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UCL scale for rating core and generic therapeutic skills 


Background 
This scale is based on the domain of generic therapeutic competences contained in the UCL competence frameworks (accessed at www.ucl.ac.uk/CORE/).

 
Structure of the scale

The scale reflects the content of the domain of generic therapeutic competences and focuses on skills in the following areas: 
 
1. Establishing the professional context 
2. Non-verbal behaviour		                 	
3. Working with difference 
4. Structure and pacing
5. Active listening and empathy	
6. Undertaking a generic assessment
7. Communicating a formulation/plan of intervention
8. Discussing the intervention plan
9. Responding to emotional content 
10. Collaboration
11. Developing and fostering the therapeutic alliance
12. Management of threats to the alliance
13. Using measures
14. Ending sessions


Rating

It is helpful to hold the following pointers in mind when using the scale.

Using clinical judgment in making a rating

The competences in the scale are described using behavioural anchors; the intent is to focus on skills that are being demonstrated (and which should be observable), and to reduce reliance on inference. Nonetheless clinical judgment will always be relevant, since competence ratings will be determined by factors such as the relational context, or the degree to which the therapist’s interventions are responsive both to the implicit and explicit concerns and reactions of the client.


Threshold for rating an intervention as competent

The anchoring of the rating scale is set so that a score of 3 or more represents a passing grade, whereas a score of 2 or less indicates that the performance is below a level of competence expected of a skilled practitioner. 

When raters are uncertain whether to rate an item as a ‘2’ or a ‘3’ they should bear in mind that this area of the scale represents a boundary between a passing and a failing grade. 




Is the practitioner doing the right thing, and are they doing it in the right way?

Rating a competence item involves two somewhat distinct judgments:
· is the practitioner carrying out the actions you would expect to see ?
· are they doing this in a way that you judge to be competent and (more importantly) effective for this client in this session?

To give two examples:
· imagine a practitioner who (as part of developing a therapeutic alliance) tries to convey their sense of the client’s ‘world view’, but does so in a way that is inaccurate and/or makes a lot of assumptions (based on what the client has actually said in the session) 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]imagine a practitioner who  has selected and is using appropriate measures but who appears to misinterpret the results, and so their feedback to the client is unhelpful

As illustrated by these examples, the content and focus of the work is an important part of the rating – if the practitioner is doing the right thing but not going about it in the right way this should be reflected in the rating.

In terms of scoring the examples above, it might be tempting to give the practitioner a score of 3, because they seem to be following appropriate technique and at least some elements of the competence are in place. However, because the content and focus of the work is also important, these examples would merit a score of 2 (because as stated in the anchoring, the technique “is applied in a manner that is only marginally effective for this client”). 



Allowing for the absence of a competence area

The scale tries to take into account the fact that while some specific skills should always be present and demonstrated consistently (such as active listening and empathy), some may be absent for completely legitimate reasons. For example:
· introducing the client to the professional context should take place at the start of the intervention, but the absence of such discussion in later sessions has no implication for overall competence
· where there are no significant areas of “difference” between therapist and client there is no expectation that this will be an area of discussions)
· if there are no threats to the working alliance there is no need for the therapist to address such issues

When – and when not - to rate items as ‘non-applicable’
Raters should assume that an item will be present unless there is a clear rationale for its absence – in other words, the default should be to rate each item

If an area of technique is not present, but it should be, a rating of 1 should be assigned (“relevant technique or process is not present, but should be”). 




Scoring

Items are rated on a five-point scale:


	Competence not demonstrated or requires major development 
	1

	 
	Relevant technique or process is not present, but should be 
	

	
	Relevant technique or process is barely present and/or it is applied in a manner that is ineffective* for this client
	

	Competence only partially and/or poorly demonstrated and requires significant development

	2

	
	Only some aspects of the relevant technique or process are apparent, and/or it is applied in a manner that is only marginally effective* for this client
	

	Competence demonstrated but requires further development 
	3

	
	Relevant technique or process is present but delivered in a manner that is partial and so not as effective* as it could be for this client, with a number of aspects requiring development  (for example because it needs to be targeted more accurately to the client’s presentation, or applied more consistently or coherently)
	

	Competence demonstrated well but requires some specific  development 
	4

	
	Relevant technique or process is applied well and delivered in a manner that is effective* for this client; however  there are some specific (but not critical) areas for development 
	

	Competence demonstrated very well and requires no substantive development
	5

	
	Relevant technique or process is applied fluently and coherently, in a manner that is demonstrably effective* for this client
	



* in this context, “effective” means that the action being rated would be expected to produce the desired or intended result. As such it is a reference to within-session behaviours/reactions, rather than longer-term clinical change. 


Rating an item as ‘not applicable’
	This rating is used if an area of activity is not present, AND (in the rater’s view) does not need to be present because it is not relevant to, or required in, the specific session being rated. 

If an area of activity is not present but (in the rater’s view) it should be, then it should be rated as ‘1’ (indicating that the competence was not demonstrated and should have been).  





The benchmark for these judgments is whether the competence is demonstrated at a level that indicates the proficiency of a skilled practitioner. As such these are absolute judgements that are not adjusted to take into account a practitioner’s level of training.  

Deriving an overall summative judgment of competence
At this stage there is no empirical data to anchor summative judgments, but on logical rather than empirical grounds the summative judgements are as follows:

Performance at a competent level:  This is indicated when half or more of the ratings are at 3, 4 or 5. 

Performance not at a competent level:  This is indicated when half or more of the ratings are at 1 or 2.
 
The worked example at the end of this document shows how the scores can be aggregated to arrive at a judgment. 





Adding comments/notes for supervision

The scoring sheet includes a section for raters to add comments and supervision notes for each part of the scale.




UCL scale for rating core and generic therapeutic skills              Scoring sheet 


	
	Score or N/A

	1. Establishing the professional context 
	

	2. Non-verbal behaviour		                 	
	

	3. Working with difference 
	

	4. Structure and pacing
	

	5. Active listening and empathy	
	

	6. Undertaking a generic assessment
	

	7. Communicating a formulation/plan of intervention
	

	8. Discussing the intervention plan
	

	9. Responding to emotional content 
	

	10. Collaboration
	

	11. Developing and fostering the therapeutic alliance
	

	12. Management of threats to the alliance
	

	13. Using measures
	

	14. Ending sessions
	



Summary of scores


	Number of items scored
	

	
	Number of items above or below threshold for competence 
	Proportion of items above/below threshold for competence 

	Number of items scored 1   
	
	
	

	Number of items scored 2  
	
	
	

	Number of items scored 3  
	
	
	

	Number of items scored 4  
	
	
	

	Number of items scored 5  
	
	
	




Worked example of an individual scoring below the level of competence

	
	Score or N/A

	1. Establishing the professional context 
	N/A

	2. Non-verbal behaviour		                 	
	3

	3. Working with difference 
	N/A

	4. Structure and pacing
	1

	5. Active listening and empathy	
	2

	6. Undertaking a generic assessment
	3

	7. Communicating a formulation/plan of intervention
	2

	8. Discussing the intervention plan
	3

	9. Responding to emotional content 
	3

	10. Collaboration
	2

	11. Developing and fostering the therapeutic alliance
	2

	12. Management of threats to the alliance
	1

	13. Using measures
	2

	14. Ending sessions
	2




Summary of scores

	Number of items scored
	12

	
	Number of items above or below threshold for competence 
	Proportion of items above/below threshold for competence 

	Number of items scored 1   
	2
	8
	8/12 
66%

	Number of items scored 2  
	6
	
	

	Number of items scored 3  
	4
	4
	4/12 
33%

	Number of items scored 4  
	0
	
	

	Number of items scored 5  
	0
	
	






Worked example for an individual scoring above the threshold for competence


	
	Score or N/A

	1. Establishing the professional context 
	4

	2. Non-verbal behaviour		                 	
	3

	3. Working with difference 
	4

	4. Structure and pacing
	2

	5. Active listening and empathy	
	3

	6. Undertaking a generic assessment
	n/a

	7. Communicating a formulation/plan of intervention
	n/a

	8. Discussing the intervention plan
	4

	9. Responding to emotional content 
	5

	10. Collaboration
	3

	11. Management of threats to the alliance
	n/a

	12. Using measures
	n/a

	13. Ending sessions
	3



Summary of scores

	Number of items scored
	9

	
	Number of items above or below threshold for competence 
	Proportion of items above/below threshold for competence 

	Number of items scored 1   
	0
	1
	1/9
12%

	Number of items scored 2  
	1
	
	

	Number of items scored 3  
	5
	8
	8/9
88%

	Number of items scored 4  
	3
	
	

	Number of items scored 5  
	1
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