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Executive Summary 

This is the final report on the Integrating Motivational Interviewing within Employment Services 

Project (MIESP). The project adds to previous research on the role of motivational interviewing (MI) in 

career development services by seeking evidence on how readily motivational interviewing can be 

integrated within employment services in BC to increase the motivation of Employment & Income 

Assistance (E&IA) clients to pursue employment-related outcomes. It generates estimates of impacts of 

MI as implemented on the work readiness and rates of labour market participation of such clients. The 

study trials “real world” implementation of motivational interviewing, operationalized primarily as 

intensive training of case managers in employment services centres to use MI, without attempts to 

make other changes to the system of case management. At the same time, the project implemented an 

evaluation more rigorous than previous studies of this approach. This combination of intervention and 

study design was intended to yield results that would better resemble implementation in settings 

where training might be implemented without additional adjustment to case management systems, so 

that lessons for policy and practice from implementation of MI within the current BC system could be 

readily learned and disseminated.  

Motivational Interviewing (MI) is an intervention to overcome ambivalence that keeps many people 

from making desired changes in their lives (Miller & Rollnick, 2002). It has a proven track record for 

helping individuals with addiction issues and for those in prison to reduce recidivism. It works by 

helping an individual to realize that change is necessary and achievable and to “own” the process that 

will bring about the change. The role MI plays in the current project is that training case managers in 

using the approach is expected to act as a catalyst for an increase in “change talk” among E&IA 

recipients, helping them to move towards “owning” their personal employment plans and shift a 

greater distance along the economic activity continuum from unemployment towards employment 

than during case management without MI.  

The contribution of the MIESP study 

MIESP builds on several previous projects:  

 The Stages of Change Research Project (Opportunities for Employment, 2010) which was a three-

year study implemented in the employment services field in Manitoba between 2007 and 2010.1 

Case managers were trained to use MI with a diverse set of clients from a single Winnipeg 

employment services agency. Just under half were Manitoba employment and income assistance 

(EIA) clients. 

 The Motivational Interviewing Pilot Project (known as MIPP and also as Transitions to simplify 

communications with clients) sought to improve the labour market participation of British 

Columbia E&IA clients by training case managers in two linked systems to use MI. The Social 

Research and Demonstration Corporation (SRDC) arranged training for (a) employment plan 

workers employed by the Ministry of Social Development and Social Innovation to deliver the MI 

                                                      
1  The Manitoba Stages of Change Research Project was funded by the HRSDC’s Pan-Canadian 

Innovations Initiative. 
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and (b) case managers employed by the different agencies the Ministry contracted to provide 

employment services in nearby WorkBC Centres (Ford, Dixon, Hui, Kwakye, & Patry, 2014). By 

testing the impact of MI training among both sets of workers that E&IA recipients would come into 

contact with, the project sought to estimate the impact of a ‘saturation model’ where MI was 

continuously provided through the employment services referral process. Such a saturation model 

has since become an unrealistic expectation for the implementation of MI in BC employment 

services. 

 The Motivational Interviewing Evaluation Project (MIEP) narrowed the evaluation focus to workers 

within the assistance system only (not employment services). In MIEP, SRDC tested the effect of 

training all case managers in specific Winnipeg EIA offices to use MI, thus allowing communities of 

practice to develop (instead of limiting MI to specialists). 

MI is intended to change the nature of interactions between caseworkers/case managers and their 

clients. It recognizes the ambivalence clients may have towards adopting employment-seeking 

behaviours and attempts to alter clients’ motivations such that they become more inclined to follow 

through on their employment plans. Typically in implementing such plans, income-assistance clients 

interact with different caseworkers: at their income assistance office and at employment service 

centres. There is therefore a question of where MI is best implemented within regular service delivery 

for Income Assistance (IA) clients. The different projects above sought to integrate MI into client 

interactions in different settings. While the locations and assistance samples differed between projects, 

the impacts on employment outcomes so far have been remarkably similar. The Opportunities for 

Employment study – focused on case workers within employment services only – found MI increased 

six-month exits to employment from 16.6 to 27.4 per cent (10.8 percentage points). MIPP (the first 

project in BC) increased employment after three months by 8 percentage points.2 The SRDC Winnipeg 

study (MIEP) used EIA exit as a proxy measure for positive employment outcomes and found MI 

increased EIA exit with 9-12 months from 21 to 28 per cent.3 

The current project – MIESP – was originally conceived to add to these earlier projects’ findings by 

improving upon the MIPP design. Like MIPP, MIESP was originally intended to train both Ministry and 

employment services agency case workers in MI. Like MIEP, MIESP was also designed to train case 

managers across a larger number of WorkBC office settings, to reduce the chances of impacts being 

specific to a particular office or team culture. Furthermore, two additional enhancements were planned 

in MIESP:  

 MIESP was to seek a larger sample of income assistance recipients to enable precise estimation of 

the impacts of MI on specific subgroups of the E&IA population and explore more thoroughly the 

                                                      
2  The proportion in the non-MI stream working declined by 2 percentage points, from 4.0 to 2.0 per cent, 

while the proportion working in the MI-stream increased by 5.9 percentage points, from 3.5 to 9.4 per 

cent. 
3  The projects listed all adopted some form of randomized experimental design to ensure that a valid 

counterfactual would be measured. Thus the outcomes of clients receiving MI could be compared to 

client outcomes when MI was not being used. This design for evaluation provides a high level of 

certainty that the treatment rather than pre-existing differences among these two groups accounts for 

any later observed differences in outcomes between the groups. 



Integrating Motivational Interviewing within Employment 

Services for BC E&IA Recipients 

BC Centre for Employment Excellence 3 

statistical properties of the employment-readiness scales used in studies of motivational 

interviewing. 

 Furthermore, MIESP was designed to strive harder than previous studies to ensure the contribution 

of MI to client outcomes was analytically identified separate from the impact of other case manager 

characteristics. Unlike previous studies, MIESP used random assignment twice. It randomly 

assigned case managers to MI training and randomly assigned clients to case managers trained in 

MI and not trained in MI. The “double” random assignment was adopted to ensure that client 

selection (meaning the choices case managers made as to whom among potential clients they would 

case manage and/or the choices that reception gatekeepers made in assigning case managers to 

clients) would not account for any aspect of the measured differences in client outcomes between 

the MI and non-MI client groups. 

As it turned out, not all the planned features of MIESP could be implemented. Changes in income 

assistance delivery systems in 2015 removed much of the logic for training Ministry employees to use 

MI. In essence, the system changed such that employment plan workers (who were trained in MI during 

MIPP) would – from the time MIESP started – no longer systematically meet with E&IA clients face-to-

face. This change meant the bulk of their client interactions involved the internet or phone contact only, 

and would be less readily amenable to integration of MI. Furthermore, despite sustained efforts to raise 

recruitment rates, MIESP was not able to recruit a larger sample of clients than MIPP. The smaller-than-

hoped-for sample undermined plans for a more detailed sub-group analysis and assessment of 

statistical scale properties. Nonetheless, the project did involve more offices than any previous project: 

seven WorkBC employment service centre locations were enrolled as research sites. Case managers 

had access to extensive training and coaching in MI that ensured MI trainers were available to support 

them and to provide feedback on their MI practice throughout the main delivery phase. All of the sites 

implemented the “double” random assignment of MI successfully. 

The final design of the MIESP project as implemented reflected the BC CfEE’s efforts to test a version of 

MI integrated into conventional WorkBC Centre practice. The stage of MI delivery under test was 

narrower than originally envisaged (being restricted to case managers at employment service centres) 

but this narrowing of scope ensured that the project’s findings would apply to implementation in real-

world WorkBC employment services centre settings, with the assumption that the only intervention is 

intensive MI training, and not a wider set of changes in client management or other office practices. 

Implementation of MIESP 

The delivery and evaluation of MIESP was undertaken by the BC CfEE, in partnership with SRDC 

researchers, and the management of seven WorkBC Centres in the BC Lower Mainland. They were 

supported by Empowering Change Inc. who provided the MI training, as they did for MIPP also. 

A sample of 26 case managers volunteered at the seven WorkBC Centre research sites. In May 2015, 

16 were randomly assigned to the “MI-stream” to receive MI training and 11 were randomly assigned 

to the case manager “non-MI stream” control group, who were not trained in MI. Training was 

completed in September 2015 and the recruitment of E&IA recipients newly attending these 

seven employment service centres began in October 2015, continuing until October 2016. Over this  

13-month period, 154 clients joined the study and were allocated at random either to (a) a case 
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manager located at the centre who was in the MI-stream group trained in using MI or to (b) a non-MI 

stream control group case manager at the centre. In all other respects the two groups of clients were in 

broad terms, statistically identical – albeit exhibiting some variation in characteristics that is inevitable 

with small samples. 

Qualitative data from the project’s implementation research suggested that case managers valued the 

MI training greatly. They readily identified MI as a potentially useful tool for employment counselling. 

As they practised using the approach, they found MI as useful for clients who were both ambivalent and 

motivated to make a change and/or ambivalent with respect to making change in their lives. The case 

managers trained in MI found the approach helped clients to move toward greater clarity with respect 

to decision-making and to achieve intermediate goals which could help with their eventual transition to 

the labour market. A strong theme from both observations and focus groups was an apparent 

incongruity between the WorkBC model of priorities and sequencing of activities in case management 

and integration of the MI approach. Case managers reported that the mismatch they experienced 

between the models made it challenging to perform MI as intended. Even within the existing process, 

however, MI was found a useful tool for engaging clients.  

Case managers in general wanted to apply the full set of MI principles when seeing E&IA clients. 

However, they found the imbalance in power between themselves and E&IA clients (whereby non-

compliance could result in a block on benefit payments) ran counter to the expectation of empathy 

within MI (based on clients’ full collaboration, evocation, and autonomy). Case managers also found it 

difficult to fully implement MI given the large caseloads they reported. Although they received fewer 

clients than expected who were MIESP participants, they felt restricted in their ability to use MI with 

clients who were not part of the project. They felt this lack of opportunities to practice MI reduced their 

ability to fulfill the post-training requirements involving intensive coaching on their interviewing style. 

This volume of activity created conflict in the learning process and, for some, hampered their ability to 

integrate MI into their work.  

The lessons from the implementation research have implications for consideration in any future policy 

to integrate MI into employment services in BC. While case managers made recommendations that 

would point to changing the sequence or funding structure for case management activities, inevitably 

several of the constraints they reported on their use of MI would likely remain. For example, there will 

virtually always be an imbalance of power in situations where MI is used with income assistance 

clients. It is also unlikely that caseload size can be adjusted to facilitate use of MI, although one hoped-

for consequence of the successful use of MI might be a gradual reduction in the income assistance 

caseload overall. To be a viable solution to the challenges faced by clients in real-world employment 

services settings, MI practice, including as instructed in training, needs to be adaptable to work in such 

settings. 

Impacts on E&IA client outcomes 

Data from follow-up surveys and administrative records offered no evidence that additional clients 

were able to transition into full-time employment by virtue of being in the program group eligible for 

case management by MI-trained case managers. The first row in Table ES1 shows an increase in full-

time employment from 5 to 9 per cent (measured in the survey conducted with clients three months 
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after their enrollment in case management with MI-trained case managers) relative to equivalent 

clients enrolled in case management with non-MI trained case managers. However, this result was not 

statistically-significant, meaning it cannot be considered different from zero. Later rows show 

decreases in part-time employment and ever having been employed that are also statistically 

indistinguishable from zero. On balance, there was no effect of MI training on any of these outcomes. 

Table ES1 Impacts on participant employment and education outcomes – three-month follow-up 
survey  

  Control group mean Program group mean Difference Standard error 

Work status at follow-up (%) 
     

Working full-time 4.8 8.7 3.9 
 

(4.0) 

Working part-time 19.0 13.0 -6.0 
 

(5.6) 

Worked full-time in the past 3 months 4.8 1.4 -3.3 
 

(2.5) 

Worked part-time in the past 3 months 2.4 2.9 0.5 
 

(2.5) 

Starting to work soon 2.4 1.4 -0.9 
 

(2.1) 

Not working 66.7 72.5 5.8 
 

(7.1) 

Compared to Baseline 
     

Net change of working status 21.4 14.9 -6.5 
 

(5.9) 
      

Education status in the past 3 months (%) 
     

Did not study 83.3 73.9 -9.4 
 

(6.5) 

Sources: MIESP Follow-up Survey and Baseline Survey. 

Notes: There are 42 and 69 observations in the control and program groups, respectively. Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of 

missing values. Two-tailed Student t-tests were applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 

 

Conclusion and implications 

In sum, the project has found that the full integration of MI into client interactions in WorkBC settings is 

challenging. Perhaps as a consequence, the quantitative results are inconclusive with respect to the 

impacts on clients of receiving case management from MI-trained case managers. Those considering 

implementation of MI in BC employment services in future while seeking to change significantly client 

outcomes would need to consider broader changes to the organization of case management, beyond 

provision of the intensive training itself, to ensure conditions are conducive to the approach being fully 

implemented.  
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Introduction 

This is the final report on the Integrating Motivational Interviewing within Employment Services 

Project (MIESP). The project adds to previous research on the role of motivational interviewing (MI) in 

career development services by seeking evidence on how readily motivational interviewing can be 

integrated within employment services in BC to increase the motivation of Employment & Income 

Assistance (E&IA) clients to pursue employment-related outcomes. It generates estimates of impacts of 

MI as implemented on the work readiness and rates of labour market participation of such clients. The 

study trials “real world” implementation of motivational interviewing, operationalized primarily as 

intensive training of case managers in employment services centres to use MI, without attempts to 

make other changes to the system of case management. At the same time, the project implemented an 

evaluation more rigorous than previous studies of this approach. This combination of intervention and 

study design was intended to yield results that would better resemble implementation in settings 

where training might be implemented without additional adjustment to case management systems, so 

that lessons for policy and practice from implementation of MI within the current BC system could be 

readily learned and disseminated.  

The report begins with an assessment of the policy problem and the potential role that MI might hold to 

help solve it. It positions the current study in the context of recent evidence about the effectiveness of 

MI in employment services. The next section reviews the research questions, project design and 

implementation. Results focus first on implementation of MI training for case managers – the main 

intervention – and then on the impacts observed on E&IA clients in the 3-12 months after their 

recruitment to the study. The final section concludes with the answers to the research questions. 
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The policy problem 

In many jurisdictions, including British Columbia, assistance recipients currently experience low rates 

of transition into employment. Although they possess and are expected to follow employment plans as 

mandated by the Ministry of Social Development and Social Innovation (hereafter “the Ministry”) and a 

wide range of different supports are available, it is often difficult to bring clients to a stage where they 

can engage meaningfully with their employment plans. Many are hypothesized to be ambivalent about 

the transition to work and thus to lack the motivation needed to succeed. There is an appetite for new 

approaches among those providing employment services to help their assistance clients move along a 

continuum from unemployment towards employment. 

In Canada, employment services are often delivered by government agencies or contractors (such as 

British Columbia’s WorkBC Centres). Although services are client-centered, the main focus is to help 

clients move into employment, a strategy that has dominated welfare policy for the past decades. 

Clients who have been deemed “obligated” to seek employment under E&IA policy, usually due to the 

absence of disability or very young children hold “employment plans”. These plans are legal documents 

developed by Ministry Employment Plan Employment Assistance Workers (EP-EAWs) and signed by 

the client that outline the client’s employment objectives and identify suitable interventions, expected 

outcomes and compliance requirements. Many employment-obligated clients (including single parents 

with children over the age of three) face considerable challenges following through on their 

employment plans to achieve the stated outcomes. The challenge for employment service programs is 

finding ways to support clients who seem unable or reluctant to participate in the labour market and 

those who participate but cannot sustain their employment and end up returning to the E&IA system.  

One school of thought holds that there needs to be a better understanding of the role of engagement 

with clients and establishing personal meaning for them in developing their plans and implementing 

the steps outlined therein. Magnusson and Roest (2004) called for more research on the nature of 

problems or issues individuals may encounter when making employment-related decisions. As well, the 

authors pointed out the paucity of research that examines the nature of problems or issues clients may 

have when making employment and career decisions. This research gap underlines the need to design 

and test interventions that address this aspect of career planning, one that goes beyond the delivery of 

services, by targeting the prerequisites for employment decision making and the individual issues 

clients have that prevent them from seeking and maintaining employment.  

For this project, as for previous projects assessing the impact of MI, the focus for training is intended to 

be those employed to support clients in making their transitions to employment, with the specific aim 

to ensure the approach they use in communication (especially verbal and in-person communication) 

cultivates the clients’ ownership of their own employment planning process. In BC, this responsibility is 

shared to some extent between EP-EAWs and the case managers from WorkBC Centres who work with 

E&IA clients. Since 2015 the former group no longer holds systematic meetings with clients to 

formulate employment plans, meaning the second group of workers is the optimal target for training in 

MI. WorkBC case managers’ meetings with employment-obligated E&IA clients occur at a critical phase 

in the process of helping clients enact their employment plans and engage actively in decisions about 

their employment. Moreover, since the implementation of the Employment Program of British 
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Columbia in 2012, the Centres’ career development services have involved every aspect of the 

“individual-education-work” dynamic and include services designed to improve the career 

development of individuals and to enable them to make better labour market and career decisions. 

Introducing MI in the delivery of these services holds the potential to motivate clients in pursuing a 

wide range of employment supports. Given a lack of information about what works, for whom and how 

in the provision of employment and career development services, research to test the link between 

promising approaches and positive client outcomes across the diverse array of labour market 

programming is essential if we are to pinpoint the most effective practices (Myers, 2011). 

The promise of Motivational Interviewing 

as a solution to the policy problem 

Motivational interviewing is designed to bring about 

change (Miller & Rollnick, 2002). It is a directive, 

client-centered counselling style that enhances 

motivation for change by helping clients clarify and 

resolve ambivalence about making a behaviour change. 

The approach recognizes that individuals pressured to 

change often become resistant. In contrast, creating 

safe conditions can increase the likelihood that 

individuals will explore and resolve problematic 

patterns of behavior. In this instance, that would mean 

overcoming their barriers to obtaining and maintaining employment (Swibaker, 2011).  

Initially, MI was used and developed within the field of addiction services. The approach arose from a 

desire to understand why some individuals changed behaviour and others were unable to do so, even 

when faced with negative consequences resulting from the behaviour. Miller and Rollnick (2002) found 

that relatively brief interventions such as a little counselling can lead to significant changes. They 

examined studies that compared different numbers of counselling sessions and showed that while 

there were differences in the amount of time over which change occurred, often change occurred 

relatively early in treatment/counselling. Key factors appeared to be how people talked about change, 

especially the extent to which they believed change was possible, and use of an empathic counselling 

style. In other words, if individuals talked about change as a realistic possibility, it was more likely to 

occur. Miller and Rollnick concluded that the individual’s level of motivation to change was often a good 

predictor of change. They suggested that it would be possible to influence motivation levels through 

inter and intrapersonal factors and also through interventions. Their aim in developing MI was to help 

individuals become, ready, willing and able to change.  

Four principles form the basis of MI: 

1. Express empathy: A client-centered and empathetic counselling style is fundamental to MI. 

Through skilful and reflective listening, the counsellor seeks to understand the client’s feelings and 

perspectives. Ambivalence to change problematic behaviour is to be expected. The objective is to 

understand why the client has become “stuck” in this behaviour. 

 

“Goal-oriented style of communication 

with particular attention to the language 

of change. It is designed to strengthen 

personal motivation for and commitment 

to a specific goal by eliciting and 

exploring the person’s own reasons for 

change within an atmosphere of 

acceptance and compassion” 
~ Miller & Rollnick, 2011 
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2. Develop discrepancy: MI is intentionally directive as its aim is to help the client change behaviour. 

This is done by developing discrepancy between the client’s present state of affairs and what they 

want it to be. When the client views a behaviour as in conflict with important personal goals, he or 

she is more likely to change it. The aim is for the client to present the reasons for change, rather 

than the counsellor/facilitator.  

3. Roll with Resistance: Arguing over the need for change is discouraged as it can result in the client 

becoming more entrenched in his or her current behaviour as they seek to defend it. Instead MI 

seeks to capitalize on a client’s self-determination and to reframe it so that it supports change. The 

client is supposed to be the primary source for finding answers and solutions. The counsellor asks 

the client whether he or she would like to consider an alternative perspective but will not impose 

this perspective on the client. If a client starts to appear resistant then this signals to the counsellor 

that there is a need to take a different approach. 

4. Support self-efficacy: This refers to an individual’s belief in his/her own abilities to carry out and 

succeed at a task. The goal of MI is to enhance these beliefs so the client feels that he or she will be 

able to overcome any barriers and sees change as credible. The role of the counsellor is to develop 

self-efficacy beliefs by creating an environment that is positive and supports change. 

In sum, MI is a collaborative, empathic, and evocative style of communication that respects the 

individual client’s autonomy and point of view. What differentiates MI from other styles of 

communication is that it assumes each individual has the capacity for positive behaviour change and 

does not work to identify weaknesses or other attributes the individual lacks.  

Motivational Interviewing (MI) is used across a range of clinical settings and has been found an 

efficacious intervention for eliciting behaviour change on issues related to health and well-being 

(Burke, Arkowitz, & Menchola, 2003; Madson, Loignon, & Lane, 2009; Schoener, Madeja, Henderson, 

Ondersma, & Janisse, 2006). There is a paucity of literature on the use of MI within an employment 

services setting and, specifically, with income assistance clients.  

In translating the approach to employment services, MI is still clearly intended to change the nature of 

interactions between caseworkers and their clients. The focus and target is changed from, say, health-

related behaviours to employment-related ones. By integrating MI within their practice, counsellors 

and practitioners in employment services should also, in theory, be better able to support each of their 

clients to overcome ambivalence and move towards making and sustaining a change in their economic 

behaviour, such as seeking and gaining employment. Clearly clients may be ambivalent towards 

adopting employment-seeking behaviours. MI is an approach to communication that attempts to alter 

clients’ motivations such that they become more inclined to follow through on their employment plans. 

But how is this best done? Employment-focused motivational interviewing is a relatively new field and 

there is still little evidence on what will represent the optimal approach for different settings. Research 

into new and innovative practices, like the present project, add to understanding of how and where MI 

can best be adopted within the “toolkit” of approaches available to those working in employment 

services and to identify for whom it is effective.  



Integrating Motivational Interviewing within Employment 

Services for BC E&IA Recipients 

BC Centre for Employment Excellence 10 

The need for new research  

The provision of employment services to income assistance clients can be thought of as a continuum 

stretching from, plausibly, the very first interaction with the system when an out-of-work individual 

applies for financial assistance through, say, the support provided to those receiving assistance looking 

for work to, possibly even, retention support for ex-assistance clients who have started work at full-

time hours. Evidence is unclear as to where in this process for each client MI is most effectively 

deployed. It is also unclear as to for whom MI within the population of assistance clients MI is most 

effective. MIESP was designed to help fill these evidence gaps. 

Typically in implementing employment plans, income-assistance clients interact with different 

caseworkers: at their income assistance office and at employment service centres. There is, therefore, a 

question of where MI is best implemented within regular service delivery for assistance clients. 

Different research projects have sought to integrate MI into client interactions in different settings. The 

locations and assistance samples differed between projects. However, the impacts on employment 

outcomes were remarkably similar. To understand the innovation in the MIESP project it is important 

to understand previous projects that have attempted to test the impact of MI on samples of income 

assistance clients. These projects are all Canadian, based in either Manitoba or British Columbia:  

 The Stages of Change Research Project (Opportunities for Employment, 2010) which was a three-

year study implemented in the employment services field in Manitoba between 2007 and 2010.4 

Case managers were trained to use MI with a diverse set of clients from a Winnipeg employment 

services agency. Just under half were Manitoba employment and income assistance (EIA) clients. 

 The Motivational Interviewing Pilot Project (known as MIPP and also as Transitions to simplify 

communications with clients) sought to improve the labour market participation of British 

Columbia E&IA clients by training case managers in two linked systems to use MI. SRDC arranged 

training for (a) employment plan workers employed by the Ministry of Social Development and 

Social Innovation to deliver the E&IA program and (b) case managers employed by the different 

agencies the Ministry contracted to provide employment services in nearby WorkBC Centres (Ford, 

Dixon, Hui, Kwakye, & Patry, 2014). By testing the impact of MI training among both sets of workers 

that E&IA recipients would come into contact with, the project sought to estimate the impact of a 

‘saturation model’ where MI was continuously provided through the employment services referral 

process. Such a saturation model has since become an unrealistic expectation for the 

implementation of MI in BC employment services. 

 The Motivational Interviewing Evaluation Project (MIEP) narrowed the evaluation focus to workers 

within the assistance system (not employment services). In MIEP, SRDC tested the effect of training 

all case managers in specific Winnipeg EIA offices to use MI, thus allowing communities of practice 

to develop (instead of limiting MI to specialists). 

The Opportunities for Employment study – focused on case workers within employment services only – 

found MI increased six-month exits to employment from 16.6 to 27.4 per cent (10.8 percentage points). 

                                                      
4  The Manitoba Stages of Change Research Project was funded by the HRSDC’s Pan-Canadian 

Innovations Initiative. 



Integrating Motivational Interviewing within Employment 

Services for BC E&IA Recipients 

BC Centre for Employment Excellence 11 

MIPP (the first project in BC) increased employment after three months by 8 percentage points.5 The 

SRDC Winnipeg study (MIEP) used EIA exit as a proxy measure for positive employment outcomes and 

found MI increased EIA exit with 9-12 months from 21 to 28 per cent.6 

The current project – MIESP – was originally conceived to add to these earlier projects’ findings by 

improving upon the MIPP design. Like MIPP, MIESP was originally intended to train both Ministry 

caseworkers and employment services agency case managers to use MI. Like MIEP, MIESP was also 

designed to train case managers across a larger number of WorkBC office settings, to reduce the 

chances of impacts being specific to a particular office or team culture. Furthermore, two additional 

enhancements were planned in MIESP:  

 MIESP was to seek a larger sample of income assistance recipients to enable precise estimation of 

the impacts of MI on specific subgroups of the E&IA population and explore more thoroughly the 

statistical properties of the employment-readiness scales used in studies of motivational 

interviewing. 

 Furthermore, MIESP was designed to strive harder than previous studies to ensure the contribution 

of MI to client outcomes was analytically identified separate from the impact of other case manager 

characteristics. Unlike previous studies, MIESP used random assignment twice. It randomly 

assigned case managers to MI training and randomly assigned clients to case managers trained in 

MI and not trained in MI. The “double” random assignment was adopted to ensure that client 

selection (meaning the choices case managers made as to whom among potential clients they would 

case manage and/or the choices that reception gatekeepers made in assigning case managers to 

clients) would not account for any aspect of the measured differences in client outcomes between 

the MI and non-MI client groups. 

As it turned out, not all the planned features of MIESP could be implemented. Changes in income 

assistance delivery systems in 2015 removed much of the logic for training Ministry employees to use 

MI. In essence, the system changed such that employment plan workers (who were trained in MI during 

MIPP) would – from the time MIESP started – no longer systematically meet with E&IA clients face-to-

face. This change meant the bulk of their client interactions involved the internet or phone contact only, 

and would be less readily amenable to integration of MI. Also, despite sustained efforts reported below, 

the project was not able to recruit a larger sample of clients than MIPP. The smaller-than-hope-for 

sample undermined plans for a more detailed sub-group analysis and assessment of statistical scale 

properties. Nonetheless, the project did involve more offices than any previous project: seven WorkBC 

employment service centre locations enrolled as research sites. Case managers had access to extensive 

training and coaching in MI that ensured MI trainers were available to support them and provide 

                                                      
5  The proportion in the non-MI stream working declined by 2 percentage points, from 4.0 to 2.0 per cent, 

while the proportion working in the MI-stream increased by 5.9 percentage points, from 3.5 to 9.4 per 

cent. 
6  The projects listed all adopted some form of randomized experimental design to ensure that a valid 

counterfactual would be measured. Thus the outcomes of clients receiving MI could be compared to 

client outcomes when MI was not being used. This design for evaluation provides a high level of 

certainty that the treatment rather than pre-existing differences among these two groups accounts for 

any later observed differences in outcomes between the groups. 
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feedback on MI practice throughout the main delivery phase. All of the sites implemented the “double” 

random assignment of MI successfully. 

The final design of the MIESP project as implemented reflected BC CfEE’s efforts to test a version of MI 

integrated into WorkBC practice. The stage of MI delivery under test was narrower than originally 

envisaged (being restricted to case managers at employment service centres) but this narrowing of 

scope ensured that the project’s findings would apply to implementation in real-world WorkBC 

employment services centre settings, with the assumption that the only intervention is intensive MI 

training, and not a wider set of changes in client management or other office practices. 
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Project design and timelines 

Key research questions and evaluation design 

The key research questions are concerned with evaluating the impact of motivational interviewing on 

BC E&IA clients’ employment and employment-seeking behavior, including assessed readiness to make 

changes with respect to employment as measured by assessment tools, clients’ attempts to seek 

employment, their success and job stability, all measured by the follow up survey, uses of services and 

changes in utilization of social assistance as measured in data extracts from the ICMS. The project is 

fundamentally about how to integrate MI into case management practice for E&IA recipients and so 

case managers’ experiences with the approach and lessons learned for future implementation are 

critical also. 

In sum, the key research questions to be addressed are: 

 How does Motivational Interviewing impact participants’ motivation and integration into the 

labour market? 

 Does the program help participants move forward along the employment continuum? 

 Does the program improve participants’ readiness for employment? 

 Does the program help participants obtain employment? 

 Does the program help participants to obtain stable employment? 

 Does the program reduce receipt of income assistance benefits and recidivism? 

 What was WorkBC Case Managers’ experience with the program? What worked well and what did 

not? 

 If the intervention is found to be effective, what are ways it can be implemented more widely to 

support other career practitioners in achieving better employment outcomes for their clients?  

A rigorous research design was implemented to help answer these questions. A double randomized 

trial has been adopted to assess the impact of integrating motivational interviewing into case 

managers’ employment-focused discussions with their E&IA clients. The design permits comparison of 

these clients’ outcomes to those of a randomly assigned, statistically identical control group of E&IA 

clients whose otherwise similar case managers were not randomly assigned to the training to integrate 

MI into their practice The design also included a longitudinal qualitative study of case managers’ 

experiences implementing MI, to better understand how integration works in practice in the WorkBC 

context. 

MIESP moved from design through development and into its operational phase over the six-month 

period April-September 2015. Given changes in the delivery of E&IA between the date of the original 

proposal and contract issuing, BC CfEE had undertaken discussions prior to April 2015 with the 

Ministry’s regional and local managers as well as the contractors who deliver employment services to 

E&IA clients via WorkBC Centres. These revealed the need – discussed in the preceding section – for the 
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project to focus its MI training on WorkBC case managers. Workers at E&IA offices would not have the 

opportunity to deploy MI in their new, more arms-length role, supporting – most often by phone and 

online – the initial development of clients’ employment plans. The project client flow was thus designed 

to include MI delivery at the employment centre only. As a consequence BC CfEE trained two groups of 

workers to deliver services for this project: 

 WorkBC reception workers were trained to enroll employment-obligated E&IA clients in the study 

at the same time as they enrolled them into WorkBC case management. Typically this followed a 

referral to WorkBC by a Ministry E&IA worker as part of their E&IA employment plan.7 

 WorkBC case managers (at the WorkBC Centres involved) who were trained to use MI and integrate 

it into their practice. 

Recruited clients who wished to participate were enrolled by the front desk reception workers at one of 

seven WorkBC offices, who administered the project consent, oversaw baseline data collection and 

randomly assigned the clients to an MI-stream or a non-MI stream group (using an application 

provided by BC CfEE). The project administered a baseline survey and a three-month follow-up survey 

to both MI-stream and non-MI stream clients in order to assist in the estimation of program impact. 

Between the two surveys, and potentially for longer afterwards, MI stream clients would receive one or 

more MI-based interviews with a MI-trained case manager at the same site. 

Project delivery work plan, partners, and roles  

The project delivery work plan and timeline is shown in Table 1. Several individuals and organizations 

were involved in the delivery of MIESP and the accompanying research activities: 

 BC CfEE research team members were responsible for the planning and organization of MIESP 

and the accompanying research activities. Team members trained and supported those who 

worked directly with study participants. BC CFEE was responsible for the administration of the 

follow-up survey to study participants and its analysis alongside administrative and other data. 

 Empowering Change Inc. provided training in MI to WorkBC case managers who worked with 

study participants assigned to the Program Group. 

 WorkBC Centre Reception Staff were the first in-person contact for clients who were invited to 

participate in MIESP. The reception workers introduced clients to the MIESP research project, 

administered the Informed Consent Form and Baseline survey, and by using BC CfEE’s online 

application, assigned the participants to the MI-Stream (Program Group) or Non-MI Stream 

(Control Group). Reception workers made the appointments for both groups of participants to the 

appropriate WorkBC Centre case manager, depending on their group assignment. Participants 

assigned to the MI-Stream worked with a case manager who was trained in MI. Participants 

assigned to the Non-MI Stream worked a with case manager who was not trained in MI. 

                                                      
7  Privacy of information policies would prevent an outside agency like BC CfEE making first contact with 

E&IA clients. Only after clients had agreed to share their personal information with BC CfEE, via the 

informed consent process, could BC CfEE make contact with them. 



Integrating Motivational Interviewing within Employment 

Services for BC E&IA Recipients 

BC Centre for Employment Excellence 15 

 WorkBC Centre case managers worked with all participants enrolled in the MIESP research 

project. In May 2015, BC CfEE ran four in-person briefing sessions to which all case managers at 

each participating office were invited. After describing the project, BC CfEE sought project 

volunteers. Of those who attended, 28 volunteered by signing the project’s case manager consent 

form. BC CfEE randomly assigned the 28 to two groups: 

 A program group of 16 slated to receive MI training; and  

 Another 12 randomly assigned to a control group who would not receive training in MI.  

By the time training completed in August 2015, one case manager had withdrawn leaving 15 case 

managers in the program group. Of these 15, one was located in a satellite office where no control 

group case managers would be available to case manage non-MI stream clients and so results below 

feature the clients only of the 28 case managers located at offices with control group members  

Non-MI Stream participants received the range of services and treatment which they would typically 

receive when referred to a WorkBC Centre. Case managers who received training in MI were 

responsible for using the approach when working with participants assigned to the MI-Stream. Case 

managers were expected to provide three pieces of information for project purposes: upload a scan of 

any assessment completed at the end of each MI session, record the occurrence of each session (both of 

these were entered in BC CfEE’s online application) and also record any additional time they spent with 

program group clients (due to the need to incorporate MI) for budget purposes. 

Table 1 Work plan and timelines 

Time Component Activities/Actions Partners 

Engagement 

April 2015 Engage participating 

sites (5 Lower 

Mainland Cities) 

 Introduce pilot project and requirements 

 Promote value for conducting the pilot 

WorkBC centres, 

Research Team, 

Empowering Change Inc. 

Program development 

May 2015 Program flow  Finalize program design and procedures 

 Finalize project materials to support 

Implementation (including consent forms) 

 Prepare project and operations manual 

Research Team (Lead), 

WorkBC centres 

July-August 2015 Training workshops  Build capacity to deliver MI in two 3-day 

workshops, five weeks apart, with 6 group 

coaching sessions in between 

 Implement online application to manage 

program recruitment, assignment and to 

record service delivery within project 

Empowering Change Inc. 

(Lead), WorkBC centres 
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Time Component Activities/Actions Partners 

Program implementation 

October 2015 Recruitment and 

Enrollment  

 Begin enrolment of project participants in 

seven WorkBC offices. Enrollment continues 

through to the end of October 2016 

WorkBC Centres (Lead), 

Research Team 

September 2015 to 

September 2016 

Support  Provide expertise to support implementation 

 Code interviews and provide feedback to staff 

in telephone coaching 

Empowering Change Inc. 

(Lead), WorkBC centres 

Research Team 

October 2015 to 

January 2017 

Intervention 

implementation 

 Case managers at WorkBC Centres deliver 

individual MI sessions to participants 

 Assessment of program group members to 

determine ambivalence with respect to 

employment services and training and/or the 

need for MI prior to starting employment 

programs 

 Refer to employment programs when clients 

are ready 

WorkBC centres 

Research and evaluation 

July-September 2015 Design  Finalize evaluation plan 

 Finalize baseline instruments 

Research Team 

Monitoring 

October 2015-

January 2017 

Monitoring  Monitoring to ensure fidelity to the program 

model 

Research Team (Lead), 

WorkBC centres 

September 2015 to 

March 2017 

Periodic Updates  Update briefings for partners Research Team (Lead), 

WorkBC centres 

Data collection 

October 2015 and 

June 2016 

Field research  Develop protocols and procedures 

 Key informant interviews 

 Site observations 

Research Team (Lead)  

January to  

March 2017 

Administrative data  Prepare data sharing agreements  

 Establish framework for receipt of 

administrative records 

MSD, Research Team 

December 2015-

January 2017 

Follow-up survey  Develop follow-up client survey 

 Administer follow-up survey  

Research Team (Lead) 
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Training plan  

The seven WorkBC offices were located in five cities in BC’s Lower Mainland – operating under contract 

to the Ministry as WorkBC Centres. The centres and the BC CfEE entered into an agreement to share the 

salary cost of the case managers’ time so that they would be available for the main phases of MI 

training. The project provided for the costs of the MI trainer and all training to reception workers, but 

the latter workers’ time working on the project tasks could not be covered under the terms of the 

research agreement. 

Training in MI 

The use of MI with study program group member participants was central to the fidelity of the study. 

However, the MI approach is a skill that is developed over time. First, training must be delivered by a 

certified MI trainer. Staff who would be working one-on-one with study participants were to receive 

extensive training in MI. To ensure the effects on clients being measured were due to the case 

managers’ MI training and not due to other case manager characteristics that might influence 

outcomes, volunteer case managers were randomly assigned to the training. BC CfEE presented the 

project at each WorkBC Centre to seek volunteer case managers. The volunteers signed a consent form 

agreeing to random assignment of places in the MI training. All else equal, this approach ensured that 

case management of the program group of assistance clients would be in expectation the same on 

average as case management of the control group of clients, but for the MI training received by the case 

managers allocated to the MI-stream group. 

MI training for the project was initially quite intensive and involved 12 months of instruction overall 

from Empowering Change Inc. There were four distinct stages: 

 Level One (three days of all-day workshops): in mid-July 2015, designated staff learned the basics 

of implementing the approach in an employment counselling setting. Trainees received their 

introduction to MI in the Level 1 workshop. This three-day in-person intensive workshop 

introduced trainees to the MI approach, background, theory and application. Over the course of the 

three days, trainees learned MI skills and began to use the skills in role playing exercises. 

 Group coaching (12 hours spread over five weeks, ending August 21, 2015): In the five weeks that 

followed the Level 1 workshop, trainees participated in 12 hours of group coaching by phone. Each 

two-hour group coaching session was led by one MI trainer and included no more than six trainees. 

During the five weeks trainees were also expected to practice using MI outside of the coaching 

sessions. Staff thus began to use MI with existing clients. 

 Level Two (three days of all-day workshops): staff learned more advanced applications and were 

trained in project procedures on August 24-26, 2015. The Level 2 workshop helped to refine 

trainees understanding and use of MI. 

 Telephone coaching (a total of 10 hours one-on-one and 54 hours in groups of maximum 5 case 

managers for 12 months). From September 2015 through to September 2016, trainers listened to 

excerpts of motivational interviews recorded by case managers and provided advice to fine tune 
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the delivery, in telephone coaching sessions. Additional group sessions provided support for case 

managers, reviewing their experiences using MI in the WorkBC context. 

The BC CfEE research team provided training in October 2015 for the client study enrollment and 

baseline survey data collection process to ensure that informed consent and data collection were 

properly handled by reception workers including data transfer to secure storage as quickly as possible. 

The research team monitored recruitment carefully and provided additional training when there was a 

change in office reception workers. Training was provided in January 2016 for the follow-up survey 

data collection. The Centre staff oversaw a wind-up of recruitment in late October 2016 and of all 

project data collection in January 2017.  

System considerations 

As documented in the MIPP report (Ford et al., 2014), once a case worker is trained in MI, they are very 

likely to use it whenever the need arises, since it is an approach that is hard to “turn on and off”. This 

feature of MI prevents the same case workers working with both program and control group members. 

A notable feature of the project design is thus the separate flow of MI-stream clients and non-MI stream 

clients to MI-trained and non-MI trained case managers.  

Figure 1 illustrates how MI was integrated into client interactions for those clients assigned to the MI-

stream in the study, and how MI was bypassed for those assigned to the Non-MI stream. In this way the 

project simulated the effect of having MI-trained staff dealing with E&IA recipients making the 

transition towards employment, while creating a valid counterfactual experience among equivalent 

clients who were also referred to WorkBC Centres for case management, but did not receive MI in 

discussions concerning their employment plans.  

BC CfEE developed on online application for MIESP which collected data on participants and randomly 

assigned them either to the MI-Stream (Program Group) and Non-MI Stream (Control Group). The 

online application also served as a reference point for those involved in the delivery of the program to 

check the project status of a client and review completed assessments. Depending on the roles and 

responsibilities of the individual using the application they had access to different components of the 

application. BC CfEE provided instructions on when and how to use the application to each staff group 

in training sessions in late August through early October 2015 as well as in a procedures manual. Each 

WorkBC office reception worker and training group case manager set up a personal account on the 

application in order to access the functions of the application. 

The reception worker would be the first to use the application, creating a record for each new project 

participant. The worker automatically obtained the randomly assigned program status from the 

application. Program group members must then be referred to a case manager trained in MI. Control 

group members must be referred to a case manager in the non-training group, not trained in MI. The 

case managers trained in MI should also confirm this status when meeting a new client (and in the case 

of program group members, review URICA assessments from the survey and upload their own) using 

the application. 
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Monitoring and ongoing support 

Program delivery began in early October 2015 and ran through to February 2017. BC CfEE obtained 

periodic updates on progress via the managers of the WorkBC offices and E monitored progress on 

recruitment via the incoming monthly flow of survey and consent forms reception workers collected 

and forwarded. BC CfEE responded to urgent issues arising for delivery staff or clients by telephone, 

including support via a toll-free line for project participants. 
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Figure 1 Project design 

  
Recruitment 

E&IA clients check in at WorkBC Centre reception. Reception staff check eligibility for case management and among those eligible, 
criteria for joining the study, including ongoing E&IA receipt and no current case manager assignment. Study-eligible clients are 

invited to enroll. 

Enrollment 

Reception staff administer informed consent, baseline survey, including employment readiness assessments. 

The baseline survey and the Informed Consent are captured and stored securely for transfer to SRDC.  

Random Assignment 

Reception staff enter the participant details into the online 
application. Clients are assigned randomly by the application to: 

MI-Stream Case Management 

Program Group 

Non-MI Stream Case 
Management 

Control Group 

MI Session(s) with WorkBC 
Case Managers 

Case Manager receives 
assessments from baseline survey. 
Case manager conducts one or more 
MI sessions as needed and 
administers assessments. Referrals 
to services as warranted. 

 

Sessions with WorkBC case 
managers 

Client works with a case manager 
not trained in MI. Referrals to 

services as warranted. 

Follow-up 

SRDC seeks client response to follow-up survey 
3 months after intake and links survey data to 
administrative data covering outcomes up to 
12 months following baseline. 
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Research data collection 

Surveys 

All participants were required to complete the baseline survey in order to join the study. Questions 

covered basic demographic information, job search and employment history, health and well-being and 

a battery of employment readiness assessments including the modified URICA to be used in assessing a 

client’s stage of change. All participants were followed up three months later to complete the follow-up 

survey. Questions again covered changes in demographic status, job search and employment history, 

health and wellbeing and the same battery of employment readiness assessments including the 

modified URICA. Both were online instruments, although both were also available in paper versions 

and a telephone interview was offered as an alternative means to complete the follow up. Participants 

received $20 for completing the baseline survey and $40 for completing the follow up.8 The response 

rate for the follow up was 72 per cent (42 out of 61 people in control group and 69 out of 93 people in 

program group), which is unusually high for social assistance recipients, who very often lack 

permanent telephone or email communications and can move residence frequently.  

Differences in client outcomes between the program and control groups were measured in the surveys 

according the same series of instruments and indicators that SRDC used in MIPP, including: 

 Self-efficacy in career decision making (measured using Career Decision Making Self-Efficacy 

(CDMSE) psychometric scale which aims to assess individuals’ belief that they can successfully 

complete the tasks necessary to make career decisions, such as self-appraisal, gathering of 

occupational information, goal selection, making plans for the future, and problem solving) 

 Self-efficacy in job search (measured using the Job Search Self-Efficacy (JSSE) psychometric scale 

which aims to assess individuals’ beliefs that they can perform various job search tasks effectively) 

 Job search intensity (measured using frequencies of participating in various job search activities 

which aim to assess the extent to which individuals engage in job search e.g., sending out resumes 

to potential employers, using the Internet or other services to locate job openings, talking to friends 

or relatives to get their ideas about possible job leads) 

 Advance or improve readiness for employment (measured using the University of Rhode Island 

Change Assessment [URICA] scale)9 

                                                      
8  The incentive process was structured to maximize the response to the follow up survey among a 

recognized hard-to-contact group. Payment of the initial smaller incentive for completing the baseline 

survey would reassure participants that the larger payment for the second survey would be made. Both 

program and control group members received the incentive for completing the survey, which means the 

payments are unlikely to have biased the impact results.  

9  URICA (McConnaughy, DiClemente, Prochaska, & Velicer, 1989) was developed (and over time 

adapted) to identify specific target behaviours such as readiness to change drug use, alcohol use and 

(later) job situation. Essentially, the scale assumes clients’ readiness to make changes in their lives can 

be conceptualized as “distinct” stages. There are some concerns about the ability of different 

assessment tools to capture distinct/discrete stages of change. According to Swibaker (personal 

communication, June 21, 2012), the stage of change derived from the Work Readiness Assessment 

(WRA) URICA should really be considered a continuum and a person should not be labeled as lying 
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 Improve employment outcomes (determined with indicators such as employment, employment 

stability, wages and earnings, satisfaction with working conditions and employment, and economic 

self-sufficiency) 

 Decrease assistance receipt and benefits (determined with E&IA administrative records). 

A common issue affecting all scales is social desirability. Participants will not likely answer items about 

preparedness to seek work honestly for fear of losing their E&IA benefits.  

For MIESP, BC CfEE adopted two different pre- and post-measures for research purposes that could be 

compared against each other to help evaluate convergent and concurrent validity of the tools. 

Furthermore, BC CfEE sought replacement of the original pre-contemplation items with constructs that 

were more indirectly related to this stage (e.g., predictors of the pre-contemplation stage). However, 

only one measure (the modified WRA URICA scale) was recommended for use in practitioners’ field 

assessments during the program delivery, for practical and operational reasons. 

The study thus used a modified version of the URICA The goal was to develop a scale that would limit 

the social desirability bias for participants in the “pre-contemplation phase” and would be easy for the 

targeted clientele to respond to, in particular those with low levels of literacy. It appears in Table 2. 

Self-Determination Theory (SDT) approach to assessing motivation  

BC CfEE also used two short scales based on Self-determination Theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 2000) and 

the Zucker 3-point Work Readiness Scale (Table 3). SDT is a theory on human motivation, which posits 

that individuals are more likely to engage in behaviour that satisfies the three fundamental 

psychological needs of autonomy, competence and relatedness. This measure is designed to capture 

satisfaction of these needs as well as effort. The first scale assesses need satisfaction, that is, how the 

social context supports the client’s fundamental needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness. The 

second scale assesses the level of self-determined motivation with respect to working. These types of 

scales have been extensively used in research and they have been useful to predict a number of 

outcomes. BC CfEE included these scales to support validation of the other scales.  

                                                      
within a specific stage. Significant inter-correlations among the subscales of the URICA Stages of 

Change Readiness and Treatment Eagerness Scale and the Readiness to Change Questionnaire also 

suggest that the URICA may fail to capture the discrete, qualitatively distinct stages required by the 

model (Sutton, 2001). This is the case also with the Lam Assessment on Stages of Employment 

Readiness (Lam et al., 2010). Participants completing the URICA can have mixed responses to items 

measuring a specific stage, and could conceivably score high on some or all of the subscales. 

Categories of readiness of the URICA-Vocational Counseling scale are not supported by cluster 

analyses (see Gervey, 2010). Together, these findings lead to the conclusion that further development 

and refinement are required, applied to the scales, or to the SOC model or to both. So the scale was 

included in MIESP for continuity with many previous studies but did not displace case manager 

judgements and more conventional outcome measures (such as employment status). 
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Table 2 Modified URICA used in MIESP10 

 I’ve been thinking about the kind of work I want to do.  

 I don’t think I have what it takes to find a job that is right for me.  

 I’ve been thinking about ways of getting a job that’s right for me.  

 My job search includes applying for work. 

 I am really working hard to find a job as soon as possible.  

 I don’t believe I will be able to find a job I enjoy. 

 I’ve been thinking about my employment options.  

 I feel like I am being forced to work.  

 I am actively doing something every day to find a job. 

Table 3 Scales based on Self-determination Theory (SDT) and Work Readiness Scale 

Why are you searching for a job? 

 Because I know I really should be searching for a job.  

 Because working is what I really want to do.  

 Because searching for a job is expected of me.  

 Because I think working would be satisfying.  

 I’m searching for a job, but given my situation, I don’t really think that working would be worthwhile for me.  

 Because it is important for me to work. 

How important is it for you to find a job right now or in the near future? 

How confident are you that you could takes steps towards working right now or in the near future? 

 How much support are you getting from your friends or family to take steps towards working right now or in 

the near future? 

 To what extent do you feel that working is your choice? 

 How much effort have you made in moving towards work in the last 2 weeks? 

                                                      
10  The Stages of Change research project version of the modified URICA used these 12 items: 

1. I think I might be ready for a change in my job situation. 

2. It might be worthwhile to work on improving my job situation. 

3. There’s no problem with my job situation. It doesn't make much sense for me to be here. 

4. I am finally doing some work to improve on my job situation. 

5. I've been thinking that I might want to change something about my job situation. 

6. I would rather spend my time somewhere else because I don’t feel I need to improve my job 

situation. 

7. I guess I have faults, but there's nothing regarding my job situation that I really need to change. 

8. I am really working hard to improve my job situation. 

9. I have a problem with my job situation and I really think I should work at it. 

10. Anyone can talk about changing, but I'm actually doing something about my job situation. 

11. I am actively working to improve my job situation. 

12. I would rather cope with my present job situation than try to change it. 
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Administrative and program delivery data 

In addition to the baseline and three-month follow up surveys, client data were also obtained through 

linked administrative records on E&IA receipt and WorkBC employment services use.  

In joining the study, participants consented to the release of data from administrative records. The 

information would cover up to 12 months of subsequent participation in employment services and 

supports and E&IA claims. These data were sought from the Ministry in January 2017 and obtained in 

early May 2017. Once the data collection was complete, the research team used statistical analysis 

software to check, clean and code the data, removing any identifiers from the final analysis file to 

protect participant confidentiality. The final survey data was linked to the administrative data in 

accordance with the participants’ informed consent. 

The online application developed by BC CfEE to assign participants to experimental groups also 

captured key data during program delivery. WorkBC Centre staff were trained to upload scans of any 

assessment forms administered as part of MI interviews to the application. These scanned forms were 

coded and included as indicators of program participation in later analysis. 

Combined quantitative data file 

The completed, linked analytical data file (featuring recruitment information, baseline and follow-up 

survey, administrative and delivery and assessment data) was used to estimate the impact of MI on the 

participant sample, where the observed outcomes for individuals who received MI were compared to 

outcomes observed for individuals who did not receive MI across all project sites.  

Observations and focus groups with pilot site staff 

BC CfEE researchers observed all six days of the training workshops that Empowering Change Inc. 

conducted with staff from the WorkBC Centres and gathered informal feedback on program operations 

from the trainees during the first five months of program delivery that followed. More formally, focus 

groups with the staff from the centres most involved in MIESP delivery were conducted in the fall of 

2015 and June of 2016. These focus groups provided an opportunity for those involved in the delivery 

of MIESP to reflect upon their experiences and to provide their understanding of the program’s 

implementation. The group discussions gathered feedback on how to improve the training of staff in MI 

and the delivery of the program. Qualitative data gathered from the interviews were coded and 

analyzed using the manual framework recommended in Auerbach and Silverstein (2003).  
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Results 

Implementation research: Case Managers trained in using MI  

As stated in the preceding section, training to use MI in this project was intensive. There were 

two three-day workshops with in-person training provided by Empowering Change Inc., the longest-

established trainer in MI for employment services in Canada. The first three days represented “Level 1” 

MI training and (five weeks later) the next three days represented “Level 2”. More than 50 hours of 

smaller-group telephone coaching spanned the 13-month period following Level 1 training. Case 

Managers were encouraged to record MI with clients regularly and submit the recordings for coding by 

Empowering Change Inc. (via a secure upload facility provided by the Centre). Individualized coding 

results and other feedback were then offered one-on-one by trainers in up to five two-hour telephone 

coaching sessions over the year. The Centre observed training sessions and undertook focus groups 

with Case Managers to gain understanding of their impressions of the training and of using MI in their 

practice. 

Level 1 workshop: July 13-15, 2015 

At first all 16 Case Managers in the Program Group participated in the training. All expressed being 

both excited and nervous to be learning MI and were engaged and enthusiastic throughout the 

three days. At the outset of the training, two Case Managers reported they were already practicing MI. 

By the end of the first day, one admitted her prior MI was not as intense and structured as that 

proposed for the project. 

Initially it took some time for all group members to understand the concept of integration: that MI 

would not be an addition to their current work activities, but would instead provide a new way to 

communicate within their client interactions.  

Case managers in general worked very hard to learn and practice aspects of the MI approach as they 

were introduced, but many had a hard time ‘unlearning’ their current approach to communication. In 

particular, Case Managers found it hard to avoid three traits: (a) providing advice (b) trying to ‘fix’ 

problems and (c) talking about barriers. At the end of day one, some Case Managers commented on 

how refreshing the MI approach was: lining up well in its principles with their own original motivations 

to work in the employment area. Some felt it could prove a ‘game changer’ in terms of meeting the Key 

Performance Management Indicator objectives (KPMI, referred to below) set for their case 

management practice.  

By the afternoon of the third day, Case Managers were trying out the whole MI process in role play and 

most struggled, although one managed to adhere to the framework fairly faithfully. All acknowledged 

that practice over the weeks between Level 1 and Level 2 training would be key to applying the 

learning from the three days to their everyday client interactions. 

The trainees found the Empowering Change trainer very engaging and enthusiastic. It helped build 

credibility for the approach that the trainer provided authentic examples from a wealth of experience 

applying MI in employment that resonated with the groups.  
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Among challenges to MI being cited by Case Managers at this stage were:  

 A high caseload (one cited having 145 clients) such that it was difficult to remember situations from 

one interview to the next.  

 The need to avoid lengthy gaps between MI sessions with clients in order to not lose the progress 

made in the previous interview. However, most Case Managers raised the issue of how to “charge” 

the MI sessions given their desire to complete the client’s action plan in the first meeting. The action 

plan is required in order for each WorkBC Centre to be able to charge the BC Government for 

providing the service and minimize the risk of losing the client. There was some discussion that 

two sessions would often be needed to reach this stage with the most vulnerable groups (the 

first meeting would be required for exploration and relationship building before doing the action 

plan in the second). However, the system is structured such that at least a basic action plan is 

needed to support the release of additional resources, and MI would need to work within this set of 

requirements. 

 Concern about the effect on the Case Managers’ ability to meet targets for their KPMI reviews. Some 

worried that they might fall below targets due to following MI practice. The trainer tried to assure 

them that they would see their numbers increase and experience a better flow through of clients.  

During the five weeks between Level 1 and Level 2 training workshops, the Case Managers participated 

in four two-hour sessions of trainer-moderated group coaching, in small groups. 

Level 2 workshop: August 24-26, 2015  

The second round of training was attended by all 15 Case Managers remaining in the MI Stream. Case 

Managers worked very hard again. The first two days of the training focused very much on eliciting the 

“importance” of change (reasons, values, costs and benefits and scaling the importance of the different 

items) and the last day focused on creating the confidence and mobilizing “change talk” [meaning the 

clients’ mention of her desire, ability, reason and need to change behaviour and commitment to 

changing (Schoener et al., 2006)]. The framework for using MI should include four processes to help 

identify clients’ ambivalence to making changes and to stimulate change talk if they are before moving 

to the more conventional “planning” of next steps. The four processes are: first, engagement; second, 

focusing; third, evoking (if needed); and finally planning. The trainees appeared motivated to “get” the 

framework and need for a sequential process and wanted to do well. Their success varied with each 

scenario but challenges were to be expected given that they were trying to alter something as 

fundamental as their approach to communicating with clients. As the session progressed, case 

managers became much more comfortable with uncertainty, demonstrating the required approach akin 

to “rolling with resistance”. 

Case managers discussed the MI coaching that they had experienced to date. They already identified 

coaching as an important component in strengthening what they learned in the workshops. Case 

managers were asked to describe MI to someone who didn’t know about MI. They used phrases such 

as: “empowering the client”; “stoking the fire”; “conversation on change and focusing on moving 

forward”. It was noted that, in the context of service delivery within WorkBC Centres, follow-up 
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maintenance (keeping on track with the plan) is done by administrative staff so Case Managers would 

have limited contact or ability to use MI in the follow-up period. 

Noted in the second workshop as well as in the first, MI may not be appropriate for all clients. For 

example, if the client does not have the ability to make a change, MI is not appropriate. One case 

manager asked how to integrate MI while using existing system forms that may be more directive or 

that have questions that try to specify plans. Another identified other components of the WorkBC 

process outside the interaction with the case manager that might not follow a MI approach. A fully-

integrated MI approach might then drop or change the forms and procedures. This highlighted a 

conundrum for the project in testing the integration of MI within the current system and requirements. 

MI could only be integrated so far without changing the system of case management for E&IA clients, 

which goes beyond the remit for the project. The evaluation must thus document limitations that arise 

in the full integration of MI that would require more fundamental system changes. As appropriate, 

recommendations that would affect the WorkBC system more broadly are still included the final section 

of this report. 

The group of 15 were noted to have bonded very well at the end of the six days. They shared and 

supported each other. One case manager asked whether or not they could come together again in 

person (e.g., quarterly) to share and learn from each other. Following lengthy discussion in the session 

about the benefits of the 15 case managers sharing best practices and lessons learned, the Centre 

provided all case managers with access to Basecamp (a website for managing projects that includes a 

project members-only discussion centre). The hope was that they would develop a community of 

practice and share resources with each other. The Centre and trainers would also have access but not 

be facilitating. It would be a tool to support and strengthen practice (where no personal client 

information was permitted).11  

There was some concern that Case Managers practicing MI to become stronger on the approach may 

put more effort into the front end of client relationship building than before. That would be in contrast 

to the current approach that focuses less on engagement and eliciting “change talk”. Plausibly then, 

what is known in evaluation as an “implementation dip” could occur as those investing more time in a 

new approach may find themselves processing clients more slowly or achieving fewer immediate 

positive outcomes. In the light of earlier-stated concerns about the effect of MI on achievement of key 

performance indicators, the Centre undertook to review expectations with the WorkBC Centres’ 

leadership team and local office management. 

Integrating MI into case management: initial implementation 

Immediately following the Level 2 training workshop, case managers had a five week practice period to 

use and hone their MI skills in their meetings with ambivalent clients, supported by weekly two-hour 

telephone coaching sessions and feedback on their approach. MI could be used with any ambivalent 

client where it was appropriate: there was no project requirement to restrict MI use to E&IA clients or 

to wait for study participants. The project began to recruit E&IA clients to program and control groups 

                                                      
11  A MIESP Basecamp account was set up for each case manager, Empowering Change trainer and 

Centre staff. Log in details were discussed with each case manager and most joined up. However, 

during the course of the project, Basecamp was not used. 
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in early October 2015, with the intent that program group case managers would be more practiced by 

that point and would be using MI more consistently. In this way, MI would be given a fairer test than if 

the outcomes of the very first few clients they practiced their new skills with were included in the 

analysis as program outcomes.  

Of course, to produce a fair test of integrating MI, case managers had to be using MI as trained. Thus 

central to the evaluation’s understanding the effectiveness of MI as a tool for facilitating behaviour 

change was a qualitative exploration of MI-trained case managers’ on-the-job experiences with both 

learning and applying MI to E&IA clients. Effectively, this can provide insights into the two questions 

that underpin this element of the evaluation: (1) In what ways does MI training enable Case Managers 

to successfully support clients?; (2) In what ways does MI training facilitate change in Case Managers’ 

attitudes, perceptions, beliefs about their work/clients? 

Semi-structured focus groups with MI trained case managers were held two months after Level 2 

training in late October 2015. Three separate focus groups with ten case managers were conducted 

across three sites in Metro Vancouver. The two-hour facilitated discussions were guided by 

10 questions (Appendix A) to provide a diversity of opinions and perspectives while keeping to the 

topic under consideration. Inductive and deductive codes were developed, helping to situate repeating 

ideas, key themes, and broader narratives that flowed from the data. Focus groups were in this instance 

a useful tool as they facilitated active reflection, the creative exchange of ideas and an opportunity to 

express feelings. Additionally, because of case managers’ long-standing professional relationships, 

intimate conversations in the training, and the absence of a post-training debrief in a group setting, the 

focus groups filled a much needed gap for study case managers to share their attitudes, perceptions, 

and beliefs as affected by the training.  

The inquiry into the two questions [(1) In what ways does MI training enable Case Managers to 

successfully support clients?; (2) In what ways does MI training facilitate change in Case Managers’ 

attitudes, perceptions, beliefs about their work/clients?] is situated within the three overarching 

sections in this chapter. The first section explores Case Managers’ own views on their experiences with 

the training, exploring issues such as their motivation, reactions, and change in practice. The second 

section examines the nuances of applying MI within a specific employment services model as it affects 

Case Managers and clients. The third section hones in on Case Managers’ experiences with applying MI, 

drawing on the four principles of MI: (1) express empathy, (2) develop discrepancy, (3) roll with 

resistance, and (4) support self-efficacy. The chapter concludes with a synthesis of the analysis of the 

two questions and with recommendations for further inquiry.  

Reaction to MI training 

Miller and Rollnick’s (2009) revised definition of MI as “a collaborative, person-centred form of guiding 

to elicit and strengthen motivation for change” (p.137) is useful for contextualizing Case Managers’ 

reaction to MI training. The focus groups began with expressions of enthusiasm about the potential of 

MI as a being a “collaborative process”, “powerful tool”, and “conversation about change!” coupled with 

an informed understanding of the terminology and extensive use of MI analogies. Case Managers 

embraced the spirit of MI, as shown below in one Case Manager’s description of what MI meant to her: 
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It’s client-centred. The thing that comes immediately is climbing the mountain. The higher 

you climb, the faster they are going to move forward. The more you invest in that process, 

the faster you get results. The higher they climb, the bigger the picture will be. We 

encourage them to look at the picture.  

By and large, Case Managers’ explained their attraction to the training by their reported commitment to 

helping clients succeed. Motivation for training was widely articulated in similar sentiments that the MI 

approach to case management could help to “impact outcomes and move people faster through the 

program” or to “help clients to make executive decisions”. Additionally, a commitment to professional 

development and sense of responsibility to help their colleagues to improve their work was articulated 

here: “I feel like we are pioneers in our own way and we’re paving the way for others. That’s why I want 

to know whether it fails or not”. 

Some Case Managers expressed frustration and general discontent with the employment services 

model that currently defined their work, citing examples of an over-extended case load and pressure to 

move clients into various programs. All focus group participants vocalized these sentiments to some 

degree. In some cases, they prompted the decision to volunteer for the MI training. As one case 

manager shared: MI is “a leap of faith. I have to believe that it [the approach to and outcomes of the 

employment services model in which we work] will change”. Thus, for many, the invitation to 

participate in a project, that involved learning about and using an approach that was client-centred and 

collaborative was highly welcome. As one case manager put it, MI held the potential to help him to 

“charge up [his] batteries”.  

Case managers stated a strong commitment to improving outcomes for clients. Their enthusiasm for MI 

was likened to finding a new home for their practice that affirmed their preferred approach to case 

management: “It’s part of who I am. It’s aligned with the overall posture of who I am. It gave me a hook 

to hang my hat”. Additionally, there was excitement for the possibilities that MI could offer for their 

work, as evidenced here: 

I thought it was amazing. I feel like the new role of the case manager lacked that 

interpersonal element – and this [MI] brought it back to a more holistic way of dealing 

with clients. I was terribly excited – I felt euphoric after the first day. 

Integrating MI into practice 

Participants’ knowledge and experiences with MI ranged from not having heard of it prior to the 

project to having long-standing interest in MI and, in some cases, having taken previous training. While 

there was a general sense of what the training entailed, case managers were surprised by the time 

commitment, post-training follow up, and the realization that “learning MI is not easy. It takes a lot of 

practice”.  

The project deployed two common learning aids that previous trials of MI have found to facilitate 

learning: progressive individual feedback on performance and personal follow-up coaching (Miller & 

Rose, 2009; Miller, Yahne, Moyers, Martinez, & Pirritano, 2004). Effectively, training over an extended 

period of time, is expected to result in an increase in MI-consistent behaviour, and increased clients use 

of “change talk”. Despite an understanding of the benefits of ongoing training via feedback and 
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coaching, case managers expressed frustration with the amount of time the project required them to 

invest in training while managing their already full workload. “We have 180 people sitting in our case 

load and it’s really hard to be open to be coached. It’s very time consuming… as case managers, we are 

expected to do certain things. We have to tick the boxes…”.  

Participants expressed that learning MI with their colleagues yielded an environment that facilitated 

their learning: “we’re not experts, we’re trying to work through this together”. Additionally, there was 

an appreciation of the ways in which collaborative learning facilitated a feeling of comradery amongst 

case managers: “we are not isolated within a system that is less concerned with process than 

outcomes”. Conversely, the majority of case managers’ described the post-training follow up coaching 

as akin to being under a microscope: “we’re being evaluated, there is a whole level of scrutiny that I’ve 

never experienced in my professional career”, referring both to the feedback received from the trainer 

and a belief that they are being evaluated by their colleagues when they are using MI. 

While empirical studies highlight that practitioners of MI report significant self-perceived gains in 

proficiency following the MI workshop (Miller & Mount, 2001; Moyers, Martin, Manuel, Hendrickson, & 

Miller, 2005; Rubel, Sobell, & Miller, 2000), the case managers in this project exhibited a deep 

understanding that they were neither experts nor that the practice of MI was simple. This 

acknowledgement explained some of the stress, uncertainty, and (perhaps ironically) ambivalence they 

expressed in relation to their own skills as case managers following the training. A fear that they lacked 

the right skills and a feeling of pressure to perform were prevalent themes throughout the focus 

groups, as evidenced here:  

I feel a lot of pressure with it. Even with the phone coaching, every time I think about them 

I get a headache. Now that I have a person who knows what they’re doing listening to me, 

I’m like “Am I doing this right?” 

An individual is more likely to engage in a behaviour if they are confident in their capacity to perform 

that behaviour (Miller & Rollnick, 2002; Söderlund, 2010). Thus the effects of training on trainees’ self-

confidence represents an important dimension in MI. Confidence is especially important for those for 

whom applying MI requires changing their current practice. Case managers can be doubly challenged 

with learning a preferred behaviour while unlearning a non-preferred behaviour (Madson et al., 2009; 

Miller & Mount, 2001). One case manager shared her self-doubt and the inherent tension between the 

structure imposed by MI balanced against her own learnings from ten-plus years of experience in how 

best to guide the process with clients: 

Sometimes structure is good, but I don’t want to be so structured with some clients. Like 

the whole hill and mountain – I’m like, no we’re not there yet and I feel like I am doing it 

wrong, because I’m actually not following the structure, even though it feels intuitively 

right. But I feel like I’m doing it wrong because I’m not following the structure.  

Case managers often voiced these types of self-critical sentiments that illustrated how MI training could 

affect their ability to support clients. Self-critique appears another important dimension likely to 

inform understanding of case managers’ efficacy with using the approach.  

MI training was thus valued and appreciated not only as learning of a technique for employment 

counselling but also for building a community of practice amongst case managers. Simultaneously it 
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also appeared to cultivate self-doubt and altered some case managers’ level of confidence that they 

knew the optimal means to practice their craft.  

Using MI in an employment services setting 

Evidence from the experiences case managers reported in attempting to integrate MI into their work 

following training suggests that the approach may not automatically fit in. The effectiveness of MI as 

reported in earlier studies may be compromised when MI is applied in delivery settings where 

scheduling constraints or a focus on achieving performance targets can reduce case managers’ “latitude 

and flexibility” (as one put it) in building client action plans or where there are significant power 

imbalances between client and case managers.  

In training, MI is typically situated within a structure in which each step of the MI process is a precursor 

to the next. In practice, it has been reported that such a structured approach can yield results within 

three sessions (Rubel et al., 2000). While there is no formal evidence on the ideal interval between 

client sessions, MI does seem to require regular interaction and follow up. Project case managers noted 

that their normal three-to-four week gap between client interviews was not amenable to MI as aspects 

of the earlier discussion may be forgotten and any sensitive issues that arose may not be addressed in a 

timely manner:  

It’s so frustrating because I used it with this one client and she opened up and was crying. 

I did not know she was battling all that stuff – and then I didn’t see her for 3-4 weeks and 

we started back from scratch.  

The infrequency of sessions in this and similar scenarios is important for two reasons. Firstly, the 

training workshop enables case managers to improve knowledge, attitudes and confidence, but skill 

acquisition in MI is fostered by frequent application, coupled with feedback and coaching (Madson et 

al., 2009). Secondly, the effectiveness of MI rests, in part, on frequent session intervals, allowing the MI 

practitioner and client to work “hand-in-hand” through the “stages” more effectively (Miller & Moyers, 

2006). 

Case managers also identified a misalignment between the employment service model they were 

practicing within and the principles and strategies that guide the practice of MI. As identified during the 

training, the KPMI approach identifies specific “rigid” indicators of achievement of success. Several case 

managers felt KPMI, therefore “doesn’t cleanly align with MI”. Additionally, the sequence of indicators 

can assume a specific set of stages in providing client services will be followed, when successful 

adoption of MI can prescribe a different alignment of stages. In such circumstances, the use of MI may 

be compromised. As one Case Manager notes: 

…clients in and out … put them in workshops, put them in training. Out the door. Next 

client. It’s a revolving door, it’s like a doctor’s office. That’s how they want the model to 

work because that’s how they make their money. That’s what I struggle with – I don’t want 

to disappoint my managers.  

Other case managers identified examples of such mismatches – especially in the ordering of activities 

and in the use of empathy – between their standard practice and the more open-ended recommended 

approach when using MI: 
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A client comes in, make sure you have a billable attached to that client. You have to focus 

on barriers with the client at intake and MI says you do not focus on barriers. But we have 

to ask certain questions that puts light on the barriers. 

We [case managers] indirectly provide their [the clients’] cheques. MI is supposed to be a 

hand-in-hand journey, but ultimately there is an imbalance of power – it makes part of this 

whole thing a challenge. So for them to trust me – I need them to tell me where they are in 

the bigger scheme of things and that’s not something they easily disclose.  

For practice to embody the ‘spirit of MI’, interview interactions should afford clients’ full collaboration, 

evocation, and autonomy. Relatedly, MI demands a high degree of empathy. This approach was not 

necessarily aligning well for case managers, not because they lacked empathy, but rather because they 

were limited by how much time they had with clients and felt pressure to meet their KPMI targets. As 

one Case Manager noted: “We have to follow the policy – so [case managers] who are empathetic may get 

swallowed up by the new model. They may be empathetic but they can’t apply empathy within the model”. 

To mitigate the tension, case managers had developed strategies for, what they described as, 

“surviving”.  

You’re dealing with so many people that you almost don’t want to get that intimate in the 

relationship…I’m an employment counsellor not a clinical counsellor – so sometime when 

I’m doing the MI I think they think ‘oh this person is getting warm and fuzzy’ and they’ll 

crave more.  

The focus group participants were thus directly and indirectly questioning how the power relations 

inherent in most employment services settings – between case managers and their managers as well as 

between case managers and their clients – would have to change to ensure MI could be fully 

implemented in both its structure and intent. Further evidence of mismatch between theory and 

practice arose in case managers’ early experiences applying the four different principles underpinning 

the application of MI.  

Using MI principles in practice  

The four general principles of MI – express empathy, develop discrepancy, roll with resistance, and 

support self-efficacy – were in evidence as case managers’ described applying MI to their work. The 

remainder of this section explores the application of the four principles within Case Managers’ early 

experiences as they attempted to transition from the standard case management approach to one that 

integrated MI.  

Principle 1 – Express empathy 

One of the defining characteristics of MI is its client-centred and empathetic approach to counselling 

(Miller & Rollnick, 2009). Applied from the beginning and used throughout the MI intervention, 

empathy is established by applying counseling skills such as asking open-ended questions, affirming, 

reflecting, and summarizing (Miller & Moyers, 2006). A number of case managers highlighted how 

opportunities to use empathy had proven limited, as one case manager reported:  
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Active listening is so central to this job and I realize how far I’ve gotten from that. The 

staccato nature is so ingrained in this model. Pick and stick – identify their need and find a 

way to address it. I appreciate now how I have not been listening.  

Case managers expressed the desire to hone their empathetic counselling skills and shared the belief 

that MI was a useful tool for making this switch with clients. They shared that they had moved away 

from “coddling clients”, “fixing their problems” and “being directive”. Rather, they were now “aware of 

being more compassionate and showing compassion”, “more in the moment” and expressed a belief 

that:  

The partnership was a bit more genuine. It has made them [the client] a bit more open 

because I reflect back what’s more important to them.  

Participants noted that as a result of their changing practice, clients were becoming more forthcoming, 

and reported feeling heard. Clients were reportedly placed in charge of their decisions more often; as 

one case manager noted:  

I had a client that came to tears. She had a feeling that someone is finally hearing her, 

instead of just “get it done”. It was nothing extraordinary I did – but I’m reaping the 

benefits of it [MI training].  

Principle 2 – Develop discrepancy 

Central to the difference between MI and other counselling approaches is MI’s focus on assisting clients 

with moving beyond ambivalence, toward positive behaviour change (Miller & Rollnick, 2009). 

Effectively, the practitioner must help the client to see the discrepancy between present behaviour and 

desired behaviour, goals, and values. Discrepancy is often recognized once the case manager helps 

clients identify that their goals and values are in conflict with their current behaviour.  

While few case managers claimed to have successfully facilitated a process with their clients to develop 

discrepancy by the time of the first focus group, many highlighted circumstances that they felt impeded 

clients from easily or readily exercising discrepancy. One trainee eloquently shared the systemic 

barriers faced by clients – alluding to the fact that discrepancy went hand-in-hand with a clients’ feeling 

of autonomy:  

Many of the clients probably haven’t thought about going into this vicious cycle of income 

assistance. They are multi-barriered. It’s important for them to feel autonomy over their 

lives. 

Case managers seemed to firmly grasp the systemic factors inhibiting clients from moving forward 

which in turn provided a foundation for them to understand the discrepancy each client was facing. 

However, case managers had yet to facilitate a process in which the client had moved on to develop 

discrepancy.  

Principle 3 – Roll with resistance 

In MI, a clients’ change and resistance are considered opposite sides of the same coin (Miller & Rollick, 

2009). Rolling with resistance is the practice of reframing clients’ resistance, in order to create the 
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conditions whereby the client, rather than the counselor, voices arguments for change. Resistance can 

come in many forms in MI practice, yet it is always “something that occurs only within the context of a 

relationship or a system” (Miller & Rollnick, 2009, p. 45).  

The principal forms of resistance that case managers reported were the nuanced ways in which their 

multi-barriered clients attempted to “work the welfare system” in order to remain on income 

assistance. The focus group participants identified much disingenuous “change talk” – which has been 

highlighted as an area to be “ironed out” in “the fabric” of MI (Amrhein, Miller, Yahne, Palmer, & 

Fulcher, 2003). Case managers voiced frustration over clients who would “just say what they think we 

want to hear and then they go and do something completely different”, “pay lip service”, or “may 

present as being very motivated with ‘an agent of the state’ so they don’t come across as ambivalent”.  

Additional forms of resistance included rejection of the “hand-in-hand journey” that defines MI. Clients 

comments such as: “No you tell me what to!” or “I’m not here to be counselled” coupled with resistance 

such as “rolling their eyes and saying they just want to get to it” and disparaging comments like “Oh 

you’re a newbie” inevitably influenced how case managers engaged with clients. Passionate in his 

frustration and apparent defeat, one Case Manager noted:  

I have a couple of clients that I don’t use MI on. I don’t feel like they deserve it. Is that 

terrible to say? ‘I bend over backwards for you. You falsify your job records, you’ve been 

abrasive and accosting me since I met you, I’ve tried to accommodate your requests, I’ve 

been flexible, I’ve played every side of the coin’. At the end, I just give them what they want. 

Although in general case managers’ experiences with and opportunities for rolling with resistance were 

limited. The ways in which clients presented resistance, made MI, as widely articulated, “a very difficult 

model to apply to this population”.  

Principle 4 – Support self-efficacy 

There is one more principle, following success in applying the first three principles. Supporting self-

efficacy involves enhancing the client’s confidence in his or her capability to cope with obstacles and to 

succeed in enacting change. Miller and Rollnick (2009) describe self-efficacy as the opposite of side of 

personal responsibility for change. In other words, the counselor should not assume that the client is 

capable of deciding and directing his or her own change.  

Supporting self-efficacy was evident in the focus groups as Case Managers noted that their clients now 

recognized that their case managers was not going to take charge of everything. They reported a new 

attitude in their clients: “they feel respected and that they can make their own decisions”; “[they] feel a 

sense of autonomy to work through [their] ambivalence”.  

At the same time, there was a strong theme in groups that not all clients felt ambivalent. For example, 

trainees noted immigrants and single parents were seldom ambivalent. One case manager interpreted 

his lack of opportunity to apply MI: “some clients come in know what they want – I have not done MI in 

two weeks, I won’t lie. They come in and say ‘I want this and that’, and I’m like ‘okay, here you go’. In 

groups, many case managers perceived supporting self-efficacy not to be applicable given some client 

contexts: “I guess what we’re saying is that MI is not applicable to all our clients all the time”. 
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Summary of early implementation 

The goal of the first set of focus groups was to obtain an understanding of case managers’ experiences 

learning and applying MI with their E&IA clients. A two-stage analysis of case managers’ reactions to 

the training, their learning and ensuing implications for their practice has provided insights into 

two questions underscoring this portion of the study: (1) In what ways does MI training enable case 

manager’s to successfully support clients? (2) In what ways does MI training facilitate change in case 

managers’ attitudes, perceptions, and beliefs about their work and their clients? 

Firstly, the training provided trainees with not only a new tool for working with clients but also 

reinforced use of a client-centred paradigm for case management. While this paradigm was not 

necessarily a new concept for trainees and, most seemingly represented a preferred approach to 

working with clients, the training created conditions for trainees to attempt to work within this 

paradigm more often than was typical before. While case managers appeared highly cognizant of the 

complex set of systemic barriers impeding clients from making change in their lives, the typical case 

management approaches they adopted prior to MI training to move clients towards desired change had 

not as frequently drawn attention to the discrepancies between the paradigm and the current system. 

Typical practice in case management entailed, put crudely, moving the client onwards to case manager-

recommended services, articulated, for example, as “putting them in this or that workshop”. In contrast, 

the training facilitated implementation of a more client-centred framework that would have been more 

collaborative, reflective and empathetic. As evidenced in all three focus groups, the overall belief that 

MI was efficacious coupled with case managers’ positive first-hand experiences using MI indicated 

earnest efforts being made to apply the four key principles of MI. 

Secondly, the training created a context for trainees to reflect on their professional skills, their biases 

with respect to clients and the values by which they were themselves motivated. Case managers’ 

reflections about the systemic barriers faced by clients, suggested that they had acquired skills and 

understanding to move clients forward adopting the new model of practice. The evidenced reflexivity in 

particular should allow the case managers to continually improve their level of collaboration with their 

clients through, what Miller and Rollnick (2009) refer to as, the “dissonance detector” (p. 181). This 

“detector” provides a reminder to MI practitioners be sensitive to not only the client’s dissonance as it 

affects the MI process, but also, the practitioner’s own dissonance, the reasons underlying it, and how 

to move past it. Possessing this level of awareness and reflexivity in practice holds promised for quicker 

and more sustained results in time. 

However, the first few weeks of post-workshop implementation of MI represents too short a period to 

assess whether MI does in fact (a) increase case managers’ capacity to support clients and (b) change 

case managers’ attitudes, perceptions, and beliefs about their clients and work in a way that endures. 

Madson et al. (2009) highlight that sustained MI skills and capacities must be positively correlated with 

support in the workplace, otherwise there is little motivation to use it. Relatedly Heaven, Clegg, & 

Maguire (2006) consider the effects on actual clinical practice to be minimal without support and 

coaching in the workplace. There is a risk when case managers lack such support for (a) the honing of 

MI skills and (b) an environment lacking sufficient “latitude and flexibility” to apply the MI model 

effectively. Thus the Centre returned to run a second set of focus groups seven months after the first to 

explore further how readily case managers felt they were integrating MI into their practice.  
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Integrating MI into case management: later implementation 

Over the period between the October 2015 and June 2016 focus groups, the Centre’s data collection 

from the application suggested that clients were not receiving MI consistently and moreover that case 

managers were using MI very rarely with clients who were not E&IA clients recruited to join the study. 

The second set of three focus groups proceeded very similarly to the first but used a different protocol 

(Appendix B) that focused more on the integration of MI within each case manager’s practice as well as 

the rationale for using and not using MI.  

The focus group participants began the discussions reporting that the use of MI had remained valuable 

in their practice in so far as providing a structure with which to engage clients, to create the context for 

building rapport, and most mentioned, increasing their feelings of confidence with respect to their 

performance with clients. All case managers highlighted the personal benefits of MI and the ways in 

which they had integrated it into their lives.  

In general those present reported increased confidence and aptitude in applying MI and that they were 

also more confident as a case manager as they had “a structure to work with”. They said that they 

applied MI whenever there was an opportunity and especially with ambivalent clients. Their confidence 

applied especially to their work with E&IA clients. Case managers reported seeing E&IA move forward 

in their lives. 

In general, it [MI] has become a part of my life 

A notable new aspect introduced to case management practice was the move to establish rapport 

immediately through conversation, rather than taking notes on the computer. One case manager felt MI 

opened up her listening skills and reduced her distraction thus increasing her initial focus on the client. 

Perceived value of MI for clients 

Case managers drew examples from their experiences implementing MI to illustrate how they saw MI 

adding value for their clients. Prevalent across all of the Case managers was an increase in feedback 

from E&IA clients that they felt heard and acknowledged. They highlighted that their clients were more 

open to sharing their circumstances, less defensive and more willing to acknowledge inconsistencies 

between what they said they wanted and their actions.  

Case managers reported MI to be most effective with (a) clients who were both ambivalent and 

motivated and (b) clients focused on making change with respect to a specific issue. The themes 

emerging most often from the success stories shared by case managers involved very ambivalent 

clients who benefited from taking steps toward managing their lives. Importantly, successful outcomes 

as a result of using MI were frequently not with the explicit goal of employment. Instead, case managers 

seemed to be counselling their clients on more peripheral issues that needed to be addressed in order 

for them to move towards employment (e.g., housing, education, gaining clarity of goals). In all cases, 

Case Manager’s noted that if MI had not been used, client outcomes would have been different. 

Specifically, groups heard:  
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 Success stories have in common an ambivalent client who is also motivated to make a change or has 

an isolated issue that they are trying to work towards. Clients who were very clear on what they 

wanted were not responsive to MI. 

 That more clients were expressing that they were feeling heard – to the point of crying. Moreover 

that conversations helped them to figure out what they needed to do. 

 That clients were now more open. Clients express greater sensitivity to the disparity between what 

they are saying and what they are doing. By being more inclined to disclose their situation, wants 

and needs, they were more frequently moving forward. 

 One client changed their ‘target’ as a result of the MI process. 

 In only one of the success stories, was the case manager able to apply the whole MI sequence – in all 

other cases, some but not all principles and approaches were used. 

The current WorkBC context 

Focus group discussions returned to the earlier-reported pressure case managers felt they were under 

to increase achievement with respect to KPMI targets. This seemed to arise again in part due to the 

imminent renewal of WorkBC contracts. One of the KPMI is the “drop-off” rate of clients, which is 

attributed to overly long wait times to see a case manager and to long waits in between seeing clients. 

To address this issue, one participating office had changed its intake procedure such that clients were 

able to see a Case Manager within one day of requesting to do so. To this end, case managers at the 

office were doing all their intakes in one day (covering 5-6 clients) allowing only one hour of face time 

(rather than scheduling the more-usual 1.5-2 hours) with each client. The short back-to-back visits, 

often requiring considerable administrative data collection, were not providing opportunities for 

structured intake using MI.  

Normally MI involves a number of important steps before any barriers to employment are identified. 

The WorkBC model, however, is structured to identify barriers upon intake. Case managers felt this 

intake structure created a key barrier to using MI effectively. As a consequence, the MI-trained case 

manager’s did not apply the sequence of steps required in MI, rather they took “pieces” of the model 

and applied them where they felt it most appropriate while trying to retain the spirit of MI. In this 

respect, key group input included:  

Right off the bat, we are focusing on barriers (in this model), and so moving toward MI in 

the next session is awkward 

Case managers felt MI would be more effective if MI could be applied as a sequence.  

MIESP methodological considerations  

The project recruitment period saw a very high turnover of frontline reception staff at the participating 

WorkBC Offices. The Centre made every attempt to train new staff once appointed but there were 

periods when not all E&IA clients presenting at offices were offered a place in the study, as intended. 

Furthermore, over the same period, the number of E&IA clients referred by the Ministry to the offices 

declined. The immediate consequence was a drop in the number of MIESP-recruited E&IA clients at 



Integrating Motivational Interviewing within Employment 

Services for BC E&IA Recipients 

BC Centre for Employment Excellence 38 

each office. Case managers expressed frustration with having few opportunities to apply the full MI 

cycle because of low study participation. Challenges such as clients not following up with a case 

manager after joining the study due to external reasons (medical or personal) aggravated the situation. 

While the project design did assume a higher rate of intake of study participants to receive MI than 

materialized, it also assumed case managers would use MI with all their ambivalent clients, not just 

those who were part of the study. Many other types of client than newly-referred E&IA recipients 

receive case management such as existing clients, EI clients and other unemployed clients not in receipt 

of benefits. Thus a shortage of study participants was not expected to reduce the opportunities for case 

managers to practice MI. However, case managers reported that they were able to give greater 

consideration to applying MI more holistically (rather than in pieces) with clients who were MIESP 

participants, meaning they practised less with other clients. The precise reasons were not clear but may 

have related more generally to a set of constraints on duration, frequency and structure of client 

meetings precluding MI (as already reported for MIESP participants) applying across all groups of 

clients. 

Recommendations from case managers 

Case managers were asked for suggestions for how to make MI more amenable to the WorkBC 

structure. Respondents had many ideas including having the opportunity to process new intakes over 

the course of a few days, rather than processing all new intakes back to back, more generally being able 

to spend more time with clients and to see them more frequently. They also suggested restructuring 

intake so that standard client intake forms could be completed after the first session, to allow for the 

opportunity to build rapport during the first visit and identify ambivalence. Accordingly, case managers 

could then focus MI on addressing the identified ambivalence in subsequent sessions. In summary, key 

recommendations included: 

 Spread new client intake over a longer period to allow time for integration of the MI approach into 

the initial intake interviews. 

 Allow more time in meetings with clients (at least 2 hours). 

 Switch the completion of intake forms out of the first session – to a subsequent session, once 

ambivalence has been identified. Doing so would allow time for the building of rapport, meaning 

the intervention would be more focused and trust will have been established. 

Conclusions from implementation research: training observations and focus 

groups 

The overarching themes emerging from the qualitative data for the project’s implementation research 

suggest that case managers readily identified MI as a potentially useful tool for employment 

counselling, but actually only reported experience of their implementation of MI as useful for clients 

who were both ambivalent and motivated to make a change and/or ambivalent with respect to a 

particular issue. Using MI helped clients to move toward greater clarity with respect to decision-making 

and to achieve intermediate goals which may help with their eventual transition to the labour market. A 

strong theme from both observations and focus groups has been the apparent paradigmatic difference 
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between the WorkBC model the case managers are typically expected to follow and the MI approach. 

Case managers reported that the mismatch between models made it challenging to perform MI as 

intended. Even within the existing process, however, MI was found a useful tool for engaging clients.  

Case managers expressed commitment to building their MI skills and to contributing to client progress. 

Evidence included their expressed concerns around a disconnect between systematic use of MI and the 

activity sequence requirements of the WorkBC funding model. They felt this reduced the scope for 

applying MI as intended. This concern was alluded to in the training sessions and made explicit at both 

focus groups.  

Case managers expressed the desire to apply the full set of MI principles when seeing E&IA clients. 

However, they were receiving very few clients who were MIESP participants. This had several 

consequences: (1) they held less motivation (or sense of responsibility) to apply the full set of MI 

principles; (2) they were afforded fewer opportunities to practice MI, as trained. Although the time for 

MIESP clients was set the same as other clients, input from case managers suggested that their use of 

MI was much more intentional for MIESP clients. 

Systemic post-training supports and supervision are necessary for long-term adoption of skills 

(Rosengren, 2009). However, the case managers in this study reported their large caseloads reduced 

their ability to fulfill the post-workshop requirements involving intensive coaching in their use of MI. 

This volume of activity created conflict in the learning process and, for some, hampered their ability to 

fully integrate MI into their work.  

The lessons from the implementation research have considerable implications for integrating MI into 

employment services in BC. While many of the case manager recommendations would point to 

changing the sequence or funding structure for case management activities, inevitably several of the 

reported constraints on the use of MI would likely remain. For example, there will virtually always be 

an imbalance of power in situations where MI is used. It is also unlikely that caseload size can be 

adjusted to facilitate use of MI, although one hoped-for consequence of successful use of MI might be a 

reduction in caseload overall. To be a viable solution to the challenges faced by clients in real-world 

employment services settings, MI practice, including as instructed in training, needs to adapt to be able 

to work in such settings. 

Participant recruitment 

Although the target had been to recruit 600 clients, persistent recruitment activity secured just over a 

quarter (25.7 per cent) of this number (154). The slower rate was partly due to fewer referrals from 

E&IA to the involved WorkBC Centres during the study period but also the limited capacity of reception 

workers to include project recruitment alongside their other commitments. Thus a lower proportion 

than forecast of the potentially-eligible E&IA clients showing up at WorkBC centres was approached to 

sign up. A higher proportion of clients than originally anticipated were already clients of the WorkBC 

Centre. Such clients, already had a designated case manager and so could not be recruited into the 

project. BC CfEE extended recruitment into October 2016 but it could not be extended longer because 

the project activities could not be extended beyond the expiry of project funding in March 2017. BC 

CfEE needed to administer a follow-up survey at least three months after recruitment to each recruited 

participant, thus recruitment had to be curtailed at least three months earlier than the start of the 
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project’s final analysis and reporting. The completed sample size was considerably smaller than 

researchers had planned, and proved too small to allow for subgroup analysis or detailed analysis of 

the performance of different scales. Nonetheless, the sample size was sufficient for an analysis of 

impacts of MI (as implemented) on key outcomes. 

Participant characteristics 

By design, participants were selected because they were recipients of E&IA. The Ministry of Social 

Development classified most of the project participants as long-term “employable” while the remainder 

were mostly classified as single parents. The demographic profile of the sample was consistent with 

these classifications: about three-fifths were women, only a few were married or in common law 

relationships, and about two-fifths had no children (Table 4). About two-thirds of participants were 

under the age of 45 years.  

Participants reported low education levels: over one third did not complete high school while two fifths 

had a post-secondary credential. A relatively high proportion of the sample reported themselves as 

Aboriginal (20.9 per cent of the Canadian born program group, 7.0 per cent of the control group) while 

the proportion who were immigrants was also higher than the community as a whole (30.7 per cent of 

the program group, 36.1 per cent of the control group). Although it is not shown in Table 4, the baseline 

survey data indicate that the majority of immigrants arrived in Canada more than five years before 

joining the project.  

Table 4 Participant characteristics at baseline 

  

Control group mean 

(%) 

Program group mean 

(%) Difference 

Standard 

error 

Gender            

Male 39.3 38.0 -1.3   (6.3) 

Female 60.7 62.0 1.3   (6.3) 

Age            

15 to 24 11.5 10.8 -0.7   (4.0) 

25 to 34 31.1 18.3 -12.9 * (5.4) 

35 to 44 27.9 32.3 4.4   (5.9) 

45 to 54 16.4 18.3 1.9   (4.9) 

55 to 64 6.6 15.1 8.5   (4.1) 

Social assistance record type            

Long-term employable 79.2 81.0 1.7   (5.5) 

Single parent 17.0 19.0 2.1   (5.3) 

Not Long-term employable nor single parent 3.8 0.0 -3.8 * (1.6) 

Marital status            

Married or common law 6.6 14.1 7.6   (4.0) 

Single, divorced, separated, or widowed 93.4 85.9 -7.6   (4.0) 
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Control group mean 

(%) 

Program group mean 

(%) Difference 

Standard 

error 

Household size            

Living Alone 14.8 19.4 4.6   (4.9) 

2 people 29.5 26.9 -2.6   (5.8) 

3 or 4 people 26.2 22.6 -3.6   (5.5) 

5 or more people 29.5 30.1 0.6   (5.9) 

Number of children            

No child 47.5 41.3 -6.2   (6.4) 

1 child 21.3 26.1 4.8   (5.5) 

2 or more children 31.1 32.6 1.5   (6.0) 

Immigrant status            

Born in Canada 63.9 79.3 15.4 ** (5.6) 

Immigrant 36.1 20.7 -15.4 ** (5.6) 

Aboriginal status            

Not an aboriginal 93.0 79.1 -13.9 ** (4.7) 

Aboriginal 7.0 20.9 13.9 ** (4.7) 

Highest level of education            

Elementary school or below 1.7 4.3 2.6   (2.4) 

Some secondary school 37.9 33.7 -4.2   (6.3) 

High school diploma 22.4 21.7 -0.7   (5.5) 

Trade, college, or university degree 37.9 40.2 2.3   (6.5) 

            

Sources: MIESP Baseline Survey and Social Assistance Administrative File. 

Notes: There are 61 and 93 observations in the control and program groups, respectively. Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of 

missing values. Two-tailed Student t-tests were applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 

 

Perhaps surprisingly, most participants’ prior employment and learning experiences did not indicate 

significant detachment from the labour market. However, issues encountered in seeking employment 

were diverse (Table 5). Most did not identify a barrier in seeking employment (88.2 per cent of the 

program group and 90.2 per cent of the control group). For those who identified a barrier, it was 

typically related to a criminal record. Over half had worked in the two years prior to joining MIESP. 

Many separated from their last job involuntarily because of company relocation, closure, seasonality, 

being laid off or family reasons such as caring family, going to school, looking for another job, moving, 

dissatisfaction with the work, migration, domestic issue or addictions. Most (about two third in both 

groups) had worked full-time in the last job. Many had worked or studied for more than 18 of the 

previous 36 months. 
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Most participants were receiving income assistance benefit in the month prior to the program 

(Table 6). On average, the amount of benefit received in the month prior to program participation was 

about $1,275. A minority of clients received case management services (17.2 per cent of the program 

group, 15.3 per cent of the control group), employment services (12.9 per cent of the program group, 

13.6 per cent of the control group), or financial supports and program activities (8.6 per cent of the 

program group, 6.8 per cent of the control group) prior to the program. About one tenth of participants 

had reported earned income prior to the program which indicated employment. This is consistent with 

the work status reported by participants in the baseline survey.  

Tables 4, 5, and 6 indicate some statistical differences between the program and control groups. The 

program group is somewhat older, contains fewer immigrants and more Aboriginal recipients. These 

differences are, nonetheless, within the expectations of chance following random assignment of such a 

small sample. There are no other differences on the wide array of other characteristics surveyed 

including employment history. This is important since employment is a key outcome variable. Analysts 

can expect one in ten differences that arise due to chance to be found significant at the 10 per cent level 

and one in twenty differences that arise due to chance to be found significant at the 5 per cent level. 

There is no evidence to suggest that the randomly-assigned experimental groups are systematically 

different from one another. BC CfEE has conducted checks to ensure that any differences in outcomes 

cited as impacts of the program in Chapter 5 are not associated with the identified pre-existing minor 

differences between program and control groups. 

Table 5 Prior employment related characteristics and learning activities 

  

Control group 

mean (%) 

Program group 

mean (%) Difference 

Standard 

error 

Number of identified employment barriers            

No barrier 90.2 88.2 -2.0   (4.0) 

Had one or more barriers 9.8 11.8 2.0   (4.0) 

Had multiple barriers 0.0 3.2 3.2   (1.8) 

            

Type of employment barriers           

Discrimination (gender or race) 3.3 2.2 -1.1   (2.0) 

Cognitive and non-cognitive skills 4.9 4.3 -0.6   (2.7) 

Drug problem 1.7 2.2 0.5   (1.8) 

Criminal record 3.3 6.5 3.1   (2.9) 

            

Work status at baseline           

Working full-time 0.0 1.1 1.1   (1.1) 

Working part-time 6.8 8.9 2.1   (3.6) 

Starting to work soon 0.0 4.4 4.4   (2.1) 

Not working 93.2 85.6 -7.7   (4.1) 
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Control group 

mean (%) 

Program group 

mean (%) Difference 

Standard 

error 

Years since last work           

0 year 27.3 23.2 -4.1   (5.9) 

1 year 25.5 32.9 7.5   (6.2) 

2 years 12.7 4.9 -7.8 * (3.7) 

3 to 4 years 16.4 18.3 1.9   (5.2) 

5 or more years 18.2 20.7 2.5   (5.4) 

            

Reason of last job separation           

Illness, disability, accident, or injury 11.5 13.3 1.8   (4.6) 

Caring family, school, another job, moved, 

dissatisfaction, immigrant, domestic issue, or addiction 
40.4 34.7 -5.7   (6.7) 

Company moved, closed, seasonal job, laid off, labour 

dispute, work conditions, dismissal or contract end 
46.2 52.0 5.8   (7.0) 

Others 1.9 0.0 -1.9   (1.2) 

            

Usual weekly work hours of last job           

40 hours or more 49.2 52.9 3.7   (6.5) 

30 to 39 hours 18.6 16.1 -2.6   (4.9) 

20 to 29 hours 20.3 20.7 0.4   (5.3) 

10 to 19 hours 6.8 9.2 2.4   (3.6) 

1 to 9 hours 5.1 1.1 -3.9   (2.1) 

           

Industry of last job           

Construction 12.5 17.4 4.9   (4.9) 

Manufacturing and Transportation 7.1 14.0 6.8   (4.2) 

Hospitality 26.8 22.1 -4.7   (5.7) 

Retail Sales 12.5 12.8 0.3   (4.5) 

Others 41.1 33.7 -7.4   (6.5) 

            

Proportion of time worked or studied in the past  

three years 
          

18 months or more 53.3 44.9 -8.4   (6.5) 

Less than 18 months 46.7 55.1 8.4   (6.5) 
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Control group 

mean (%) 

Program group 

mean (%) Difference 

Standard 

error 

Studied in the past three years           

Did not study 72.4 77.2 4.8   (5.7) 

Studied in a program 27.6 22.8 -4.8   (5.7) 

Apprenticeship, Trade school, or college dip./cert. 22.2 33.3 11.1   (10.8) 

PSE Degree 5.6 9.5 4.0   (6.4) 

Other program (including ESL) 55.6 57.1 1.6   (12.0) 

Source: MIESP Baseline Survey. 

Notes: There are 61 and 93 observations in the control and program groups, respectively. Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of 

missing values. Two-tailed Student t-tests were applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 

Table 6 Prior income assistance services and supports receipt 

  

Control group 

mean 

Program group 

mean Difference 

Standard 

error 

Income Assistance Services Receipt in the Month Prior to MIESP (%)       

Case Management Indicator 15.3 17.2 2.0   (4.9) 

Employment Service Services  13.6 12.9 -0.7   (4.4) 

Assessments 13.6 10.8 -2.8   (4.2) 

General Case Management Activities  11.9 5.4 -6.5   (3.5) 

Financial Supports and Program Activities 6.8 8.6 1.8   (3.5) 

Referrals to other programs  1.7 6.5 4.8   (2.7) 

Job Development Service 1.7 4.3 2.6   (2.3) 

Follow up services and unpaid work experience 1.7 2.2 0.5   (1.8) 

Short Term Orientation and Certificate Training 1.7 1.1 -0.6   (1.5) 

Basic and Essential Skills Training 0.0 0.0 0.0   (0.0) 

            

Income Assistance Benefit Received           

Average Amount Prior to MIESP ($) 1,347 1,229 -118   (125.1) 

Percent Receipt Prior to MIESP (%) 78.7 78.1 -0.6   (6.1) 

            

Positive Earned Income Reported Prior to MIESP (%)     

Month before MIESP 10.6 8.2 -2.4   (4.2) 

Source: Income Assistance Administrative File. 

Notes: There are 59 and 93 observations in the control and program groups, respectively. Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of 

administrative data censoring. Two-tailed Student t-tests were applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance 

levels are indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 
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Client process, participation patterns, MI receipt and assessment outcomes 

The program successfully enrolled and randomly assigned 154 participants. The client intake process 

included a baseline survey that included the initial URICA assessment. As shown in Table 7, all 

61 control group and 93 program group participants completed the baseline survey.  

Table 7 MIESP activities 

 
Control group Program group Total 

Number of people         

Completed baseline survey 61 93 154   

Did not complete any URICA assessment  60 38 98   

Completed URICA assessment at baseline 1 55 56   

          

Number of days with URICA assessment         

Did not complete any URICA assessment  60 38 98   

1 day 1 27 28   

2 days 0 8 8   

3 days 0 7 7   

4 days 0 9 9   

5 or more days 0 4 4   

          

Number of weeks between the first and the last URICA assessment     

Did not complete any URICA assessment  60 38 98   

1 week 1 30 31   

2 weeks 0 2 2   

3 weeks 0 3 3   

4 weeks 0 1 1   

5 weeks 0 1 1   

6 weeks 0 2 2   

7 weeks 0 1 1   

8 weeks 0 1 1   

9 weeks 0 1 1   

10 weeks 0 2 2   

11 weeks 0 2 2   

12 weeks or longer 0 9 9   

          

Number of people answered follow-up survey         

Responded 42 69 111   

Did not respond 19 24 43   
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The uploading of URICA assessments provides a data source to quantify MI activities across all project 

participants. During MIESP training, staff were instructed to scan and upload each URICA assessment 

following use of MI into the BC CfEE online application. However, this was not a strongly enforced 

requirement and some may not have consistently uploaded URICA assessments, leading to fewer 

recorded assessments than MI sessions conducted. As a result, estimates based on records from these 

assessment uploads may underrepresent actual activity levels.  

If the number of assessments reflected actual MI activities, the results in Table 7 suggest that the 

intensity of motivational interviewing activities was relatively low with only half the program group 

participants completing the assessment on more than one occasion. Out of the 93 program group 

participants, only 55 (or 59 per cent of the sample) have more than one day’s records in the assessment 

file. Unsurprisingly then, all of the 55 people have only activities recorded within the first week of the 

initial assessment. There is no record of further activities after the first week.  

The BC CfEE application recorded uploads of assessments more than once for roughly three-fifths of the 

participants. This represents a lower-bound estimate for MI receipt, because the second and later 

uploads would occur at the end of motivational interviews where the case manager followed 

recommended procedures. Some case managers did not use the formal assessments on every occasion 

and some omitted to upload completed assessments. If as many as half those in the program group did 

not receive repeated MI, this result pinpoints a challenge to any real-world implementation of MI for 

assistance recipients, which is ensuring clients receive the treatment. The impact results in Tables 9 

through 17 compare the observed outcomes of the program group to the control group regardless of 

level of MI receipt. These are labelled “intention-to-treat” impact estimates for the target group (as is 

conventional in randomized trials) and cannot be interpreted as estimates of “treatment-on-the-

treated”. 

Table 8 presents all the assessment results at baseline. The URICA assessment and work readiness scale 

paint two different pictures of the stage of change reached by participants. Compared to the control 

group participants, it seems that in terms of work readiness, the program group participants leaned 

slightly towards the “contemplation” stage (though the result is not statistically significant: 30.0 per 

cent program versus 25.4 per cent in control). In initial URICA scores, the program group also leaned 

towards the contemplation stage (the difference is marginally statistically significant: 41.3 per cent 

program versus 27.1 per cent control). The program group also contained a higher (but not statistically 

significantly different) percentage of clients with high positive (unweighted) self-determination scores 

than their control group counterparts, suggesting that self determination to seek employment could be 

more often present in the program group.12  

                                                      
12  Self-determination theory differentiates types of behavioural regulation along a continuum of 

autonomous-controlled functioning. On the autonomous end of the spectrum is intrinsic motivation, 

which is the prototype of autonomous activity. On the other end of the spectrum is the concept of a 

motivation which represents no intention or motivation for a particular behavior. In between the two ends 

are behavior regulatory styles that are affected by extrinsic motivation. Extrinsically-motivated regulatory 

styles are more controlled than intrinsically-motivated activities, but these styles can be further 

differentiated based on the degree to which they have been internalized. In order, from the most to the 

least internalized, the four types of extrinsically-motivated behavioural regulation are integrated 

regulation, identified regulation, introjected regulation, and external regulation. 
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Table 8 Assessment outcomes at baseline 

  Control group mean Program group mean Difference Standard error 

URICA Assessment           

Average Score 33.3 32.6 -0.6   (2.2) 

Pre-contemplation (%) 16.9 15.2 -1.7   (4.8) 

Contemplation (%) 27.1 41.3 14.2 * (6.2) 

Preparation (%) 55.9 43.5 -12.5   (6.5) 

            

Work Readiness Scale           

Pre-contemplation (%) 30.5 28.9 -1.6   (6.0) 

Contemplation (%) 25.4 30.0 4.6   (5.9) 

Preparation (%) 44.1 41.1 -3.0   (6.5) 

            

Self Determination Scale (Weighted)           

Average Score 8.5 9.1 0.6   (1.6) 

Negative Score (%) 22.0 16.3 -5.7   (5.1) 

Zero or Positive Score (%) 78.0 83.7 5.7   (5.1) 

High Score – 12 points or more (%) 40.7 48.9 8.2   (6.5) 

            

Self Determination Scale (Unweighted)           

Average Score 3.6 3.7 0.0   (0.7) 

Negative Score (%) 18.6 18.5 -0.2   (5.1) 

Zero or Positive Score (%) 81.4 81.5 0.2   (5.1) 

High Score – 12 points or more (%) 37.3 45.7 8.4   (6.5) 

            

                                                      
 Following the literature of self-determination/relative autonomy index (e.g., Levesque, Blais, & Hess, 

2004; Guay, Mageau, & Vallerand, 2003), BC CfEE has constructed the self-determination index with 

respect to working using participant’s level of agreement (7-point) on six items of self-regulation. Each 

item measures one of the six types of behavioural regulation. The three items closer to the autonomous 

end of the spectrum are given positive weight while the three items closer to the controlled end of the 

spectrum are given negative weight in the calculation of the index. Furthermore, the index was 

computed by assigning each item a weight that corresponds to each motivational construct’s place on 

the self-determination continuum. i.e. 

 Weighted self-determination index = 3 x Intrinsic + 2 x Integrated + 1 x Identified – 1 x Introjected – 2 x 

External – 3 x Amotivation. 

 An alternative method of index calculation in the literature (e.g., Williams, Grow, Freedman, Ryan, & 

Deci, 1996) simply subtracts the sum of the controlled items from the sum the autonomous items. i.e. 

 Unweighted self-determination index = Intrinsic + Integrated + Identified – Introjected – External – 

Amotivation. 
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  Control group mean Program group mean Difference Standard error 

Self-efficacy Scale           

Average Score (1-5) 3.1 3.1 0.0   (0.1) 

Distribution of the score (%)           

No confidence (1 to 1.8) 8.5 10.1 1.6   (3.8) 

Very little confidence (1.8 to 2.6) 22.0 19.1 -2.9   (5.3) 

Moderate confidence (2.6 to 3.4) 35.6 32.6 -3.0   (6.2) 

Much confidence (3.4 to 4.2) 22.0 30.3 8.3   (5.8) 

Complete confidence (4.2 to 5) 11.9 7.9 -4.0   (3.8) 

            

Job Search Clarity Scale           

Average Score (1-5) 3.5 3.3 -0.2   (0.1) 

Distribution of the clarity score (%)           

No clarity (1 to 1.8) 7.0 7.2 0.2   (3.4) 

Very little clarity (1.8 to 2.6) 8.8 15.7 6.9   (4.4) 

Moderate clarity (2.6 to 3.4) 24.6 22.9 -1.7   (5.7) 

Much clarity (3.4 to 4.2) 36.8 39.8 2.9   (6.5) 

Complete clarity (4.2 to 5) 22.8 14.5 -8.3   (5.1) 

            

Job Search Activity Frequency           

Average Times (0-8) 2.2 1.7 -0.5   (0.2) 

Distribution of average frequency           

0 37.0 35.9 -1.1   (7.1) 

1 8.7 23.1 14.4 ** (5.6) 

2 23.9 12.8 -11.1   (5.5) 

3 6.5 19.2 12.7 * (5.2) 

4 6.5 5.1 -1.4   (3.4) 

5 10.9 2.6 -8.3 * (3.4) 

6 0.0 1.3 1.3   (1.3) 

7 6.5 0.0 -6.5 ** (2.2) 

8 or over 0.0 0.0 0.0   (0.0) 

            

Scale of Employment Constraints           

Average Score (1-5) 2.8 2.6 -0.1   (0.1) 

Distribution of the constraint score           

No constraint (1 to 1.8) 12.0 7.9 -4.1   (4.2) 



Integrating Motivational Interviewing within Employment 

Services for BC E&IA Recipients 

BC Centre for Employment Excellence 49 

  Control group mean Program group mean Difference Standard error 

Very few constraints (1.8 to 2.6) 22.0 35.5 13.5   (6.5) 

Moderate constraints (2.6 to 3.4) 46.0 51.3 5.3   (7.1) 

Many constraints (3.4 to 4.2) 20.0 3.9 -16.1 *** (4.2) 

Completely constrained (4.2 to 5) 0.0 1.3 1.3   (1.3) 

            

Life Satisfaction Score           

Average Score (1-10) 5.5 5.5 0.1   (0.3) 

Distribution of the Life Satisfaction Score           

Very dissatisfied (1 to 3) 27.3 20.7 -6.6   (5.7) 

Dissatisfied (4 to 5) 25.5 28.7 3.3   (6.1) 

Satisfied (6 to 7) 23.6 33.3 9.7   (6.2) 

Very satisfied (8 to 10) 23.6 17.2 -6.4   (5.4) 

            

Source: MIESP Baseline Survey. 

Notes: There are 61 and 93 observations in the control and program groups, respectively. Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of 

missing values. Two-tailed Student t-tests were applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 

 

The survey contained a battery of measures of employment readiness, attitudes and well-being and so 

when the differences in other scales such as job search self-efficacy, job search clarity, job search 

intensity, employment constraints, and life satisfaction are taken into account, it does not seem as 

though program group participants were substantially different from those in the control group. The 

mean scores at baseline were very similar between the two groups. Most statistically-significant 

differences in the distribution between the two groups were in categories represented by either very 

high (over 80 per cent) or very low (lower than 20 per cent) proportions of study participants. 

Differences between groups in a small sample can often be attributable to sampling variation and this 

explanation is very plausible when variation is seen only at the tails of a distribution. On balance, taking 

the scales together, if there was any difference between groups in pre-treatment disposition with 

respect to employment, it is more likely that participants assigned to the MI-stream were slightly more 

ready for change than participants in the non-MI stream. 

Although it is hard to draw conclusions from a small sample, the different assessments resulting from 

different instruments suggest that the tools available for assessing participants’ stage of change are not 

highly reliable. More work is needed to develop assessment tools that prove reliable with respect to the 

use of MI in employment services. In fact, such work was intended to be part of this study had a larger 

been recruited. Readers may choose to put more faith in differences observed in behavioural outcome 

measures (employment and assistance outcomes for example) than assessment outcomes.  
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Impacts on participant outcomes  

Each participant’s participation and survey data were linked to their records in supplied E&IA 

administrative files for at least the first three months following their recruitment to project 

participation. These data provide a reliable source of information for measuring participant outcomes 

in terms of any change in reliance on E&IA benefits or in use of employment services. Tables 9 to 12 

present the impacts of being in the MI-stream on income assistance system-recorded outcomes in the 

12 months following recruitment into the project. 

Use of WorkBC Centre services 

As shown in Table 9, the proportion of clients receiving Case Management services, WorkBC Centre 

services and financial supports and program activities increased substantially during the program 

period (Months 0, 1, 2, and 3) compared to the month prior to the program (Table 6). MI had no 

statistically-significant impact on the use of most employment services during and after the program 

period, with the exception of referrals to other programs from Month 0 to 3 (up from 3 to 14 per cent). 

By the end of one year, referrals to external programs were up from 6 to 25 per cent for program group 

participants relative to their control group counterparts. Although this does not represent a large 

magnitude impact, the impact on cumulative usage of external referrals was statistical significant. 

Table 9 Impacts on income assistance services received – administrative records 

  

Control group 

mean 

Program group 

mean Difference 

Standard 

error 

Income Assistance Services Receipt during MIESP (Months 0, 1, 2, and 3) (%)     

Case Management Indicator 74.6 83.9 9.3   (5.2) 

Employment Service Services  64.4 61.3 -3.1   (6.3) 

Assessments 50.8 50.5 -0.3   (6.6) 

General Case Management Activities  45.8 36.6 -9.2   (6.4) 

Financial Supports and Program Activities 33.9 32.3 -1.6   (6.2) 

Referrals to other programs  3.4 14.0 10.6 ** (3.8) 

Job Development Service 5.1 8.6 3.5   (3.4) 

Follow up services and unpaid work experience 8.5 5.4 -3.1   (3.2) 

Short Term Orientation and Certificate Training 5.1 9.7 4.6   (3.5) 

Basic and Essential Skills Training 0.0 1.1 1.1   (1.1) 

            

Income Assistance Services Receipt Immediately After MIESP (Month 4) (%)       

Case Management Indicator 72.9 76.3 3.5   (5.7) 

Employment Service Services  62.7 59.1 -3.6   (6.4) 

Assessments 49.2 45.2 -4.0   (6.5) 

General Case Management Activities  44.1 34.4 -9.7   (6.3) 
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Control group 

mean 

Program group 

mean Difference 

Standard 

error 

Financial Supports and Program Activities 33.9 30.1 -3.8   (6.1) 

Referrals to other programs  3.4 10.8 7.4   (3.5) 

Job Development Service 5.1 8.6 3.5   (3.4) 

Follow up services and unpaid work experience 8.5 4.3 -4.2   (3.1) 

Short Term Orientation and Certificate Training 5.1 9.7 4.6   (3.5) 

Basic and Essential Skills Training 0.0 1.1 1.1   (1.1) 

            

Income Assistance Services Receipt from Month 0 to Month 12 (%)       

Case Management Indicator 81.8 86.4 4.5   (6.4) 

Employment Service Services  72.7 59.1 -13.6   (8.3) 

Assessments 75.8 77.3 1.5   (7.5) 

General Case Management Activities  69.7 59.1 -10.6   (8.4) 

Financial Supports and Program Activities 51.5 54.5 3.0   (8.8) 

Referrals to other programs  6.1 25.0 18.9 ** (6.4) 

Job Development Service 6.1 11.4 5.3   (5.0) 

Follow up services and unpaid work experience 12.1 11.4 -0.8   (5.7) 

Short Term Orientation and Certificate Training 6.1 13.6 7.6   (5.3) 

Basic and Essential Skills Training 0.0 2.3 2.3   (2.0) 

Source: Income Assistance Administrative File. 

Notes: There are 59 and 93 observations in the control and program groups, respectively. Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of 

administrative data censoring. Two-tailed Student t-tests were applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance 

levels are indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 

 

The program model hypothesized that being in the MI stream would lead to increases in usage of 

WorkBC services because more in the program group would have been motivated to act on their 

referral by case managers. There is no statistically significant difference in most service use implying 

that integrating MI into the process does not alter participant outcomes as predicted, with the single 

exception of external referrals. 

Changes in income assistance status 

There were only a handful of cases closed during the study period of MIESP and there was virtually no 

difference between the program and control groups in closures. Due to the short period of data 

collection relative to recruitment for those who joined the study in later months, not all participants 

have data past the third month.  
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Table 10 Impacts on income assistance services received – administrative records 

  

Control group mean 

(%) 

Program group mean 

(%) Difference 

Standard 

error 

Percentage of Closed Case in Each Month (%)           

Month 0 0.0 0.0 0.0   (0.0) 

Month 1 1.7 2.2 0.5   (1.9) 

Month 2 1.7 1.1 -0.6   (1.5) 

Month 3 3.4 6.5 3.1   (2.9) 

Month 4 5.1 6.5 1.4   (3.1) 

Month 5 7.1 2.4 -4.8   (2.7) 

Month 6 0.0 1.3 1.3   (1.2) 

Month 7 8.5 2.9 -5.7   (3.2) 

Month 8 2.4 3.2 0.8   (2.6) 

Month 9 0.0 1.8 1.8   (1.6) 

Month 10 2.6 2.0 -0.6   (2.4) 

Month 11 0.0 4.3 4.3   (2.5) 

Month 12 0.0 0.0 0.0   (0.0) 

Source: Income Assistance Administrative File. 

Notes: There are 59 and 93 observations in the control and program groups, respectively. Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of 

administrative data censoring. Two-tailed Student t-tests were applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance 

levels are indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 

 

Income Assistance receipt and amounts 

Allocation to the MI-stream had no significant impact on benefit receipt and the amount of benefit 

received over the short term (Table 11). Three months after random assignment, the percentages 

receiving benefit were virtually identical between the program and control groups, and the average 

amount received was reduced by only $8. The average change in the cumulative benefit received for the 

program period was an increase of $220. These measured changes were well within sampling errors 

and thus not statistically significant.  

The proportion in receipt of income assistance benefit within the control group decreased slightly more 

slowly slower than that of the program after Month 9. However, the differences between the program 

and control groups were not statistically significant. 
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Table 11 Impacts on income assistance benefit receipt – administrative records 

  Control group mean Program group mean Difference Standard error 

Average Amount of Benefits Received ($)           

Month 0 1,609 1,727 117   (88.2) 

Month 1 1,671 1,628 -43   (91.6) 

Month 2 1,518 1,561 44   (92.2) 

Month 3 1,443 1,435 -8   (101.5) 

Month 4 1,380 1,392 12   (105.5) 

Month 5 1,268 1,332 64   (110.6) 

Month 6 1,242 1,313 71   (122.6) 

Month 7 1,298 1,194 -105   (129.7) 

Month 8 1,266 1,205 -61   (143.6) 

Month 9 1,185 1,275 91   (161.4) 

Month 10 1,091 1,216 126   (149.8) 

Month 11 1,088 1,319 232   (157.5) 

Month 12 1,221 1,425 204   (166.1) 

            

Percentage Received Benefits (%)           

Month 0 96.2 100.0 3.8 * (1.6) 

Month 1 93.1 96.7 3.6   (2.8) 

Month 2 89.8 92.5 2.6   (3.7) 

Month 3 84.7 84.9 0.2   (4.7) 

Month 4 84.7 83.9 -0.9   (4.8) 

Month 5 78.6 78.8 0.3   (5.5) 

Month 6 76.5 75.3 -1.1   (6.0) 

Month 7 74.5 71.4 -3.0   (6.6) 

Month 8 73.8 68.3 -5.6   (7.1) 

Month 9 65.9 69.1 3.2   (7.4) 

Month 10 65.8 70.0 4.2   (7.6) 

Month 11 64.9 71.7 6.9   (7.7) 

Month 12 66.7 77.3 10.6   (7.8) 

            

Average Accumulated Amount of Benefits Received Since Month 0 ($)     

Month 3 6,233 6,453 220   (344.1) 

Month 6 10,550 10,805 255   (654.1) 

Month 9 15,055 15,026 -29   (1083.1) 

Month 12 19,443 20,952 1,508   (1532.8) 
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Source: Income Assistance Administrative File. 

Notes: There are 59 and 93 observations in the control and program groups, respectively. Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of 

administrative data censoring. Two-tailed Student t-tests were applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance 

levels are indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 

Reported employment in income assistance administrative records 

The income assistance administrative data record the amount of earned income for benefit exemption 

and deduction purposes. This information provides a proxy indicator for employment among benefit 

recipients. 

The cumulative impacts on clients of being in the MI-stream on the proportion with employment 

meeting this definition are presented in Table 12. In the 12 months following the beginning of the 

program, a lower proportion of MI stream participants reported employment in income assistance 

administrative records than did the control group. The impacts were the largest from Month 9 to 

Month 11 at 13 to 15 percentage points. However, the sample is very small for these later months and 

the monthly differences which were well within sampling errors and thus statistically insignificant.  

Table 12 Impacts on reported employment – administrative records 

  Control Group Mean Program Group Mean Difference Standard Error 

Positive Earned Income Reported Prior to MIESP (%)         

Month before MIESP 10.6 8.2 -2.4   (4.2) 

            

Positive Earned Income Reported Since MIESP (%)         

Month 0 7.5 8.3 0.8   (3.8) 

Month 1 17.2 16.5 -0.8   (4.9) 

Month 2 20.3 21.5 1.2   (5.3) 

Month 3 27.1 26.9 -0.2   (5.8) 

Month 4 28.8 29.0 0.2   (5.9) 

Month 5 35.7 30.6 -5.1   (6.3) 

Month 6 37.3 31.2 -6.1   (6.7) 

Month 7 38.3 31.4 -6.9   (7.0) 

Month 8 40.5 34.9 -5.6   (7.5) 

Month 9 43.9 30.9 -13.0   (7.5) 

Month 10 44.7 30.0 -14.7   (7.8) 

Month 11 43.2 30.4 -12.8   (7.9) 

Month 12 42.4 34.1 -8.3   (8.5) 

Source: Income Assistance Administrative File. 

Notes: There are 59 and 93 observations in the control and program groups, respectively. Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of 

administrative data censoring. Two-tailed Student t-tests were applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance 

levels are indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 
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Employment-seeking activities 

Allocation to the MI-stream did not increase the intensity of employment seeking activities, and may 

have reduced them. These results come from the follow-up survey, which took place three months 

following study recruitment (and thus after the bulk of any MI treatment for program group members). 

This survey asked participants about the frequency with which they performed a number of different 

job search activities in the past three months, and included a job search intensity scale which was also 

included in the baseline survey. When asked at the time of follow-up survey, program group 

participants had conducted 0.3 fewer job search activities on average compared to their control group 

counterparts – a non-significant difference (Table 13). When job search intensity was measured in 

terms of change in intensity relative to the baseline observation (a more reliable indicator), more in the 

program group increased their job search intensity than in the control group – a statistically significant 

difference.  

Table 13 Impacts on participant job search outcomes – follow-up survey 

  Control group mean Program group mean Difference Standard error 

Job Search Activity Frequency           

Average Times (0-8) 2.4 2.8 0.3   (0.2) 

Distribution of average frequency           

0 0.0 0.0 0.0   (0.0) 

1 21.4 22.1 0.6   (6.4) 

2 35.7 23.5 -12.2   (6.9) 

3 28.6 33.8 5.3   (7.2) 

4 11.9 11.8 -0.1   (5.0) 

5 2.4 4.4 2.0   (2.9) 

6 0.0 2.9 2.9   (2.1) 

7 0.0 1.5 1.5   (1.5) 

8 or over 0.0 0.0 0.0   (0.0) 

Compared to Baseline           

Average score change 0.3 1.2 0.8 *** (0.2) 

Improved (%) 64.5 87.9 23.4 *** (7.0) 

Regressed (%) 35.5 12.1 -23.4 *** (7.0) 

Remained the same (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0   (0.0) 

            

Self-efficacy Scale           

Average Score (1-5) 3.3 3.3 0.1   (0.2) 

Distribution of the score (%)           

No confidence (1 to 1.8) 12.5 3.0 -9.5 * (3.9) 
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  Control group mean Program group mean Difference Standard error 

Very little confidence (1.8 to 2.6) 17.5 17.9 0.4   (6.1) 

Moderate confidence (2.6 to 3.4) 17.5 29.9 12.4   (6.9) 

Much confidence (3.4 to 4.2) 32.5 34.3 1.8   (7.5) 

Complete confidence (4.2 to 5) 20.0 14.9 -5.1   (6.0) 

Compared to Baseline           

Average score change 0.2 0.3 0.1   (0.1) 

Improved (%) 52.5 65.6 13.1   (7.7) 

Regressed (%) 40.0 31.3 -8.8   (7.6) 

Remained the same (%) 7.5 3.1 -4.4   (3.4) 

            

Job Search Clarity Scale           

Average Score (1-5) 3.8 3.6 -0.1   (0.1) 

Distribution of the clarity score (%)           

No clarity (1 to 1.8) 2.6 4.7 2.1   (3.1) 

Very little clarity (1.8 to 2.6) 12.8 10.9 -1.9   (5.2) 

Moderate clarity (2.6 to 3.4) 17.9 15.6 -2.3   (6.0) 

Much clarity (3.4 to 4.2) 30.8 43.8 13.0   (7.8) 

Complete clarity (4.2 to 5) 35.9 25.0 -10.9   (7.3) 

Compared to Baseline           

Average score change 0.4 0.4 0.0   (0.1) 

Improved (%) 71.1 58.2 -12.9   (7.8) 

Regressed (%) 26.3 30.9 4.6   (7.4) 

Remained the same (%) 2.6 10.9 8.3   (4.3) 

            

Sources: MIESP Follow-up Survey and Baseline Survey. 

Notes: There are 42 and 69 observations in the control and program groups, respectively. Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of 

missing values. Two-tailed Student t-tests were applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 

 

Employment seeking activities 

Confidence in employment seeking 

Participants reported perceptions of their self-efficacy in job search in terms of level of confidence in 

successfully carrying out various job search activities, after three months. Being in the MI-stream 

appeared to raise some participants’ short-term confidence in performing these employment-seeking 

activities successfully. Measured at the time of follow-up survey, program group participants were less 
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likely to report very little confidence in their job search than their control group counterparts (3 per 

cent vs. 12.5 per cent respectively). Using the more reliable measure of change in confidence since the 

baseline measure, allocation to the MI-stream seems to have increased the proportion of E&IA clients 

whose self-efficacy increased (but the change is not statistically significant).  

Clarity in employment goals 

Regardless of the approach to measurement, being in the MI stream did not change participants’ 

reported levels of clarity in employment goals, as shown in Table 13.  

Reasons for seeking employment 

At the time of follow-up survey, program group participants reported themselves to be more self-

determined (as shown by the marginally-statistically significant percentages in the weighted and 

unweighted self-determination scores reported in Table 14), however Table 8 shows that some of these 

differences were present at baseline. When the program’s impact on self-determination is measured in 

terms of change since the baseline measurement, being in the MI stream has only a marginally 

statistically significant impact on reasons for seeking employment, when it is measured by the 

unweighted scale. 

Barriers to employment 

Being in the MI stream appeared to reduce participants’ reported employment constraints at the time 

of follow-up survey and thus their score as measured using the scale of employment constraints 

(Table 15). When the program’s impact on employment constraints was measured in terms of change 

since the baseline measurement, there was no statistically significant impact. 

Employment 

Even though there was some evidence of improved determination to seek employment and increased 

job search activities, there was no clear increase in employment among those in the MI stream 

(Table 16). The differences in employment status between MI stream and control group participants, 

whether measured at the time of follow-up survey or in terms of change since baseline, were small and 

mixed. Participants in both program and control groups were asked whether being part of the MIESP 

study had affected their chances of finding work. There were no substantive differences between such 

perceptions of effect on finding work between the program and the control groups. 

The experience of control group members, almost one third of whom had worked over the period, 

implies that the recruited participants were more ready to work than the participants of SRDC’s 

previous MIPP project, which recruited only long-term assistance recipients. Given this level of 

employment experience in the MIESP control group, the change in employment for the program group 

would have had to have been very substantial to be detectable as a statistically significant impact of 

being case-managed by case managers trained in MI.  
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Enrollment in education or training 

Allocation to the MI stream was associated with a small but statistically insignificant increase in 

education/training in the three months running up to the follow-up survey. However, MI stream 

participants were slightly more likely to think that they would have studied even if they had not 

participated in MIESP. Therefore, the slightly higher proportion of MI stream participants participating 

in education or training among might be attributable to pre-existing differences between program and 

control groups. 

Being in the MI stream was associated with a statistically insignificant change in the type of studies 

chosen. There was a 20.6 percentage point decrease in choosing apprenticeship, trade school, or college 

programs, balanced by an 11.1 percentage point increase in choosing university and a 9.5 percentage 

point increase in other types of programs.  

Table 14 Impacts on participant attitudinal outcomes – follow-up survey 

  Control group mean Program group mean Difference Standard error 

Self Determination Scale (Weighted)           

Average Score 8.4 11.8 3.3   (1.8) 

Negative Score (%) 21.4 8.7 -12.7 * (5.2) 

Zero or Positive Score (%) 78.6 91.3 12.7 * (5.2) 

High Score – 12 points or more (%) 47.6 60.9 13.3   (7.7) 

Compared to Baseline           

Average score change 0.9 3.5 2.7   (1.5) 

Improved (%) 51.2 58.8 7.6   (7.8) 

Regressed (%) 39.0 30.9 -8.1   (7.4) 

Remained the same (%) 9.8 10.3 0.5   (4.7) 

            

Self Determination Scale (Unweighted)           

Average Score 3.2 4.6 1.4   (0.7) 

Negative Score (%) 21.4 8.7 -12.7 * (5.2) 

Zero or Positive Score (%) 78.6 91.3 12.7 * (5.2) 

High Score – 12 points or more (%) 47.6 43.5 -4.1   (7.7) 

Compared to Baseline           

Average score change 0.0 1.4 1.4 * (0.7) 

Improved (%) 46.3 58.8 12.5   (7.8) 

Regressed (%) 41.5 32.4 -9.1   (7.5) 

Remained the same (%) 12.2 8.8 -3.4   (4.7) 
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  Control group mean Program group mean Difference Standard error 

Scale of Employment Constraints           

Average Score (1-5) 2.9 2.6 -0.3 ** (0.1) 

Distribution of the constraint score (%)           

No constraint (1 to 1.8) 5.3 9.7 4.4   (4.4) 

Very few constraints (1.8 to 2.6) 31.6 37.1 5.5   (7.8) 

Moderate constraints (2.6 to 3.4) 39.5 43.5 4.1   (8.1) 

Many constraints (3.4 to 4.2) 21.1 9.7 -11.4   (5.6) 

Completely constrained (4.2 to 5) 2.6 0.0 -2.6   (1.6) 

Compared to Baseline           

Average score change 0.2 0.0 -0.1   (0.1) 

Regressed (%) 54.8 48.0 -6.8   (9.1) 

Improved (%) 32.3 48.0 15.7   (8.9) 

Remained the same (%) 12.9 4.0 -8.9   (4.7) 

Sources: MIESP Follow-up Survey and Baseline Survey. 

Notes: There are 42 and 69 observations in the control and program groups, respectively. Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of 

missing values. Two-tailed Student t-tests were applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 

Table 15 Impacts on participant employment and education outcomes – follow-up survey 

  

Control group 

mean 

Program group 

mean Difference Standard error 

Work status at follow-up (%)           

Working full-time 4.8 8.7 3.9   (4.0) 

Working part-time 19.0 13.0 -6.0   (5.6) 

Worked full-time in the past 3 months 4.8 1.4 -3.3   (2.5) 

Worked part-time in the past 3 months 2.4 2.9 0.5   (2.5) 

Starting to work soon 2.4 1.4 -0.9   (2.1) 

Not working 66.7 72.5 5.8   (7.1) 

Compared to Baseline           

Gained work 21.4 14.9 -6.5   (5.9) 

Remain the same 78.6 85.1 6.5   (5.9) 

Lost work 0.0 0.0 0.0   (0.0) 

Net change of working status 21.4 14.9 -6.5   (5.9) 
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Control group 

mean 

Program group 

mean Difference Standard error 

Probability of Working if not in MIESP         

Average Probability 43.8 34.8 -9.0   (7.1) 

No chance 29.2 34.8 5.6   (9.7) 

25% 20.8 19.6 -1.3   (8.3) 

50% 16.7 28.3 11.6   (8.8) 

75% 12.5 6.5 -6.0   (5.8) 

For sure 20.8 10.9 -10.0   (7.2) 

            

Studied in the past 3 months (%)           

Did not study 83.3 73.9 -9.4   (6.5) 

Studied in a program 16.7 26.1 9.4   (6.5) 

Apprenticeship, Trade school, or college dip./cert. 42.9 22.2 -20.6   (17.3) 

PSE Degree 0.0 11.1 11.1   (10.5) 

Other program (including ESL) 57.1 66.7 9.5   (18.8) 

Probability of Studying if not in MIESP         

Average Probability 29.0 33.5 4.5   (7.1) 

No chance 60.0 38.0 -22.0 * (9.9) 

25% 4.0 18.0 14.0 * (6.8) 

50% 12.0 24.0 12.0   (8.0) 

75% 8.0 12.0 4.0   (6.2) 

For sure 16.0 8.0 -8.0   (6.2) 

Sources: MIESP Follow-up Survey and Baseline Survey. 

Notes: There are 42 and 69 observations in the control and program groups, respectively. Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of 

missing values. Two-tailed Student t-tests were applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 
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Table 16 Impacts on participant health and wellbeing – follow-up survey 

  Control group mean Program group mean Difference Standard error 

Health           

Excellent (%) 0.1 0.1 0.0   (0.0) 

Very Good (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0   (0.0) 

Good (%) 40.5 44.9 4.5   (7.7) 

Fair (%) 14.3 26.1 11.8   (6.3) 

Poor (%) 14.3 8.7 -5.6   (4.8) 

            

Activity Limitations (%)           

With any activity limitation 47.4 45.6 -1.8   (8.2) 

At home           

No activity limitation 52.5 50.0 -2.5   (8.0) 

Sometimes 12.5 20.3 7.8   (6.0) 

Often 35.0 29.7 -5.3   (7.4) 

At work or school           

No activity limitation 55.3 54.4 -0.9   (8.2) 

Sometimes 13.2 24.6 11.4   (6.5) 

Often 31.6 21.1 -10.5   (7.1) 

In other activities           

No activity limitation 52.5 53.1 0.6   (8.0) 

Sometimes 17.5 15.6 -1.9   (5.9) 

Often 30.0 29.7 -0.3   (7.3) 

            

Life Satisfaction Score           

Average Score (1-10) 6.2 5.8 -0.4   (0.3) 

Distribution of the Life Satisfaction Score (%)         

Very dissatisfied (1 to 3) 12.2 11.6 -0.6   (5.1) 

Dissatisfied (4 to 5) 22.0 29.0 7.0   (6.9) 

Satisfied (6 to 7) 43.9 39.1 -4.8   (7.7) 

Very satisfied (8 to 10) 22.0 20.3 -1.7   (6.4) 

Compared to Baseline           

Average score change 1.1 0.5 -0.6   (0.3) 

Improved (%) 55.3 46.2 -9.1   (8.2) 

Regressed (%) 15.8 27.7 11.9   (6.9) 

Remained the same (%) 28.9 26.2 -2.8   (7.3) 

Average Score if not in MIESP (1-10) 5.4 5.3 -0.1   (0.3) 
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  Control group mean Program group mean Difference Standard error 

Distribution of the Life Satisfaction Score if not in MIESP (%)     

Very dissatisfied (1 to 3) 17.9 20.0 2.1   (6.4) 

Dissatisfied (4 to 5) 30.8 30.8 0.0   (7.5) 

Satisfied (6 to 7) 43.6 35.4 -8.2   (7.8) 

Very satisfied (8 to 10) 7.7 13.8 6.2   (5.1) 

Hypothetical Change if not in MIESP         

Average score change 0.7 0.5 -0.2   (0.2) 

Improved (%) 39.5 27.7 -11.8   (7.6) 

Regressed (%) 2.6 7.7 5.1   (3.8) 

Remained the same (%) 57.9 64.6 6.7   (7.9) 

            

Sources: MIESP Follow-up Survey and Baseline Survey. 

Notes: There are 42 and 69 observations in the control and program groups, respectively. Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of 

missing values. Two-tailed Student t-tests were applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 

 

There are two hypotheses here. MI may have directly influenced participants’ education choices. 

Alternatively, the result could represent evidence that being in the MI stream altered participants’ 

experiences within employment services, altering the types of onward referral to education they 

received at WorkBC Centres, even if the overall level of participation in employment services did not 

change.  

Health, physical or mental condition, life satisfaction 

Allocation to the MI stream did not have a significant impact on health, activity limitation or life 

satisfaction (Table 16). The life satisfaction participants perceived they would have had, had they not 

been in MIESP was generally lower than their actual life satisfaction regardless of their experimental 

group assignment.  

Employment and change readiness assessments 

Being in the MI stream produced no impact on the surveys’ scale-measured work readiness scores 

(Table 17). The distributions of changes in work readiness over the three months since baseline were 

almost identical for the program and control groups. However, there were some changes in status as 

measured by the URICA assessment. More in the program group showed improvement in employment 

readiness (by 14.3 percentage points). These results are interpreted in the next section. 
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Table 17 Impacts on employment readiness assessments – follow-up survey 

  Control group mean Program group mean Difference Standard error 

URICA Assessment           

Average Score 35.6 36.4 0.8   (2.6) 

Pre-contemplation (%) 11.9 13.0 1.1   (5.2) 

Contemplation (%) 33.3 30.4 -2.9   (7.2) 

Preparation (%) 54.8 56.5 1.8   (7.7) 

Compared to Baseline           

Average categorical change  0.0 0.2 0.2   (0.1) 

Improved (%) 12.2 26.5 14.3 * (6.3) 

Regressed (%) 12.2 11.8 -0.4   (5.1) 

Remained the same (%) 75.6 61.8 -13.8   (7.3) 

            

Work Readiness Scale           

Pre-contemplation (%) 23.8 20.3 -3.5   (6.4) 

Contemplation (%) 35.7 36.2 0.5   (7.5) 

Preparation (%) 40.5 43.5 3.0   (7.7) 

Compared to Baseline           

Average categorical change 0.0 0.1 0.1   (0.1) 

Improved (%) 24.4 26.9 2.5   (6.9) 

Regressed (%) 24.4 14.9 -9.5   (6.1) 

Remained the same (%) 51.2 58.2 7.0   (7.8) 

Sources: MIESP Follow-up Survey and Baseline Survey. 

Notes: There are 42 and 69 observations in the control and program groups, respectively. Sample sizes vary for individual measures because of 

missing values. Two-tailed Student t-tests were applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are 

indicated as: *=10%, **=5%, ***=1%. 
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In Conclusion: Answers to the research questions  

How does Motivational Interviewing impact participants’ motivation and integration into the 

labour market? 

MI is a collaborative, empathic, and evocative style of communication that respects the individual 

client’s autonomy and point of view. What differentiates MI from other styles of communication is that 

it assumes each individual has the capacity for positive behaviour change. Importantly, MI should not 

be used to identify weaknesses or other attributes the individual lacks. While it is used across a range of 

clinical settings and has been found an efficacious intervention for eliciting behaviour change on issues 

related to health and well-being, there is a paucity of literature on the use of MI within an employment 

services setting and, specifically, with income assistance clients.  

In translating the approach to employment services, MI is still clearly intended to change the nature of 

interactions between caseworkers and their clients with a focus on their employment-related targets. 

By integrating MI within their practice, counsellors and practitioners in employment services should, in 

theory, be better able to support their clients to overcome ambivalence and move towards making and 

sustaining a change in their economic behaviour, such as seeking and gaining employment. Clearly 

clients may be ambivalent towards adopting employment-seeking behaviours. MI is expected to alter 

clients’ motivations such that they become more inclined to follow through on their employment plans.  

The evidence from MIESP is that training case managers in MI did lead to small improvements in 

participants’ motivation. There were more program group participants who showed improved 

readiness to change with respect to seeking employment (in terms of URICA assessments) in the three 

months following their recruitment (by 14 percentage points). Program participants were also more 

likely to score high on self-determination to seek employment (by 13 percentage points). Case 

managers also reported better engagement with their clients and there were signs that some of their 

clients were more ready to “own” the need to make changes in their employment-related behaviours. 

On the other hand, case managers found it difficult to deploy MI fully in line with their training because 

their relationship with E&IA clients could not be truly empathetic: they were required to identify 

shortfalls in clients’ behaviour and held the power to initiate benefit sanctions should clients not 

cooperate with the Ministry-set employment plans. 

Does the program help participants move forward along the employment continuum? 

Over the observation period covered, there was not much evidence that allocating clients to a MI-

trained case manager was effective in increasing their integration into the labour market, with 

two exceptions. Program group members reported significant fewer employment constraints than 

control group members and they were referred more often to external programs or services. These 

results hint at clients taking more actions to facilitate their integration into the labour market in the 

long term, over a longer period than observed in this study. 

There were some encouraging signs that allocation to MI-trained case managers assisted participants’ 

in their job search. There was a small reduction in the percentage of participants who reported having 
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no confidence in searching for jobs, and job search activity frequencies increased for almost a quarter 

of program group members. 

Does the program improve participants’ readiness for employment? 

While more in the MI-stream indicated a readiness to make change in their lives, there was no evidence 

from the three months surveyed (following allocation to the MI stream) that the program improved 

participants’ readiness to take on employment, at least relative to what would have happened in the 

non-MI stream anyway. This was despite the finding that program group members had enhanced 

motivation, more external referrals and job search activities. The external referrals and job search may 

not affect clients’ underlying readiness for employment or may take longer than the observation period 

to have this effect.  

Does the program help participants obtain employment? 

There was no evidence that allocation to the MI stream helped participants to obtain employment in 

the 3-12 months following recruitment to the study. 

Does the program help participants to obtain stable employment? 

There was also no evidence that allocation to MI-trained case managers helped program group 

members obtain stable employment within the 3-12 months of follow up.  

Does the program reduce receipt of income assistance benefits and recidivism? 

In contrast to the findings of MIEP where assistance use declined following adoption of MI, but in line 

with MIPP, there was no evidence that MIESP program group members were less likely to receive 

income assistance benefits in the 12 months following participation. Recidivism was similarly 

unaffected. 

What was WorkBC Case Managers’ experience with the program? What worked well and what 

did not? 

Qualitative data from the project’s implementation research suggested that case managers valued the 

MI training greatly. They readily identified MI as a potentially useful tool for employment counselling. 

As they practised using the approach, they found MI useful for clients who were both ambivalent and 

motivated to make a change and/or ambivalent with respect to making change in their lives. The case 

managers trained in MI found the approach helped their clients to move toward greater clarity with 

respect to decision-making and to achieve intermediate goals which could help with their eventual 

transition to the labour market.  

A strong theme from both observations and focus groups was an apparent incongruity between the 

WorkBC model of priorities and sequencing of activities in case management and integration of the MI 

approach. Case managers reported that the mismatch they experienced between the models made it 

challenging to perform MI as intended. Even within the existing process, however, MI was found a 

useful tool for engaging clients.  
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Case managers in general wanted to apply the full set of MI principles when they were case managing 

E&IA clients. However, they found the imbalance in power between themselves and E&IA clients 

(whereby non-compliance could result in a block on benefit payments) ran counter to the expectation 

of empathy within MI based on clients’ full collaboration, evocation, and autonomy. Case managers also 

found it difficult to fully implement MI given the large caseloads they reported. Although they received 

fewer client than expected who were MIESP program group members, they felt restricted in their 

ability to use MI with clients who were not part of the project. They felt this lack of opportunities to 

practice MI reduced their ability to fulfill the post-training requirements involving intensive coaching 

on their interviewing style. This volume of activity created conflict in the learning process and, for 

some, hampered their ability to integrate MI into their work. 

If the intervention is found to be effective, what are ways it can be implemented more widely to 

support other career practitioners in achieving better employment outcomes for their clients?  

MIESP was designed based on a clear set of theories about how case managers’ use of MI with their 

E&IA clients might change those clients’ behaviours with respect to seeking employment. There has 

been some promising evidence from past implementation in Canadian employment services settings. 

However, in this study the intervention did not produce strong indications that the expected labour 

market outcomes would be achieved.  

The ineffectiveness of the intervention as observed probably reflects some of the difficulties in actually 

using MI to its full potential in the settings of WorkBC Centre case management. Case managers pointed 

to incongruities between the WorkBC model that prioritizes a particular sequence of client activities 

and the ideal model for case management under MI that fully integrates the four principles of the MI 

approach: (1) express empathy, (2) develop discrepancy, (3) roll with resistance, and (4) support self-

efficacy. They felt the schedule they needed to follow was too short on both overall contact time and 

meetings at a sufficient frequency to realize the potential of MI. In part they attributed this to large 

caseloads. Finally, the imbalance in power between themselves and E&IA clients ran counter to the 

expectation of empathy within MI based on clients’ full collaboration, evocation, and autonomy.  

Although case managers embraced Motivational Interviewing as a useful technique in engagement and 

they believed that they could achieve better long term employment outcomes for their clients, it may be 

that it is only possible to give the intervention of training case managers to use MI a fair test if the 

broader WorkBC system was adjusted to incentivise its use. For example, key performance indicators 

might need to be streamlined with the objectives of MI. While case managers made recommendations 

that would point to changing the sequence or funding structure for case management activities, 

inevitably several of the constraints they reported on the use of MI would likely remain. For example, 

there will virtually always be an imbalance of power in situations where MI is used. It is also unlikely 

that caseload size can be adjusted to facilitate use of MI, although one hoped-for consequence of the 

successful use of MI might be a reduction in caseload overall. To be a viable solution to the challenges 

faced by clients in real-world employment services settings, the approach to MI practice (including 

instruction in training) may need adaptation. Further work may be needed to find versions of MI that 

work effectively in such settings. 
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Appendix A: First focus group protocol 

This is the first focus group protocol used to engage case managers to talk about their experiences 

integrating MI into their practice, in October 2015. 

About this interview 

Today’s group discussion is one of several activities that will inform the study on Motivational 

Interviewing. This group discussion gives you an opportunity to reflect on your training in and 

application of Motivational Interviewing (MI) in your role as a case manager with WorkBC. The BC 

Centre for Employment Excellence, part of the nonprofit research organization SRDC, has been 

commissioned by the Ministry of Social Development to develop, implement the integration of MI into 

case management of income assistance (IA) clients to test its effect on engaging and motivating those 

clients to improve their work readiness and participation in the labour market. We need to gather your 

perspective to ensure relevant lessons for policy and practice are learned and disseminated. 

Duration of the interview 

The group interview will last approximately 1 hour. 

Confidentiality 

The information you provide will be treated confidentially. This means that your personal information 

will be seen only by the researchers directly involved in the project. We will not share your name, what 

you share today, or any other information with anyone including other staff from your agency, without 

your permission or unless required by law. Reports will only present group results from all interviews. 

Note that due to the group format for this interview, others may be able to identify you in the final 

document. As such, you should consider your responses in this interview to be “on the record”. All 

confidential information will be destroyed within five years of the completion of the evaluation that is 

by March 2022. 

Recording 

We are recording this interview so that I can concentrate on listening to you rather than take notes. The 

recording will only be heard by Centre/SRDC researchers. If at any time during our conversation you 

would like me to stop recording and not include your comments, please let me know.  

Contact for concerns about the rights of research participants 

If you have any concerns about this study, please contact Reuben Ford, Research Director for this 

evaluation by email at rford@srdc.org or by telephone at 604-601-4082  

Consent 

Your participation in this group interview is entirely VOLUNTARY and you may refuse to participate or 

withdraw at any time without consequence. You can also choose not to answer some of the questions 

without consequence. 

Do you agree to be interviewed and recorded? YES/NO  
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Training Overview 

1. Think back to your first days in the workshop learning MI. What was your reaction to the idea 

of using this approach?  

 Time commitment, realistic expectations 

2. How would you explain MI to others? (when was your ah-ha moment?) 

3. What aspect of the model most resonate with you now? What aspects of the training would you 

change? 

In what ways does MI training enable Case Manager’s to successfully support clients? 

4. In what ways do you think you will meet the needs of your clients differently than before the 

training? 

 Probe: decision making, problem solving, strategic thinking 

5. How do you think the training will influence your interactions with clients? 

 Probe: client centred – respect, empathy, respect 

6. How has the training changed you? 

 Probe: stress, competence, confidence 

 Probe: or the difference you are making? 

In what ways does MI training change how Case Managers do their work and engage with their 

clients?  

7. In what ways have you applied MI to your own process of facilitating change? 

 Probe: application of the four key elements of MI – partnership, acceptance, compassion, 

evocation – to your own practice? 

8. What (systemic) challenges do you see that may hinder the successful application of this 

approach? 

9. Who is the ideal candidate for MI training? 

 Probe: necessary attitudes, perceptions and beliefs for successful application 

 Probe: is it appropriate for all CMs* (ensure response to this) 

10. In what ways do you want to continue engaging with MI? 

 Probe: further training 
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Appendix B: Second focus group protocol 

This is the second focus group protocol used to engage case managers to talk about their experiences 

integrating MI into their practice, in June 2016. 

About this interview 

Today’s group discussion is one of several activities that will inform the study on Motivational 

Interviewing. This group discussion gives you an opportunity to reflect on your experiences with the 

application of Motivational Interviewing (MI) in your role as a case manager with WorkBC. The BC 

Centre for Employment Excellence, part of the nonprofit research organization SRDC, has been 

commissioned by the Ministry of Social Development to develop, implement the integration of MI into 

case management of income assistance (IA) clients to test its effect on engaging and motivating those 

clients to improve their work readiness and participation in the labour market. We need to gather your 

perspective to ensure relevant lessons for policy and practice are learned and disseminated. 

Duration of the interview 

The group interview will last approximately 1 hour. 

Confidentiality 

The information you provide will be treated confidentially. This means that your personal information 

will be seen only by the researchers directly involved in the project. We will not share your name, what 

you share today, or any other information with anyone including other staff from your agency, without 

your permission or unless required by law. Reports will only present group results from all interviews. 

Note that due to the group format for this interview, others may be able to identify you in the final 

document. As such, you should consider your responses in this interview to be “on the record”. All 

confidential information will be destroyed within five years of the completion of the evaluation that is 

by March 2022. 

Recording 

We are recording this interview so that I can concentrate on listening to you rather than take notes. The 

recording will only be heard by Centre/SRDC researchers. If at any time during our conversation you 

would like me to stop recording and not include your comments, please let me know.  

Contact for concerns about the rights of research participants 

If you have any concerns about this study, please contact Reuben Ford, Research Director for this 

evaluation by email at rford@srdc.org or by telephone at 604-601-4082  

Consent 

Your participation in this group interview is entirely VOLUNTARY and you may refuse to participate or 

withdraw at any time without consequence. You can also choose not to answer some of the questions 

without consequence. 

Do you agree to be interviewed and recorded? YES/NO  
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Use of MI 

1. When we met in September, you were all relatively new to MI and had not had a chance to use it 

very much. I’d like to hear about your experiences with MI since then.  

a. How comfortable are you in using this approach? 

b. In what ways has your use of MI changed over this period of time?  

c. Does it feel more appropriate to use in some situations and not others? 

2. What have you noticed with your clients when using MI? 

a. When has it worked and when has it not? 

b. Are there particular types of clients for whom it works better? 

c. What feedback have you received from your clients with respect to using MI? 

d. Can you provide any examples where you feel using MI made a real positive difference 

for clients  

e. Can you provide any examples where you feel using MI was less effective for clients? 

Challenges 

3. What are the difficulties of using MI as an approach? 

a. General challenges 

b. With ambivalent clients 

4. What are the challenges of integrating the MI approach within the WorkBC model at [location]? 

a. Do you have enough time to use MI effectively with all your ambivalent clients (duration 

of meetings, frequency)? 

o If yes, how do you organize to make MI work? If not, why not? Which clients can 

it not be used effectively for? (Why not? etc.) 

b. Is more time needed to use MI than to not use MI when interacting with vulnerable 

clients? Do the extra time demands of MI change over time? 

Recommendations  

5. What do you need to feel supported in using MI within the WorkBC structure at [location]?  

6. Are there ways in which the CMS needs to be modified for inputting information about clients? 

 I.e. what would be needed to get the full benefit form MI? 

 


