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WARUM SOLLTEN SICH PSYCHOLOG*INNEN MIT KUNSTLICHER

INTELLIGENZ BESCHAFTIGEN?

= Vorkenntnisse
| see...

You know, Rebecca, making time for that

Vorbildung und statistisches Grundverstandnis (Konig et al., 2020; ot i el you e tlmed o

refreshed ¢ &

Landers, 2019; Mruk, 1987)

Yeah!

playing tennis y - or another fun break
from your routine - could help you build the
strength you need to deal with
motherhood's most stressful moments [,

Psychotherapie (Bendig et al., 2019; Luxton, 2014), Bildung (Anderson et al,,
1985; Ma et al., 2014), klinische Forschung (Dwyer et al,, 2018) und Ok, then - et's make a plan
Personalpsychologie (Brynjolfsson & Mitchell, 2017; Langer et al., 2018; Reind|, Can you hink of a day i week where you

might be able to ask someone to care for

20 I 6 your baby, so you can get some time for
yourself?

What day did you have in mind? %,
Wednesday |

J

https://woebothealth.com/for-clinicians/

[ /
AR Write a message..



https://woebothealth.com/for-clinicians/

WARUM SOLLTEN SICH PSYCHOLOG*INNEN MIT KUNSTLICHER

INTELLIGENZ BESCHAFTIGEN?

= Vorkenntnisse

Vorbildung und statistisches Grundverstandnis (Konig et al., 2020;
Landers, 2019; Mruk, 1987)

Psychotherapie (Bendig et al., 2019; Luxton, 2014), Bildung (Anderson et al,,
1985; Ma et al., 2014), klinische Forschung (Dwyer et al,, 2018) und
Personalpsychologie (Brynjolfsson & Mitchell, 2017; Langer et al., 2018; Reind|,
2016)



https://www.hirevue.com/solutions

WARUM SOLLTEN SICH PSYCHOLOG*INNEN MIT KUNSTLICHER

INTELLIGENZ BESCHAFTIGEN?

= Vorkenntnisse

Vorbildung und statistisches Grundverstandnis (Konig et al., 2020;
Landers, 2019; Mruk, 1987)

%

i
o
Psychotherapie (Bendig et al., 2019; Luxton, 2014), Bildung (Anderson et al,, +
1985; Ma et al., 2014), klinische Forschung (Dwyer et al,, 2018) und
Personalpsychologie (Brynjolfsson & Mitchell, 2017; Langer et al., 2018; Reindl, IMMORTALITY INHUMANITY
201e) EASE OBSOLESCENCE
GRATIFICATION o ALIENATION
DOMINANCE Ui, UPRISING
Gemischte Gefiihle: GroBe Hoffnungen und gleichzeitig Angste und o)

Befiirchtungen (Cave & Dihal, 2019; Dang & Liu, 2021; Fast & Horvitz, 2017;
Lichtenthaler, 2020; Maier et al., 2019) Cave & Dihal (2019)


https://www.nature.com/articles/s42256-019-0020-9

WAS BEEINFLUSST DIE EINSTELLUNG VON PSYCHOLOG*INNEN

GEGENUBER KI UND DIE BEREITSCHAFT SIE ZU NUTZEN?
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WIE KANN EINE INTERVENTION AUSSEHEN?

= Einwochiges Online-Training

ﬂﬂ

Open'Minded



WIE KANN EINE INTERVENTION AUSSEHEN?

= Einwochiges Online-Training
=  FunfTrainingsmodule (je ca. 30 Minuten):
I. Definition, Formen und Geschichte der Kl
2. Machine Learning und neuronale Netze
3. Ethische Diskussionen in Bezug auf Kl
4. Heutige und zukiinftige Anwendungsfelder fiir Kl
5

Kl in der Psychologie
a) Kl in der klinischen Psychologie und Psychotherapie
b) Kl im HR-Bereich

= Zwei Erhebungswellen, davon eine mit Kontrollgruppe

ﬂﬂ

Open'Minded



TRAININGSEFFEKTE

= Signifikante Effekte des Trainings im Pra-Post-Vergleich
bei den Trainingsgruppen fur

Perceived Subjective Knowledge on Al, p < .00

" Perceived Knowledge on Al Compared to Peers, p < .00]
" Perceived Usefulness of Al,p <.001

= Attitude towards Al,p < .00l

® Intention to use Al, p <.001

= Positives Feedback der Teilnehmenden

ﬂﬂ

Open'Minded
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O Control Wave 1
O Training Wave 1

W Training Wave 2

control group wave |: n = 46, training group wave |: n = 47, and training group wave 2: n = 49
error bars = 95% confidence interval



TRAININGSEFFEKTE

= Signifikante Effekte des Trainings im Pra-Post-Vergleich

bei den Trainingsgruppen fur >
" Perceived Subjective Knowledge on Al,p < .00] A ‘} i —} _}
" Perceived Knowledge on Al Compared to Peers, p < .00]
= Perceived Usefulness of Al, p < .00 ’ ‘} —} Zir::i:lgv\\ll\?:e11
= Attitude towards Al,p < .00l 2 % Training Wave 2
® Intention to use Al, p <.001

1

m  Positives Feedback der Teilnehmenden Reaction Learning Behavior

post-training evaluation of Reaction and Learning:
control group wave |: n = 27, training group wave |: n = 46, and training group wave 2: n = 49;
ﬂﬂ follow-up evaluation of Behavior:
control group wave |: n = 24, training group wave |: n = 38, and training group wave 2: n = 28
error bars = 95% confidence interval

Open'Minded
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STUDIENDESIGN

Registration
Sample 1

Randomi-
zation

Registration
Sample 2

Waiting
Control
Group

Training
Group

Training
Group

Questionnaire 1
n=72
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1 | |
1 . |
1 | |
Questionnaire 2 Training Questionnaire
- TRAINING  --1 Evaluation F-----1 Follow-Up
n= 46 "
n=27 n=24

Questionnaire 1
n= 58

TRAINING

Questionnaire 2 +

Training Evaluation
n= 47

Questionnaire 1
n =386

TRAINING

Questionnaire 2 +

Training Evaluation
n= 49

___________________________

Questionnaire

Follow-Up
n= 38

Questionnaire

Follow-Up
n= 28




TRAININGSEFFEKTE: STATISTIKEN

Construct Test Test Value df p Effect Size
. Paired samples t-test -5.04 (97) <.00l —0.51
Attitude towards Al
Repeated measures ANOVA .56 (I,91) 214
. Wilcoxon signed-rank test 553.5 (95) <.001 —0.66
Intention to use Al
Repeated measures ANOVA .19 (1,91) 278
] Paired samples t-test —3.64  (95) < .00l —0.37
Perceived usefulness
Repeated measures ANOVA 321 (1,91) .076
. Paired samples t-test —2.4| (95) 018
Perceived ease of use
Repeated measures ANOVA .67 (1,91) 199
. . Wilcoxon signed-rank test 908.5 (95) 015
Perceived social norm
Repeated measures ANOVA 291 (1,91) 091
. . . Wilcoxon signed-rank test 335 (95) <.001 —0.98
Perceived subjective knowledge
Repeated measures ANOVA 33.08 (I,91) <.001 .05
. Wilcoxon signed-rank test 47 (95) <.001 —0.93
Perceived knowledge compared to others
Repeated measures ANOVA 7435 (1,91) <.001 0.11

For the paired samples t-test, test statistic is given by t and effect size is given by Cohen’s d; for the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, test statistic is given by W and effect size is given by the matched rank biserial

correlation r; for the repeated measurement ANOVA, test statistic is given by F and effect size is given by Omega squared w?




