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Skills Training in Family Studies
An Argumenifor Augmentation
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'Family science undergraduate programs: Time For A New Approacrt?,,,(Broclg 1987) presents a cuhailum app_roacrt focusing o, ,iiitt, 
traittittg,, as asotution to the foilowirtg -assurned irfiriii i,ivi"rtt'y it"rrL urtdergraduateprograms: a) The lack 

"of 
a crear-cutlcc.upationar iiattity, ij en rttsufficientqm ount of profe s s i on at tra i nin & c ) D e c r i n i n g i i,;;; ;; ;f ,'," ;:d; rg." du at e n r aj o rs,and d) A career path which i{not economtcalry_competitive. Noting tlnt ttewapproacttes ,o th:::y, 

::: 
assltming forms .whiclr \oi", iio on ,,...prevention

s e rvi c e s' e du c ati on a r 
-inte 

rv en ti oy,. iv c h o e du c atio n...., 
" 

tn i oi tir o, suge s ts th atfamily science d:po*::,: witt'lt1efit 
[r]1--;;;;;';';*;;,' 

,,ski, training,,emphases as a new model for cunicufulm ievelopm,eit.

The purpose of this "rejoinder" is not to provide-an argument against the inclusionof "skills 11sinins" Der,s9, but rather to.ail-some impo.?aot;;", about goals andmerhods; to*"-of *hi1 n" n.""t rissii""i.l" *;; t";;oiJ-u.,. orhers of whichhave the potential to cause severe problems i" tfr" i"i".r- 
'6-vrv i

A COMPARISON OF THE SKILI^S TRAIMNG ANDcr_A.ssrcAl FAMTLy sruores cuniiiCiiiur"r
The "skills training curriculum" presented in the Brock (19g7) article includes flourmajor componenrs. Students u.giri ;,f'i"ur theory courses in ch'd and humandevelopmeni, courtshio.ano m-ate iecti"", 

-u.iug" ";.ig-^rr'vi"uirop*"rr,, and familysystems' These are folloyed uy 
" 

i..""Jlo--po.r"rrt which focuse. oo p.og.u- design,implemenrarion, evaluarioo uoi b;ilil;;-.utu.. rt"irr;rJ."-ponent consisrs oftwenrv ".'.specific, wet-tesred, and effective iH'. truiolg';;;gr#." (such as srEp,PET, Relarionship Enhancemen,, 
"i".1. 

"ii" 
i;il;;;"#;";#po"ent consisrs ofpracticum placements in the communirv. 

- ---
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It is clear that the approach suggested above differs drastically from the more
classical family science curriculum and that the former approach has much more
emphasis on learning occupational skills. The present author is concerned that the
proposed approach has too much emphasis on a skills approach and that it suffers from
an inordinate concern with "vocationalism." Consider the following potential problems.

Most classical family science curricula require students to begin with courses titled
"Introduction to.."," which are survey cours€s focusing on family relationships, child
development, family economics and management, etc. These courses typically are
followed by more advanced courses in each area whic\ like the introductory courses, are
also of a survey nature but include fewer topics which are covered in greater depth. In
the curriculum model presented by Brock, these survey courses are omitted on the
grounds they contain "...content and little else." Instead, it is suggested that the student
begin his or her involvement in family science with a theory course in each area. The
issue of whether students can understand a "theory of..." course without ever having
taken any survey courses is not addressed, but the issue is clearly worth considering.

The second component of the proposed "skills tlaining" curriculum includes three
courses which essentially are applied research design courses and a fourth which focuses
on "basic helping/counseling skills.' Compared to the more classical approach, which
provides the student with one general research methods course in their junior or senior
year, this component would seem to be an improvement in that it would provide more
realistic support for the probability that Family Science majors are eventually going to
be involved in grant-writing activities as a part of their future job placements. To the
present author, this component could be a real "step forward" in comparison to the more
traditional curricul rm.

While the first component's emphasis on "theory" differs drastically from the
"survey'' involvement in current use and the second component expands current
emphases on research skills, it is the third component's emphasis on "skills training"
which provides the most radical departure from traditional family science undergraduate
programs. In Brock's article it is not clear whether the specific skill areas included here
are intended to be courses or emphases within courses, but the supposed "specific skills"
do constitute the bulk of his proposed curriculum in that they outnumber all other topics
by a two-to-one margin. Functionally, the nature of the proposed skjlls training
curriculum becomes very clear in this component: It is a proposal which emphasizes
vocational training to its utmost. The issue of whether family science majors who have
mastered fwenfy specific skill areas will be able to use this mastery as an adequate
foundation for graduate school is not addressed. The issue is critical, however, because
it is precisely in this area that the classical approach in family science has been strongest.
If a skills training emphasis results in a progra- providing a terminal vocational degree
at the undergraduate level, one can raise the issue of whether such a program larsuld
result in "progress" and whether it would indeed result in increased numbers of
undergraduate majors. The present author's experience is that most undergraduate
students would prefer a program that would provide a good foundation for later
graduate education over one which would not provide such a basis.

ISSUES REI-ATING TO CURRICULUM CF{ANGE

Although the present author is less than enthusiastic about some of the above
noted curriculum emphases and more enthusiastic about others, the suggestions about
how family science curricula can be changed constitute an eKremeiv problematic
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dimension of .the proposed skills training emphasis. One major issue relates to thequestion of whether th.e suggested chang-es sh^ould .r9ntu."Jtti classical dp;;;;h';;"augment" it' Since all of the suggestedchange mechinisms mentio""a i" irr" ri".t(1987) article relate to the formJirather thaithe latter,--thel"uo". can assume thatDr. Brock is at least seriousry exploringa "replacemenr'; ;p;;;;.i; rr" i, 
""iy.i;;illir;advocating it. For example, the article suggests that ,'...the above curriculum couldreplace or augment existing family science a?g."" pr;gr;;r.; ii 

"r." 
porrrt, oui, 

-----

""'intervention faculty in most departments have well developed talents usefulin skills training plograms. where such experfis"l. r"t piJ*nt, consultantscan teach eisting faculty_to lead these p.ogia-s r" u u"ry'rt ort time... Thereis no reason to assume that the low cost Expertis" ,r""d"J tt train studentsdoes not exist."

Functionally, the above suggestions_imply that "non-intervention faculty,, can ,,replace,,
their current courses with one introduciory_tn-"o.y 

"o*." -Ju"..tiuirr"d 
by consultantsto be a source of "low cost elpertise" in skils trui"i"g-.- rn" i*fu.t on research andmorale of "non-interventionist; fagrllry in human aeuitop*errt,-?a-ity relations, andfamily economics and Tnnlgerent is'not addreised, b;i ,'d;;;sent author believes ircould be devastatins. It also is extremely- important to note that most family sciencedepartments include"far greater numbers of "content-oriented" faculty than ,'intervention-

g_ri1nled' faculry. The prospect of rerraining the former i;;r;;; ,,row cosr expertise,,m a program where content courses are rJplaced with "skills training', .ou.r"r-*oufaseemingly remove undergraduate students fr-om content involvement in teachers, majorareas of expertise.

AN ARGUMENT FOR AUGMENTION

Brock's (1987) article points out some potential problem areas in family scienceprograms but, as f"-.ily therapists frequentry poi"t oui 1ia ̂ {,' 
wz, p. 105), rheproposed "solurion" might very-wen be more p-or..uti" ;h;;'?i" original probrem.The present author believes that the suggested-emphasis on replacing content courseswith skills training courses and the retrafini or 

"oi-i"t"*"",ioi'iu"urry could result ina loss of extremelv valuable.teaching and rEsearch resources. on ttre other hand, an"augmented" approach could combi-ie G u"rt elements oiih" **", ,,skills training,,model and the classical model.

Instead of reolacing 
-content courses with skill training, the latter dimension couldsimply be added'to the"fo.met *tt"i" 

-ori-appropriate. 
-neteuaoi ski-lls training alsocould be explicitly presented and carefu[y m^onitored ;" ;-;;;;menral level. Theresult could be thar relevant conrenr courjes urr; ;o;j;;"#;" or rwo imporranrcomponents of "skill training." Such an "augmented" upprou.n *outJ uuo* the retentionof introductory and advancEd :uryey .ouii"r on an ,,augmented-enriched,, 

basis ratherthan a "replacemenr" basis and thui allow undergr"d;"? ,l;l;rr-rr'ro l"u.o imporranrskills and sufficient content for eventuar gruJuut" school involvemenr.

A most interesting dimension of Brock's suggestions relates to the applied research(section B) dimension .oj tne proposed currr*ii- d;;;; uurto. berieves rhiscomponent would provide the beit entree for a combination of "theory,, and ,,applied
research merhods." The hclusion of theory at.the beginniil oiifr"Ju"ior year (ratherthan ar rhe beginning of the program) *oitJ irr.ur" ;h"a,l-"i;;-are oot memorizingsrtmmary theoretical statements in the form of ,rtoguo ;yri"_r,,;"r;." students wouidhave had a sufficient number of content .o*.". bef6re tri"i, iiuort ment at the theory
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level. In addition, a combination of "theory" and "applied research" would seem to link
t*? TPg.t}}t components which do indeed have i natural relationship to eachtther
and which, if mastered, could set family science undergraduates apart fr.o; 

-;y 
;h;;social science majors.

SUMMARY

. . I." sugrl: it appears to the present author that an "augmented', approach to theinclusion of "skills training".in lamity science departments f;u.-uJuutttuges which faroutweigh the more radi.gl "replacement" upptouih" In addition, the piesent 
""tn",would like to concludewith severalJrypothesei'which conflict withthe assumptions whichare stated in Dr. Brock,s article. To-wit:

l-' Psychology undergr_aduates might not be more occupationally identified than familv
science studenrs.. while the word.psychorogy larter roo-ye;;ffi-;;;;a
recognrilisa than family science, jhe jbF markJi 

-ighr 
t" 

-6r" 
.ootroued by funds,perceived social and agenry needs, and applicant adilities than by name recognition.

z. The behavioral dimensions of therapeutic skills may be quickly acquired on a ,,low
cost" basis which may even include mere behivio.j i-iiatioo. Their validapplication and expert practice, however, may require considerable backgro;Jknowledge, expertise, practice and important cogni^tive anJemotiond ,;pfrr;" 

-

3' 
3h" fl".u! majority of "family science" departments might include much more than'ramily rnterventron programs" and the former dimensions may be as real, vital, andpotentially useful to the future of "family science" as the latt6r.
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