping session two
thirds of the way through the semester. In addition, at the end of
the semester, students completed two versions of a measure of
self-efficacy (one for present self-preceptions and one for how
they perceived that they were prior to training—a retrospective
pre).

Helping Skills Class

The class was a 4-credit laboratory class that lasted a 15-
week semester. All psychology majors were required to take
two laboratory classes, and this class was one of five that
fulfilled that requirement. One component of the class (1 hr per
week) involved a lecture/discussion of a particular skill. A
second hour per week focused on research involving helping
skills so that students could learn to be competent consumers of
helping skills research. The third component involved a 2-hr
weekly laboratory section, in which students practiced each
skill in small groups. In addition, each student conducted 20-
min helping sessions with a different classmate at the beginning
and two thirds of the way through the semester during the lab
time. They were required to transcribe the tapes of the two
sessions and code each helping skill used; it was stressed that
they would be evaluated on how they coded the helping skills
rather than on which skills were used. For the labs and sessions,
students were told several times throughout the semester that, in
accordance with ethical guidelines, they were not required to
disclose personal information and indeed could either make up
problems or talk about real problems if they wished. At the end
of the semester, students voluntarily reported during classroom
discussions that they had talked about real problems (mostly
roommate concerns, relationship difficulties, academic stresses,
career plans), and our reading of the transcripts suggested that
real problems were discussed, but we have no firm data about
whether indeed everyone talked about real problems. Each class
required several written assignments: a self-reflection paper at
the beginning of the semester, critiques of research studies, and
a research paper involving an analysis of the transcripts of the
two helping sessions. Finally, students in each class had to take
a midterm and final examination involving multiple-choice,
short-answer, and essay questions.

The three instructors met before the beginning of the semester
and discussed their syllabi so that they covered similar topics in a
similar sequence and agreed on similar policies regarding assign-
ments. They tried to make the courses as comparable as possible.

Participants

The 3 instructors were all European American (Jewish) women.
One instructor was a 42-year-old counseling psychologist with a
doctorate degree; she had been a teaching assistant for the helping
skills class three times and taught the class six times prior to the
study. The other 2 instructors were 26- and 27-year-old advanced
doctoral students in counseling psychology; they had been teach-
ing assistants for the helping skills class 4–5 times, and had each
taught the class once prior to the study. In addition, 8 (5 women,
3 men; 6 European American, 1 Asian American, 1 biracial; 2
seniors, 2 postbaccalaureate, and 4 doctoral students) individuals
who had taken helping skills previously served as graduate teach-
ing assistants or lab leaders.

Eighty-five upper-level undergraduate students (74 women,
11 men; 56 European American, 7 African American, 8 Asian,
3 Latino/a, 6 biracial, 5 “other”; 80 seniors, 5 juniors; all
psychology majors; mean age was 21.64 years [SD � 2.31]) in
three helping skills classes taught at the same university during
the same semester and participated in the study. We refer to
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them as students or trainees when we discuss training, helpers
when we discuss their performance in helping sessions, and
helpees when they served as volunteer clients. Their participa-
tion was voluntary and anonymous (i.e., participation in the
study was not a requirement of the course).

Predictor Measures

All participants were asked to indicate age, gender, and race/
ethnicity on a demographic form. Undergraduate students were
also asked to indicate GPA.

The Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI; Davis, 1980b, 1983)
assesses self-reported empathy. Two subscales of the IRI were
used: Empathic Concern (EC), which measures one’s level of
warmth, compassion, and concern for those who are distressed
(e.g., “I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less
fortunate than me”), and Perspective Taking (PT), which reflects
one’s ability to take another’s perspective (e.g., “I sometimes try to
understand my friends better by imagining how things look from
their perspective”). Each subscale contains 7 items (14 total) using
a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (does not describe me well)
to 5 (describes me very well). Subscale scores are obtained by
summing the items, with higher scores indicating higher levels of
empathy. Davis (1983) found a moderate correlation between EC
and PT (.33). Davis (1980a) reported that subscales were signifi-
cantly related to other empathy scales, providing evidence of
concurrent validity. Internal consistency alpha was .70–.72 for EC
and .78 for PT for Davis (1980a), and .78 for EC and .82 for PT
for the present study.

The Almost Perfect Scale-Revised (APS; Slaney, Rice, Mobley,
Trippi, & Ashby, 2001) assesses levels of perfectionism. The APS
has 23 items (e.g., “I rarely live up to my high standards,” “I
expect the best from myself”) in three subscales (High Standards,
Order, and Discrepancy); a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) is used. Slaney et al.
(2001) reported evidence of validity (factor analyses, correlations
with other measures of perfectionism, expected correlations with
theoretically related constructs) and internal consistency estimates
ranging from .85 to .92. In the present study, subscales were highly
intercorrelated (from .56 to .84), and alpha for all 23 items was .88,
so the total score was used.

Measures Used to Assess Helping Ability During Sessions

The Helping Skills Measure-Exploration (HSM-Exp; Hill &
Kellems, 2002) was designed to measure helpee and helper per-
ceptions of helper use of exploration skills. The HSM-Exp has four
items scored on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree). Items are averaged (after reversing nega-
tively worded items) such that higher scores indicate more fre-
quent use of the skills. Exploratory and confirmatory factor anal-
yses of the full helpee-rated HSM indicated three subscales
(Exploration, Insight, and Action). An example item is “In this
session, my helper asked questions to help me explore what I was
thinking or feeling.” Validity has been demonstrated by relation-
ships with similar measures and predicted changes across helping
skills training. The internal consistency alpha for helpees in Hill
and Kellems (2002) was .72, and for the present study it was .71

and .65 (first session) and .61 and .70 (second session) for helpees
and helpers, respectively.

The Session Evaluation Scale (SES; Hill & Kellems, 2002)
assesses helpee and helper perceptions of the quality of the session.
The SES includes four items (e.g., “I thought this session was
helpful”), rated on 5-point scales ranging from 1 (strongly dis-
agree) to 5 (strongly agree). Items are averaged (after reversing
negatively worded items) such that higher scores reflect better
session outcome. Exploratory and confirmatory principal-axis fac-
tor analyses of the helpee version revealed a single factor account-
ing for 77% of the variance; internal consistency was .91. Internal
consistency alpha for Hill and Kellems (2002) was .91, and was
.93 and .86 (first session) and .83 and .85 (second session) for
helpees and helpers, respectively, in the present study.

The Empathy Scale (ES; Persons & Burns, 1985) assesses
client-perceived helper warmth, genuineness, and empathy. The 10
items (e.g., “My therapist understood what I said in today’s ses-
sion”) are rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all)
to 4 (a lot). Persons and Burns (1985) found that the ES was
positively correlated with clients’ change in mood, providing some
evidence for validity. The internal consistency alpha was .70 for
Persons and Burns and .74 (first session) and .61 (second session)
in the present study.

The Counselor Effectiveness Rating Scale (CERS; Atkinson &
Carskaddon, 1975) assesses client-perceived helper credibility
(i.e., expertness, attractiveness, trustworthiness, and utility). The
10 items (e.g., “the counselor’s expertness”) are rated on a 7-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (bad) to 7 (good), and scores are
averaged. Atkinson and Wampold (1982) reported a correlation of
.80 between the CERS and the Counselor Rating Form (CRF;
Barak & LaCrosse, 1975), which provided evidence of concurrent
validity. Internal consistency alpha was .90 for Atkinson and
Carskaddon (1975) and .87 (first session) and .90 (second session)
in the present study.

Behavioral estimates of exploration skills. Skills used in help-
ing sessions were coded using the Helping Skills System (HSS;
Hill, 2004), a revision of the Hill Counselor Verbal Response
Category System (HCVRCS; Hill, 1978, 1986). The HCVRCS and
HSS consist of nominal, mutually exclusive categories of therapist
verbal behavior. For the HCVRCS, Hill (1978) established content
validity through combining categories from existing measures and
having expert therapists from different theoretical orientations
determine the representativeness of categories; concurrent validity
was established through significant positive correlations between
similar categories in other response mode systems (Elliott et al.,
1987). For the HSS, Hess, Knox, and Hill (2006) reported an
average kappa between pairs of judges of .91. For the present
study, each student coded the response modes in each response
unit (i.e., grammatical sentence), and then the instructor or teach-
ing assistant corrected the codings. The proportion of exploration
skills was calculated by summing the number of open questions,
restatements, and reflections of feelings, and dividing by the total
number of skills used in the session.

Number of words used. Counts were made of the number of
words spoken by helpers and helpees in helping sessions. The
number of helper words was divided by the total number of words
spoken by both helper and helpee to yield an index of proportion
of helper words.
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Measures Used to Assess Self-Efficacy and Confidence

The Counseling Activity Self-Efficacy Scales-Helping Skills
(CASES-HS; Lent et al., 2003) assesses counselor self-efficacy
for performing helping skills. There are three subscales: Explo-
ration Skills, (6 items, � � .79), Insight Skills (5 items, � �
.85), and Action Skills (4 items, � � .83). Counselors rate their
confidence in their ability to perform each skill on a 10-point
scale, ranging from 0 (no confidence) to 9 (complete confi-
dence). Item responses are averaged, with higher scores reflect-
ing higher self-efficacy. In terms of validity, CASES scale
scores related positively and significantly to another measure of
counselor self-efficacy, related minimally to a measure of social
desirability, evidenced significant change for students over the
course of a semester-long practicum, and discriminated among
therapists at different levels of experience. We administered the
CASES-HS at the end of the semester, asking students to
respond for “now” and also retrospectively for before the se-
mester. In essence, then, the CASES-HS represents the trainees’
perceptions about how they changed over the semester. Because
the three helping skills scales were moderately to highly cor-
related at both retrospective pre- (r ranged from .58 to .74) and
posttesting (r ranged from .47 to .56) and because this measure
was administered at the end of the semester after all the helping
skills had been covered, the scales were averaged to form a total
helping skills scale. Internal consistency alpa was .92 for the
retrospective pre- and .88 for the posttest for the present study.

Confidence was assessed via an item that asked, “How con-
fident are you that you could use the helping skills effectively
with most clients over the next week?” Note that a single item
assessing confidence (using the same format as that used for the
CASES; Lent et al., 2003) was used rather than the longer
CASES to increase participant cooperation given that this item
was administered weekly. At the end of each lab session,
participants rated confidence on a 10-point scale ranging from
0 (no confidence at all) to 9 (complete confidence). Because
two of the classes had 11 lab sessions, whereas the third class
had 13 lab sessions, the 2 weeks for the third class that did not
match the times for the other classes were dropped. Because
some students missed lab sessions (31 missed one session, 12
missed two sessions, 1 missed three sessions), the missing data
were imputed (a typical approach to missing data in clinical
trials, Schafer & Graham, 2002). To impute the data, the
expectation maximization program on SPSS was used (this
program considers both the mean for an individual participant
as well as the data across time for all participants), and thus data
for all students on all 11 weeks were included.

Procedures

Prior to the semester, all instructors, teaching assistants, and
lab leaders signed a consent form and completed a demographic
form.

During the first or second day of each class, the instructor
explained the study and encouraged students to participate, but
stressed that participation was completely voluntary. The in-
structors explained that completion of all the measures and
helping sessions was required for the class but that each student
had the option as to whether to contribute his or her data to the

study for extra credit for the course. Students were assigned
code numbers to protect confidentiality. They indicated their
code numbers and names on a separate sheet so that their data
could be linked together at the end; code sheets were shredded
after all the data was entered by undergraduate research assis-
tants who had no instructional connection with any of the three
classes.

During the first lab, each trainee was paired with a classmate
(someone they did not know), so that each did a 20-min session as
a helper and a 20-min session as a helpee (i.e., switched roles).
Helpers were instructed to be as helpful as possible in the session
but were not given any expectations about what to do. After each
session, trainees/helpers completed the HSM-Exp and SES in a
random order; helpees completed the HSM-Exp, SES, ES, and
CERS in a random order.

During the second lab, students completed the IRI and APS
in a random order. To make the completion of measures a
learning experience, students were required to write a 5- to
10-page paper describing what they learned about themselves
from completing these measures (about cultural background,
strengths and weaknesses as a helper, and biases they might
bring to a helping situation), although this paper was not used
for the present study.

At the end of each weekly lab where they practiced the skills,
students rated their confidence in being able to use the helping
skills effectively with most helpees during the upcoming week.

About two thirds of the way through the semester (after com-
pleting instruction and practice on the exploration stage), trainees
conducted another 20-min session with a different classmate
(someone they did not know and who had not been in the same
small lab group; it was not possible to pair students with the same
partners as at the beginning of the semester because of dropouts
from the class and scheduling conflicts). Helpers were again in-
structed to be as helpful as possible in the session but were not
given any expectations about what to do. Helpers and helpees
again completed the postsession measures in a random order.

Students transcribed the audiotapes of both sessions. They
coded their helping skills (checked for accuracy by the instructor
or teaching assistant) for each unit (grammatical sentence) in the
transcripts; the proportion of exploration skills used was calcu-
lated. They also counted (and we recounted for accuracy) the
number of words spoken by each person; we calculated the pro-
portion of helper words. Students were required to hand in tapes of
sessions to encourage accurate transcription. Instructors erased all
tapes to preserve confidentiality.

During the last lab class of the semester, trainees completed the
CASES (current and retrospective pretest).

In total, 101 students started the semester in the three classes
(ranging from 31 to 36 students per class). One student did not
consent to have data used in the study; 2 students dropped out of
the class after taking the initial measures; and 13 finished the
course but did not provide complete data. Hence, 85 students
provided data for this study (24 from one class, 30 from the
second, and 31 from the third).

Results

We set alpha at .05 for all analyses. Given the exploratory nature
of the present study, our choice of alpha was guided by a desire for
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a balance between a Type II error (not finding something that
might be there) and a Type I error (finding something that might
not be accurate).

Preliminary Analyses

Table 1 shows the means and standard deviations of, as well as
the correlations among, the outcome measures administered at the
beginning of the semester. Table 2 shows the means and standard
deviations of, as well as the correlations among, the predictor
variables administered at the beginning of the semester and the
outcome measures administered at the middle/end of the semester.

If just one item on a short scale (� 5 items) or one or two items
on a longer scale scale (� 5 items) were missing, we filled in the
data by inserting the mean for that scale. However, if more items
were missing or if the entire scale was not completed, then those

participants were dropped (n � 15). A multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA), with the four predictor measures (IRI-EC,
IRI-PT, GPA, APS) as the dependent variables and the 85 with
complete data versus 15 with incomplete data as the independent
variable, was not significant using Pillai’s trace, F(7, 91) � 0.43,
p � .05, suggesting that the two subgroups did not differ prior to
training (note that there was no missing data on the predictor
measures). We could not compare the two subgroups on the
outcome variables because of missing data on outcome measures
for the participants with incomplete data. None of the trainees who
had incomplete data were included in subsequent analyses.

Weekly Changes in Confidence

Figure 1 shows the weekly confidence ratings across the 11 lab
sessions. A repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA)

Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among Outcome Measures Administered at the Beginning of the Semester

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. CASES-HS 4.57 .90
2. HSM-Exp-He 4.24 .60 .09
3. SES-He 4.12 .72 .13 .71���

4. ES-He 2.71 .31 �.01 .48��� .57���

5. CERS-He 5.97 .81 .06 .63��� .67��� .67���

6. HSM-Exp-Hr 4.14 .51 .38�� .21 .24� .25� .31��

7. SES-Hr 3.63 .68 .17 .29�� .36�� .33�� .32�� .52���

8. % Hr words 0.28 .11 �.02 .06 .00 .02 .08 �.19 .00
9. % Hr Ex skills 0.28 .15 �.03 .00 �.08 �.18 �.19 .08 .11 �.26� —

Note. N � 85. CASES-HS � Counseling Activity Self-Efficacy Scales-Helping Skills; HSM-Exp-He � helpee-rated Helping Skills Measure-Exploration;
SES-He � helpee-rated Session Evaluation Scale; ES-He � helpee- rated Empathy Scale; CERS-He � helpee-rated Counselor Effectiveness Rating Scale;
HSM-Exp-Hr � helper-rated Helping Skills Measure-Exploration; SES-Hr � helper-rated Session Evaluation Scale; % Hr words � proportion of words
spoken by helper; % Exp skills � proportion of exploration skills used by the helper (sum of open question, restatements, and reflections of feelings divided
by the total number of skills used).
�p � .05. ��p � .01. ���p � .001.

Table 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among Predictor and Middle-End-of-Semester Outcome Measures

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1. IRI-EC 4.08 .58
2. IRI-PT 3.66 .68 .50���

3. GPA 3.45 .34 �.03 �.18
4. APS 4.43 .70 .14 .08 �.19
5. CASES-HS 6.48 .96 .18 .30�� �.21 .04
6. HSM-E-He 4.56 .44 .23 .11 .03 .08 .03
7. SES-He 4.40 .51 .07 .07 .27� .11 �.08 .53���

8. ES-He 2.80 .22 .06 .07 .09 �.01 .09 .56��� .48���

9. CERS-He 6.20 .80 .01 .13 .28�� .10 .11 .63��� .60��� .44���

10. HSM-Exp-Hr 4.40 .48 .15 .21 .07 .07 .27� .13 .28� .23� .29��

11. SES-Hr 3.98 .53 .08 .09 �.01 .06 .28�� .28� .36�� .32�� .34��� .50���

12. % Hr words 0.20 .10 �.16 �.06 �.14 .21 �.15 �.13 �.22� �.04 �.09 �.23 �.31��

13. % Hr Ex skills 0.58 .20 .00 �.04 .24� �.11 �.11 .08 .22� .12 .20 .31�� .10 �.23� —

Note. N � 85. IRI-EC � Interpersonal Reactivity Index—Empathic Concern; IRI-PT �
�p � .05. ��p � .01. ���p � .001.
Interpersonal Reactivity Index—Perspective Taking; GPA � grade-point average; APS � Almost Perfect Scale-Revised— total scale; CASES-HS �
Counseling Activity Self-Efficacy Scales—Helping Skills; HSM-Exp-He � helpee-rated Helping Skills Measure-Exploration; SES-He � helpee-rated
Session Evaluation Scale; ES-He � helpee-rated Empathy Scale; CERS-He � helpee-rated Counselor Effectiveness Rating Scale; HSM-Exp-Hr �
helper-rated Helping Skills Measure-Exploration; SES-Hr � helper-rated Session Evaluation Scale; % Hr words � proportion of words spoken by helper;
% Exp skills � proportion of exploration skills used by the helper (sum of open question, restatements, and reflections of feelings divided by the total
number of skills used).
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showed significant linear, F(1, 84) � 58.89, p � .001; quadratic,
F(1, 84) � 25.05, p � .001; and cubic, F(1, 84) � 37.36, p � .001,
effects. Visual inspection of the figure indicated three phases: the
first 7 weeks with a linear increase, a decrease in Weeks 8 and 9,
and then an increase in Weeks 10 and 11. Post hoc analyses
confirmed these findings, in that a repeated measures ANOVA on
the first 7 weeks showed just a linear effect, F(1, 84) � 128.43,
p � .001, whereas a repeated measures ANOVA for the average of
Weeks 1–7 (M � 6.39, SD � 0.97), Weeks 8 and 9 (M � 6.24,
SD � 1.18), and Weeks 10 and 11 (M � 7.00, SD � 1.07) showed
both linear, F(1, 84) � 36.47, p � .001, and quadratic effects, F(1,
84) � 22.96, p � .001. Hence, these results suggest that trainees
increased in confidence across the course of training but had a dip
in confidence during Weeks 8 and 9.

A comparison of the findings with the course content on syllabi
indicate that students gained steadily in confidence while learning
the exploration skills (Weeks 1–7), declined when they started
learning insight skills (Weeks 8–9), and then increased again when
they started learning action skills (Weeks 10–11). When the sam-
ple was divided at the median for both retrospective pre- and
post-self-efficacy (CASES-HS) scores, the pattern was the same
for both groups, although those with higher self-efficacy on the
CASES-HS had consistently higher weekly confidence scores than
did those who had lower scores.

Changes Across Training

We analyzed changes across time with repeated measures
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) for four sets of

data (helper postsession measures, helpee postsession measures,
behavioral session data, and helper-reported self-efficacy).
Time was the repeated measure, class was a between-subjects
control variable, and the outcome measures were the within-
subjects variables. Effect sizes were determined by dividing the
differences between the means by the averaged standard devi-
ations; according to Cohen (1988), small � .20 –.49, medium �
.50 –.79, large � .80�.

For helper-rated postsession reports (HSM-Exp and SES), the
effects of class and the interaction between time and class were
not significant. The overall effect of time was significant, F(2,
81) � 15.38, p � .001. Post hoc analyses, using a Bonferroni-
corrected alpha of .025 (.05/2 comparisons), indicated signifi-
cant effects for time for both HSM-Exp, F(1, 82) � 21.89, p �
.001, medium effect size (.53), and SES, F(1, 82) � 19.08, p �
.001, medium effect size (.58). Thus, helpers thought that they
used more exploration skills in the second than the first session
and were more satisfied with the second than the first session.

For helpee-rated postsession measures (HSM-Exp, SES, ES,
CERS), the effects of class and the interaction between time and
class were not significant. The overall effect of time was signifi-
cant, F(4, 79) � 4.30, p � .01. Post hoc analyses, using a
Bonferroni-corrected alpha of .0125 (.05/4 comparisons), indicated
significant effects for time for HSM-Exp, F(1, 82) � 17.14, p �
.001, medium effect size (.62); SES, F(1, 82) � 8.73, p � .01,
small effect size (.46); and ES, F(1, 82) � 6.57, p � .01, small
effect size (.34). Effects for time for the CERS were not signifi-
cant, F(1, 82) � 4.83, p � .03, although there was a small effect

Figure 1. Means and standard errors of weekly confidence measures.
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size (.29). Thus, helpees evaluated helpers as being more effective
(using more exploration skills, were more satisfied with sessions,
rated helpers as empathic) in the second session as compared with
the first session.

For behavioral data from the sessions (proportion of exploration
skills actually used by helpers, and proportion of helper words), we
found significant results for class, F(4, 164) � 5.20, p � .001, and
the interaction between time and class, F(4, 164) � 6.10, p � .001.
The overall effect of time was also significant, F(2, 164) � 87.58,
p � .001. Post hoc analyses, using a Bonferroni-corrected alpha of
.025 (.05/2 comparisons), indicated significant effects for time for
both proportion of exploration skills used, F(1, 82) � 177.25, p �
.001, large effect size (1.71), and proportion of words, F(1, 82) �
26.29, p � .001, medium effect size (.76). Thus, after controlling
for the effects of class, helpers used more exploration skills and
fewer words in the second as compared with the first session.

For self-efficacy for using helping skills (CASES), the effects of
class and the interaction between time and class were not signif-
icant. The overall effect of time was significant, F(1, 82) �
248.89, p � .001, large effect size (2.05). Thus, at the end of the
semester, helpers perceived that their self-efficacy for using help-
ing skills had increased.

Prediction of Outcome

We conducted hierarchical regression analyses on the nine out-
come measures (i.e., postsession measures for Session 2 and end-
of-semester ratings of self-efficacy). In Step 1, we entered class
and the initial score of the outcome measure to control for these
effects. In Step 2, we added in the four predictor variables (IRI-EC,
IRI-PT, GPA, APS).

After controlling for class and initial levels of the outcome
variables, the addition of Step 2 was significant for SES-He, F(4,
78) � 3.09, p � .05, and CERS, F(4, 78) � 3.28, p � .05. In post
hoc analyses for SES-He, GPA was a significant predictor (� �
.37; t � 3.28, p � .01); for CERS, both GPA (� � .33; t � 3.07,
p � .01) and IRI-PT were significant predictors (� � .24; t � 2.01,
p � .05). However, when we deleted outliers (one outlier in the
CERS analysis, two outliers in the SES-He analysis), results were
no longer significant for either outcome variable. Thus, we were
not able to predict which students had better outcomes.

Discussion

After training, undergraduate trainees were able to conduct
better sessions while interacting in the moment with classmates
sitting across from them talking about real concerns. In particular,
trainees used more exploration skills in their second helping ses-
sion with classmates than they did in the first. It is important to
note that this finding was replicated across three different perspec-
tives (behavioral counts of use of exploration skills in the session,
helper and helpee ratings of how much exploration skills were
used), suggesting that it is a robust finding. These results confirm
that undergraduate students can learn to use the exploration skills
in half of a semester (the second half of the semester was spent on
insight and action skills, which are difficult to assess in brief
helping sessions).

Similarly, trainees’ use of empathy (as rated by helpees) in-
creased over the semester. This increase in trainees’ perceived

empathy mirrors the increase in use of exploration skills from the
first to the second session, and makes sense given that exploration
skills have often been used as a proxy for empathy (see Hill &
Lent, 2006).

In addition, students talked less in their second helping sessions
than they had in their first sessions. Talking less reflects listening
more and focusing more on the helpee and seems to be a major
change that trainees make when they first begin to learn about
helping. The shift in talk time can be difficult for beginning
trainees who are used to talking and sharing the focus in friendship
relationships, so talk time may reflect a shift to taking on a more
professional role.

Trainees were also perceived by themselves and by their helpees
as conducting better second helping sessions compared with initial
sessions. Thus, in addition to finding that trainees used more
exploration skills and talked less, these data provide more global
impressionistic evidence that trainees learned to manage sessions
better and were evaluated as more helpful.

Another major change across the semester was the increase in
trainees’ self-efficacy for using helping skills, which was assessed
both in terms of weekly confidence ratings and end-of-the semes-
ter evaluations. Perhaps having a credible framework to under-
stand the helping process as well as gaining proficiency in specific
skills that could be used in helping sessions helped trainees feel
more confident in their ability to perform the skills.

Trainees did not, however, increase significantly in terms of
credibility as perceived by helpees (although the scores were in
the right direction). Some possible explanations for this finding
are that credibility may be difficult for classmates to judge
(especially in a brief helping session); credibility may be more
difficult to change than are helping skills; it may take more than
a half a semester to change perceived credibility; or more
targeted interventions may be needed in training to influence
credibility.

On the basis of these results, we assert that trainees indeed
learned the helping skills, thus providing additional evidence to the
Hill and Kellems (2002) study for the effectiveness of the Hill
model of helping skills training. These findings also extend the
findings of previous studies in which analogue taped or written
stimuli were used to assess increases in exploration skills and
empathy (see review in Hill & Lent, 2006) by using more natu-
ralistic helping sessions and a wider range of outcomes.

The dip in weekly confidence ratings that occurred when the
trainees started learning insight skills makes sense in that insight is
difficult both to teach and to learn. In addition, being able to do the
insight stage seems to require a longer relationship with helpees
and a more in-depth knowledge of helpee dynamics (i.e., case
conceptualization ability). Moreover, beginning trainees often feel
anxious about being intrusive, going “too far,” and hurting or
insulting their classmates when they use insight skills (see Hill,
Sullivan, et al., 2007). In addition, it is not surprising that trainees
felt more confident again once action skills were introduced be-
cause these skills are usually more familiar to trainees, as it is
common to use action skills in friendship/family relationships
(e.g., giving advice). Indeed, trainees often jump prematurely to
using action skills in their initial helping sessions before they have
learned exploration skills.

We were not able to predict outcome from GPA, self-reported
empathy (empathic concern, perspective taking), or self-reported
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perfectionism. Although some predictors (i.e., dominance, gender,
conceptual level, positive attitudes toward the target skill, and
pretraining expectations for nondirective vs. directive therapy
style) have been investigated in the past literature, these findings
have not been replicated across studies. It may be that it is possible
to train a wide variety of people to use helping skills, and thus we
do not need to be overly concerned with selection. It may also be
that more performance-based measures would be better predictors
of outcome. In addition, we may have had a fairly skewed sample
of people who had already self-selected into this class because they
were natural helpers (see Stahl & Hill, 2008).

Strengths and Limitations

The present study has several strengths compared with previous
studies. First, we used three classes with different instructors,
whereas in most of the previous studies, only one class with one
instructor was used. Furthermore, we used a range of predictor and
outcome variables, whereas in previous studies, only a limited
range of variables was used. Moreover, training was longer (60 hr
of class time in the semester vs. 10–30 hr in many of the previous
studies) than in many of the previous studies and thus is more
similar to how training is now done in college classes. We also
used a naturalistic setting, which permitted us to sample both
helper and helpee reactions/responses and allows for generaliza-
tion to other classes teaching this helping skills model in university
settings.

One limitation of this study, related to its naturalistic classroom
setting where the primary purpose was educational (i.e., not de-
signed for research purposes), was that there was not as much
control over variables as would have been possible in a laboratory
setting. For example, although the instructors used similar syllabi
for the course and covered similar topics, what was emphasized in
each class depended to some degree on the style of the instructor,
the interests of the students, and the dynamics of the group. Also,
because the bulk of the data was turned in at the end of the
semester, we did not examine data for completeness until after the
semester and thus had to drop 13 participants because of incom-
plete data. Furthermore, we did not check to determine whether
transcripts were transcribed verbatim (although in the hopes of
obtaining accurate transcriptions, we told students to turn in tapes
and also informed them that evaluation was based on how well
they could assess and analyze their interventions rather than on
which interventions were used).

In addition, because the research was done in a naturalistic
setting, participants were not randomly assigned to classes. Fur-
thermore, we did not have a control group because it was not
possible to find an equivalent class in which the students would
consent to completing measures and participating in helping ses-
sions. From previous experience, we have found it to be difficult
to persuade instructors and students of other helping-related
classes (e.g., introduction to counseling psychology) to require that
their students complete measures at the beginning and end of the
semester and complete helping sessions given that these experi-
ences did not relate to their class content. Furthermore, for logis-
tical reasons, it was difficult to find a course at this university that
adequately serves as a “control” group, as many students take their
counseling-related courses concurrently in their final semester.
Hence, because of the complications inherent in obtaining an

adequate placebo control group, we included only students in
helping skills classes in our sample, but caution readers to be
aware that we cannot make claims that people without any training
would not change in similar ways.

Another limitation relates to the self-report measures, which rely
on trainees’ level of awareness and understanding of such charac-
teristics as empathy (i.e., some students may not have a good idea
of how empathic they are or indeed may not even know what
empathy really is). In addition, social desirability is a potential
problem (e.g., students may have been biased in their efforts to
appear more or less empathic).

Moreover, classmates served as helpees for helpers, as is the
typical practice in this course at this university. Although using
classmates rather than volunteer clients is an ethically appropriate
practice because students were untrained and not always therapeu-
tic, especially at the beginning of the course, results nevertheless
cannot be generalized to real-life therapy. Our goal, however, was
not to generalize to real-life therapy but only to training. Also,
classmates may have been more cooperative in completing mea-
sures and evaluated fellow students more favorably in the second
session because they were also being evaluated. However, they
could have been more critical in the second session because they
knew more about what to look for in a session.

Finally, trainees were undergraduates from a large, selective,
public university, and instructors were all female counseling psy-
chologists (one postdoctoral, two predoctoral) with experience in
teaching this course. Hence, results can only be generalized to
similar trainees, trainers, and settings.

Implications

Given that the present study provides some more evidence that
helping skills training for undergraduate students is effective, we
need to go to the next step and find out more about the effective
components of training. Although there is evidence for the effec-
tiveness of instruction, modeling, and feedback (see review in Hill
& Lent, 2006), we need to know more about other components of
training such as practice and encouragement (see Hill, Stahl, &
Roffman, 2007). We also need to know more about how skills are
assimilated into one’s repertoire and whether they are maintained
over time with or without further training.

It would also be interesting to further investigate the intriguing
findings regarding the dip in confidence ratings during instruction
about the insight stage. Our experience has been that it is much
more difficult to teach insight skills than to teach exploration and
action skills, so perhaps different teaching methods or more time
is required for teaching this stage.

In addition, we need to investigate other outcomes (case con-
ceptualization ability, changes in attitudes about seeking help,
changes in theoretical orientation, self-awareness) and predictors
of outcome (e.g., both trait and state anxiety, narcissism, natural
helping ability, amount and quality of previous helping experi-
ences, and motivation to learn and use the helping skills). Also,
further investigation of instructor effects would be interesting.
Perhaps some instructors are more dogmatic about how the skills
should be performed, whereas others are more flexible and en-
couraging of trainees. Might a dogmatic instructor elicit more or
less anxiety among students? What might be the impact on trainee
self-efficacy? Furthermore, different types of trainers might be
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better with different types of trainees. Finally, we suggest that
further research is needed to more directly compare undergraduate
and graduate training. It would be interesting to know whether
different training methods are effective with the two populations.
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