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Introduction

Motivational Interviewing (M) :
* An effective person-centered
communication approach!

Poorly implementeddueto:
* Its complexity & low usability?

A Web-based training package for the context of work
rehabilitation practice has been developed, based on a logic
model derived from evidence and experts in Ml and work
rehabilitation. Its usability remains to be established.

Objective: Document the usability with expert-clinicians for
the context of work rehabilitation practice.

Methodology

Design: Descriptive qualitative study

Participants: theoretical sample, 15-18 clinicians workingin
rehabilitation with a majority of MSD clientele

Procedure: Participants were asked to:
1) Complete the training
2) Perform a simulation with a standardized patient

3) Consult the results of a standardized analysis (MITI)3 of
their MI skills

4) Participate in a semi-structuredindividualinterview, ¢
based on an interview guide to document the '
components of usability4

Analysis: Thematic analysis was carried out by two coders.

Participants’ Characteristics (n=19)

Ml skills using MITI scores and -
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levels of familiarity

4 knows and uses Ml in
current practice
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Global experience:

* 13/19 highly satisfied

* 5/19 mentions positives aspects indirectly

* Usable by the majority of participants

* Nodifferencesbased on Ml competencies
and level of familiarity

* Web navigation easy for most

Suggestions for improvement:

* Adding more examples/videos
* Especially requested by physiotherapists

* Add information on how to limit sustain talk
and cultivate change talk

que ¢a veut aussi dire que je suis capable de
refaire mes choses. ... Donc, pour cela, je dirais un
8.

Modéle EM

A Pour bien saisir le contexte d'application des ressources matérielles (outils), cliquez ic

Le modele ci-dessous permet de naviguer dans la trousse. Si vous préférez, vous pouvez télécharger la version PDF du modele.

Bloc 1
% outils : “\- Activité/moyen 1 : Entretien dyadique @ Effet 1
o OUVER 1.1 Faire évoquer au travailleur sa représentation de sa o Le fravailleur se
« DPD condition de santé. positionne par rapport
e 3 échelles & son processus de

1.2 Faire évoquer au travailleur ses valeurs, motivations (raisons)

N B retour au travail.
5 et ressources en lien avec le processus de retour au travail.

1.3 Vérifier aupres du travailleur s'il posseéde toutes les
informations nécessaires pour définir son intention par rapport
& son processus de retour au travail.
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Discussion & Conclusion References

MI has been operationalized and deemed suitable for work rehabilitation practice

Usability makes it possible to question users directly

» Important to ensure that the product meets their needs: an essential for implementation>
This study is a continuation of Park’s et al.”s work®, in work rehabilitation practice

Next step : to test its implementationin usual practice
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