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ABSTRACT

Several recently advanced rnodels of psychotherapy supervision hold

that becoming a therapist is a developmental process. The therapist trainee is

thought to proceed through a series of qualitatively different stages, with

different supervisory roles and behaviours seen as appropriate at each stage-

The current investigation provided an empirical test of the developmental

perspective on psychotherapy supervision. Supervisory dyads (n=29) from

three clinical psychology doctoral training programs and six doctoral internship

programs participated. At monthly intervals throughout a semester, supervisors

and their supervisees completed the Supervision Level Scale (SLS; Wiley &

Ray, 1g86) and reported their satisfaction with supervision and their opinion of

the supervisee's learning. Participants' SLS ratings were used to classify

supervisee developmental level (person level) and the level of the supervision

learning environment provided (environment level). The degree of congruence

between person level and supervision environment level within each dyad was

examined in relation to participants' ratings of satisfaction and learning.

Person-environment congruence was also examined in relation to

developmental change in trainees over the course of the semester. lt was

hypothesized that higher levels of person-environment congruence in
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supervision would be associated with higher satisfaction and learning ratings

and greater trainee developmental change.

In contrast to previous research in this area, the current study examined

the relationship between congruence and perceived benefits from supervision at

different points along the supervisory continuum. Results indicate that among

dyads in which supervision was too rudimentary relative to the trainee's

developmental capabilities, person-environment congruence was a significant

predictor of supervisory outcomes. The more the supervision environment

lagged behind the supervisee's capabilities, the less satisfaction and perceived

benefit participants tended to report. Such a pattern was not present for dyads

in which supervision was too sophisticated for the trainee's developmental

status. These dyads tended to report similar degrees of satisfaction and

perceived benefit regardless of the degree to which supervision environments

exceeded the trainee's developmental capabilities. lmplications of these

findings for the developmental supervision literature are discussed and

directions for future research are offered.
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INTRODUCTION

Individual psychotherapy supervision is the primary vehicle for preparing

mental health professionals for the practice of psychotherapy (Guest & Beutler'

1988). ln recognition of its central role in the training of therapists, the

development of models to guide supervisory practice has become an area of

interest to psychology and other clinical disciplines. Models detailing the

elements of etfective supervision can be traced in the literature for three

decades (Holloway, 1987). Only in the lastten tofifteen years, however, has

attention turned toward evaluating the utility of particular models of supervision.

Recently, there has been a call in the literature for empirical validation of the

various conceptual models which guide supervisory practice (Clarke, 1991).

This shift in the supervision literature from the theoretical level toward

empirically based investigations is linked to growing concern with professional

accountability (Minnes, 1987). Clarke (1991), in commenting on the ethics of

professional practice of psychology, concludes that any individual or agency

offering supervision is accountable to the profession and the community for

identifying as clearly as possible what they do and why they do it. The

challenge confronting supervisors, then, is to examine their activities not only in

relation to their professional experience, but also in light of an available body of

empirical literature associated with supervision. lt is the purpose of the current

study to add to this body of literature.
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Background

The term "supervisee" can refer to anyone being Supervised.

Supervisees can range from the paraprofessional learning basic skills of

empathic responding to the rnaster psychotherapist obtaining consultation on a

difficult case. The majority of empirical research relating to supervision has in

fact focused on identifying the most effective methods of teaching specific

communication skills to first-year (pre-practicum) students in counseling or

clinical psychology programs (Lambert & Arnold, 1987). These findings have

relevance to pre-practicum training but are of limited usefulness as a guide to

supervisory practice with more advanced trainees or professionals' ln

recognition of the need for more relevant information regarding effective

supervision of advanced students, researchers have recently expanded the

empirical focus to include the more complex processes involved in the

supervision of practicum students and interns. ln keeping with this shift in

focus, the current discussion deals exclusively with the one-to-one supervision

of psychotherapy trainees at the practicum and internship levels.

Early empirical investigations of psychotherapy supervision at these

levels focused on supervisor variables. Supervisor training strategies (Perry,

1g7S; Stone & Vance, 1976), and more recently, supervisory behaviours and

characteristics (Allen, Szollos, & Williams, 1986; Goldfarb, 1978; Heppner &

Handley, 1981; Nelson, 1978; Worthington & Roehlke, 1979) have been
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examined as factors contributing to effective supervision. However, attempts to

base a science of supervision on supervisor variables alone resulted in models

which were limited and inflexible, in that they prescribed the sarne supervisory

strategies with all trainees at all levels of experience. lncreased appreciation of

the contribution of the trainee to effective supervision has stimulated a call in

the literature on supervision for models recognizing that trainee needs vary, and

that supervisory behaviour should vary in concert with the trainee's learning

requirements (Lanning, 1 986).

In response to these concerns, models were developed which focus on

supervision as a bidirectional activity. The premise articulated in such

,'interactive" supervision models is that the fit or match between the two

participants is a more potent determinant of supervision outcome than the

behaviour of the supervisor examined in isolation. Foremost among interactive

supervision models are models invoking a developmental perspective on trainee

growth. The following section turns to a discussion of these models'

Developmental Supervision Models

The last decade has witnessed a significant new development in

conceptualizations of supervision. A number of theorists have applied

psychosocial development frameworks to the psychotherapy trainee's learning

experiences. Eighteen different models of supervision referring to
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developmental principles have been cited in the literature (Worthington, 1984),

leading Holloway (1987) to refer to developmental models as the Zeitgeist in

supervision thinking and research.

Among developmental models, there is consensus for the notion that

becoming a therapist is a developmental process. That is, the trainee is held to

proceed through a series of qualitatively different stages. ln each stage, the

trainee faces a relatively predictable set of personal and professional issues

that must be addressed if development is to continue. Different supervisory

roles and behaviours are seen as appropriate depending on the trainee's stage

of development, as a means to facilitate trainee growth within and across

stages. Although there is some variation among the stages posíted by specific

theories, they are remarkably consistent in their predictions (Worthington,

1987). Accordingly, researchers have generally not tested specific

developmental models, but have instead subjected these models to empirical

examination as a class (exceptions are the models of Hogan, 1964 and

Stoltenberg, 1981, which have formed the specific focus of a number of

studies). ln keeping with the tenor of the debate in the literature, the current

discussion addresses the validity of a developmental perspective on supervision

in general, rather than evaluating the utility of specific models (Holloway, 1987).

Developmental models typically describe trainees' progress across three

or four developmental stages from neophyte to master therapist and suggest
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that the supervision environment should be designed to optimize the trainee's

grovuth at each of these stages. Based on an examination of these models,

supervisory roles and behaviours considered appropriate to different levels of

trainee development can be identified. Methods of supervision appropriate to

novice trainees are based on the view that the beginning therapist is dependent

and insecure and that imitation of the supervisor is inevitable at this stage.

Supervisory methods designed to capitalize on this imitative tendency are

recommended. This is accomplished through a supportive but structured

relationship in which direct instruction in therapy is provided. The

recommendations of developmental models for beginner trainees include giving

concrete instructions, teaching didactic material, helping the trainee achieve

specific and concrete goals, demonstrating therapeutic techniques, and helping

the trainee overcome anxiety. At the mid-stages, trainees struggle with

dependency-autonomy conflicts and the development of greater therapeutic

insight. Support and the use of examples in supervision continue to be

important at this stage, but less structure and instruction is required. With mid-

experienced trainees, supervisors are advised to focus on the relationship

aspect of supervision and to help the trainee become more aware of his or her

own problems as they relate to becoming a better therapist. Advanced trainees

are typified by increasing confidence in their therapeutic ability and by increased

awareness of their personal rnotivations. Effective supervision at this stage
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focuses on the development of a professional identity and involves a greater

ernphasis on collaboration, sharing and confrontation. In models which posit a

fourth stage, the trainee is described as an independent practitioner with a

secure professional identity. A collegial, consultative style of supervision is

appropriate at this level.

In summary, developmental models suggest that, opt¡mally, beginning

trainees are allowed by their supervisors to be initially dependent and that the

supervisor conveys skill and knowledge and allays anxiety' Later, the

supervisor helps the trainee achieve greater self-awareness and independence'

and the supervisor becomes more confrontative and corrective. Finally, the

hierarchical distance between supervisor and supervisee is reduced to the point

that the two can act as collaborators.

Points of Divergence Among Developmental Models

Holloway (1g87) identifies five models which have formed the focus of

thinking and research on developmental supervision: those of Blocher (1983)'

Loganbill (Loganbill et al., 1982), Stoltenberg (1981), Hogan (1964) and Littrel

(Littrel, Lee-Borden & Lorenz, 1979). Hogan's work is seminal in that authors of

more recent developmental supervision models have borrowed heavily frorn his

basic ideas, and his developmental conceptualization has been referred to

extensively in the more recent models. Although the majority of developmental

supervision models conform to Hogan's general approach (which is embodied in
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the descriptions offered in the previous section), two important variations on the

developmental theme are evident in this literature. These are represented by

(a) the models of Blocher and stoltenberg, and (b) that proposed by Loganbill'

Models such as those proposed by stoltenberg (stoltenberg, 1981;

Stoltenberg & Delworth 1g87) and Blocher (1983) are concerned with changes

in the trainee which reflect cognitive-perceptual abilities. Based on Piagetian

models such as Perry's (1970) or information processing models such as that of

Harvey, Hunt and Schroeder (1961), these developmental supervision theories

posit changes in the supervisee which are linked to developmental changes in

the individual's ability to perceive the world in increasingly differentiated or

complex ways. For both Stoltenberg and Blocher, the goal of supervísion is to

help trainees develop more complex schemas for understanding human

behaviour and interaction. Such models emphasize change in conceptual and

ego development, or the trainees' ability to understand themselves and their

world using increasingly fine distinctions (Loevinger, 1976).

Stoltenberg's model in particular has been a focus of research attention.

This model integrates Hogan's (1964) descriptions of counselor development

with Hunt's (1971) conceptual systems theory of cognitive personality

development. Frorn these two theories, stoltenberg constructed a four-stage

description of supervisee characteristics and appropriate supervisory

enviroments which he termed the Counselor Complexity Model. As in Hogan's
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model, counselors are described as progressing from relative dependence on

their supervisors for explicit direction (level 1) to professional autonomy (level

4). The optimal supervisory environments for trainees at each level of

sophistication were adapted from those offered by Hogan' In this sense

Stoltenberg's model can be viewed as an extention of Hogan's prototyp¡cal

developmental model with a more fully developed theoretical foundation

(Worthington, 1987).

The Loganbill model (Loganbill, Hardy and Delworth, 1982) is based on

the theories of developmental psychology, especially those of Margaret Mahler'

Erik Erikson and Arthur Chickering. A number of issues are identified that are

recurrent themes in the supervision of therapist trainees. Loganbill and her

associates identify three stages through which supervisees traverse with each

issue. For a given trainee, different issues may reach ascendance at different

rates or on varying schedules. until a given issue comes into ascendance, it

may exist in a dormant form (stage 1), possibly outside of the trainee's

awareness. once an issue is addressed, the trainee may experience confusion

(stage 2). Growth potential exists in this stage. lf this stage is appropriately

managed, integration will occur (stage 3). A given issue is likely to recur

throughout the suspervisee's development, and it will be recycled through the

three stages at deeper levels. These stages are analogous to Erikson's (1963'

1968) conception of a developmental crisis, with the "confusion" stage



Process 
"to 

oT:::fr3

corresponding to Erikson's "crisis" in development, a point of increased

vulnerability and potential (Mueller, 1982). The challenge confronting the

supervisor is to determine the trainee's level of development on each issue and

intervene appropriately to promote growth on that issue.

Although diversity exists among proponents of the various developmental

models, all are united by a common emphasis on the qualitatively changing

needs of the trainee and the importance of tailoring the supervision environment

to the trainees' stage of development. Through this shared emphasis on

',person-environment congruence" developmental models neatly subsume a

number of widely debated polarities in the supervision literature. ln particular,

authorities on supervision divide on issues of client versus trainee focus in

supervision, autonomous individuation of the trainee versus imitation of the

supervisor, teaching versus therapy, didactic versus experiential supervision,

and authoritative versus collegial supervision. ln the developmental perspective

on supervision, these issues are dealt with as differential responses to the

evolving needs of the psychotherapy trainee.

Developmental models of supervision have been the focus of several

research projects. A number of early studies attempted to determine whether

changes in trainees across time correspond to the descriptions offered by

developmentalists (e.g., Heppner & Roehlke, 1984; Reising & Daniels, 1983).
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Other research has examined the extent to which supervisors modify their

supervisory practice with trainees at different developmental levels (e.9., Wiley

& Ray, 1986; Worthington, 1984). A third branch of research activity has

evaluated the effectiveness of supervision as a function of its conformity to the

recommendations of the developmental model. Reviews of the empirical

literature relevant to the first two issues are presented elsewhere (Holloway'

1gB7; Worthington, 1987). lfocus here only on those studies directly relevant

to the utility of the developmental approach as a prescriptive model of

psychotherapy suPervision.

Empirical validation of the developmental model as a prescriptive guide

for supervisory practice requires evidence that particular supervisory styles and

behaviours are differentially etfective across levels of trainee development in a

manner consistent with this model's predictions. Findings from four stud¡es

suggest that the effectiveness of supervision is related to different elements of

supervisory behaviour at different points in trainee development.

Heppner and Roehlke (1984) examined differences across three trainee

levels (beginning practicum, advanced practicurn and doctoral intern). Using

end-of-term retrospective measures, these authors evaluated trainee

perceptions of specific supervisory behaviours contributing to supervision

effectiveness. Trainees rated the frequency with which supervisors provided

each of fortytwo supervisory behaviours and rated the effectiveness of
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supervision with respect to its contribution to irnproved therapeutic ability.

perceptions of supervision effectiveness were predicted by different supervisor

behaviours across developmental levels. Supervisor behaviours perceived as

contributing to improved therapy skills changed from support and didactic skill

training (beginning trainees) to facilitating development of alternative

conceptualization skills (advanced practicum students) to exploration of

personal issues atfecting therapy (interns).

worthington (1984) also reported a developmental sequence in trainee

preference. Using a cross-sectional design to compare trainees at four levels

of practica and internship, Worthington found that different qualities of

supervisory behaviour were valued by trainees who represented different levels

of experience. Support and encouragement were especially valued at early and

intermediate levels of training, with advanced trainees perceiving benefit frorn

exploration of personal issues that affect their capacity to conduct therapy.

Rabinowitz, Heppner and Roehlke (1986) assessed trainee perceptions

of supervision using weekly measures as well as end-of-term retrospective

measures. Forty-five trainees at three levels of experience (beginning

practicum, advanced practicum, and doctoral interns) completed a forced-choice

questionnaire in which they indicated the two most important issues dealt with

in supervision each week and the single most important supervisory intervention

that week. At the end of the semester trainees rated the overall importance of
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each of the issues and interventions. The most important weekly issues and

interventions identified regardless of experience level were related to

supervisory support, treatment planning and receiving advice and direction from

the supervisor. These results suggest that support and teaching interventions

may be important to all trainees, not just beginners. Ratings of important

issues revealed that advanced practicum trainees were more likely to perceive

benefit from discussion of personal issues interfering with their therapeutic work

than either beginners or interns. Beginners were more likely than interns to

identify as important issues relating to their competency as counselors'1

Results also provided evidence of a developmental progression within each

trainee group. For all groups, the early part of the semester was dorninated by

issues of clarifying the relationship with supervisor. Later in the semester,

beginners increasingly valued interventions dealing with support, developing

treatment plans, and self-confidence issues. Interns and advanced practicum

students in the later phase were more satisfied with supervision when it

involved confronting blind spots, functioning independently of their supervisors,

and understanding clients within a theoretical framework. Rabinowitz and

associates (Rabinowitz et al., 1986) describe these patterns as involving a

common theme of first establishing a working relationship, followed by a move

1 In keeping with the conventions of the supervision
literature, t-n" 

-i.r*" - 
""onnse1ing" and "psychotherapy" are used

synonymously in this discussion.
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toward conceptual understanding and greater autonomy, the rate of this

progression varying among groups with beginners remaining dependent on

supervisor for structure and support the longest.

Bear and Kivlighan (1994) examined audiotaped transcripts of 12

supervision Sessions involving an experienced supervisor paired with a

beginning (second practicum) therapist trainee as well as 12 sessions involving

the same supervisor and an advanced therapist trainee (intern). Using an

observational rating scale designed to assess interpersonal communication in

dyadic relationships, coders rated transcripts for supervisor and supervisee

interpersonal behaviors and for supervisee depth of information processing-

Sequential analyses revealed that the beginning therapist engaged in more

deep-elaborative information processing after directive and structuring

supervisor interventions. The advanced therapist trainee engaged in more

deep-elaborative processing after collegial or consultative supervisor

interventions. The authors conclude that, as suggested in the developmental

model, the learning of beginning supervisees is enhanced by directive and

structured supervisor behaviour, while the learning of advanced supervisees is

enhanced by collegial and consultative interaction in supervision.

The overall results of these studies are relatively consistent and provide

rnodest support for a developmental model, by showing that different

supervisory roles and behaviours are valued by trainees at different levels of
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experience. Findings indicate that beginner trainees prefer and benefit from a

structured and supportive supervisory relationship and an emphasis on building

basic therapy skills, while interns demonstrate increasing independence from

their supervisors and increased interest in higher level skills and personal

issues affecting therapy. This progression of roles and behaviours associated

with perceived supervision effectiveness is consistent with developmental

models. However, the sequencing and nature of the preferred supervision

environments in these studies only loosely conformed to the predictions of the

developmental model, and predictions regarding distinct differences at mid-

stages were not confirmed. Because findings from empirical studies do not

const¡tute adequate confirmation of the distinct sequential change process

detailed in developmental models of supervision, the utility of these models

remains uncertain.

The modest empirical support provided for the efficacy of developmental

supervision is rendered even more equivocal in light of two additional studies.

Fisher (1ggg) tested Hogan's (1964) developmental model of supervision with

five marriage and family therapy supervisors and their 16 supervisees. In

structured interviews, beginning and advanced supervisees retrospectively

described helpful areas of supervison including supervision focus, supervisor

behaviours, and Wpes of relationships with their supervisors. Results indicate

that, contrary to Hogan's model, trainee level of development was not related to
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trainee perceptions of helpful and/or desired supervisor behaviours. The results

of this study failed to support the hypothesis that different supervision

environments are most effective at different stages in trainee development-

Similar findings come from a study by Wiley and Ray (1986)' In an

especially sophisticated test of the developmental model, these researchers

operationalized four levels of trainee development by describing each level in

phrases applicable to trainees at that level. ldeal environments for trainees at

each level were also described. Throughout the United States, 71 supervisors

rated 107 of their supervisees on the list of descriptive phrases' The

supervisors also described the environment they provided for each supervisee

on the list of descriptive phrases. These ratings were used by the investigators

to classify the predominant developmental level of supervisees and superuisíon

environments, thereby avoiding the use of trainee experience level as a proxy

for developmental level. Supervisors and supervisees reported their satisfaction

with supervision and their opinion of supervisee's learning. Contrary to the

predictions of the developmental model, mean satisfaction and learning ratings

did not differ as a function of trainee-learning environment congruency.

Congruence of supervisee's developmental level and supervision environment

was unrelated to either supervisors' or trainees' evaluation of supervision

impact.
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The results of this study failed to support the hypothesis that the match

between levels of supervisee development and supervisor behaviour leads to a

higher degree of satisfaction and learning. This failure to support the

"congruence hypothesis" suggests that the basic assumption of the

developmental model may be unfounded: person-environment congruence may

not be an especially important variable in relationship to trainee benefit frorn

supervision. Alternatively, nonsignificant findings may reflect the fact that gross

incongruities between supervisee developmental level and supervision

environment did not occur frequently in this sample, making it difficult to

adequately test this hypothesis (wiley & Ray, 1986). Further research is

necessary to clarify the implications of these findings for the developmental

model.

Methodological and Conceptual Problems

ln addition to the need for further research, a number of methodological

and conceptual problems characterize these studies, limiting the conclusions

which can be validly drawn. These problems include the predominant use of

training level as a proxy for developmental level, the reliance on single data

sources and global evaluation strategies, and an emphasis on single data-point

designs. In the following sections, each of these issues is discussed'

Assumptions underlying developmental models are then examined in greater
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detail, and alternative approaches to conducting developmental supervision

research are offered.

Training level versus developmental level. One of the most glaring

problems with this body of research is that in the majority of studies, traínees at

different levels of experience were contrasted. Comparisons of predetermined

training levels imply that developmental change occurs in lock-step fashion as a

function of level of training. In reality, trainees may pass through stages at

variable speeds as a function of individual difference variables and other

experiences during training' Recall that wiley and Ray (1986) categorized

supervisees according to their predominant developmental level, rather than by

training level. Data from the study showed the two are quite ditferent for many

trainees. This was reflected by a range in training experience at any

developmental level. These findings suggest that training level and

developmental level are not interchangeable variables as assumed in previous

research. Studies attempting to determine a relationship between trainee

experience level and optimal supervision environments may lack sufficient

sensitivity to the nature of developmental change. There is a need for more

sophisticated research paradigms which quantify individual supervisory dyads

both in terms of trainee developmental needs and supervisory environments.

An additional problem posed by the use of experience level as a proxy

for trainee developmental level relates to alternative explanations which have
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been proposed in the literature to account for developmental research findings-

A number of authors have argued that trainees with varying degrees of

experience in the supervisory and therapy contexts are likely to vary in their

general (as opposed to therapy-specific) level of psychosocial and cognitive

development. Holloway (1987), for example, argues that much of what has

been cited as support for a developmental perspective on trainee change and

ideal supervision environments may in fact reflect differential socialization of

trainees at different experience levels to the supervisee role. ln a similar vein,

Borders and colleagues (Borders, Fond, & Neimeyer, 1986) have argued that

therapist trainees' level of general ego development, as opposed to therapist-

role-specific development, can account for many observed changes. Holloway

and Wampold (1986) report a meta-analysis of studies examining the relation

between student therapists' conceptual level (a cognitive factor of individual

difference theory) and performance in therapy situations. Holloway and Winter

(1991) submit that conceptual level may have explanatory power beyond that of

developmental supervision models. Research is needed which can begin to

narrrow the large field of potential explanatory constructs for observed changes

in trainee behaviours and preferences over time. The direct assessrnent of

trainee developmental level, rather than experience level, is an important first

step in differentiating the effects of development specific to the therapíst role

from those of more general social and intellectual development.
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Reliance on a single data source. A second problem stems from the

predominant use of self-report data to assess the supervision environment.

With the exception of Bear and Kivlighan's (1994) single-subject investigations,

all research in this area to date has relied on supervisor or supervisee report to

document behaviours and role relationships within the supervisory dyad. The

principle shortcoming of self-report measures is their potential inaccuracy.

Because of perceptual biases or distortions, participants' reports of events may

not accurately reflect what happens in supervision sessions. Nevertheless,

given the pragmatic problems and ethical dilemmas associated with direct

observation of supervision (Borders, 19Bg), researchers'reliance on participant

self-reports is understandable. What is less understandable are research

designs which -- having adopted a subjective measurement approach -- fail to

avail thernselves of the multiple available sources of data about the supervision

environment. As Cook and Campbell (1979) emphasize in their authoritative

discussion of field research, single operational representations of a construct

(such as data gathered from a single informant) both underrepresent the

construct and contain irrelevancies. Because of this mono-operation bias,

construct validity will be lower in single exemplar research than in research

where each construct is multiply operationalized. Yet attempts to assess the

perspectives of both participants in the supervisory relationship have been

notably absent in developmental supervision research. Although it has been
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repeatedly demonstrated that supervisors and supervisees differ in their

perceptions of what takes place in supervision (Ellis, Del & Good, 1988;

Heppner & Roehlke, 1984; Krause & Allen, 1988; Wiley & Ray, 1986;

Worthington & Stern, 1985), studies have typically relied on the perceptions of

just one participant. lf researchers are to reach valid conclusions regarding the

benefits of rnatching supervisory environrnents to trainee developmental levels,

more rigorous approaches to evaluating what occurs in supervision are needed.

The full use of available sources of data otfers a first step in this direction-

Reliance on global evaluation strategies. The predominant reliance on

self-report data to evaluate the effects of supervision is also problematic.

Again, the problems inherent in self-report data have been magnified by the

failure, in the majority of cases, to use multiple data sources. Perhaps more

critically, the biases and inaccuracies inherent in self-report evaluations have

been compounded by poorly chosen measures. ln evaluating the effectiveness

of supervision, researchers working from a developmental perspective have

relied exclusively on supervisees' or supervisors' ratings of satisfaction wíth

supervision or improvement in trainee therapeutic ability. Such global

evaluations of trainee benefit are not tied to measures of behavioural change in

relevant domains. Instead, they reflect a generalized impression of benefit (or

lack thereof) which may or may not coincide with behavioural changes in the

trainee. When phrased with this degree of generality, seltreports of benefit
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from supervision provide data with limited meaning. Just because something is

beneficial for a trainee does not mean the trainee (or the supervisor) will be in

favor of it or report satisfaction with it (Stoltenberg & Delworth, 1987; Borders,

1989). Confrontational strategies, for example, may be very powerful for

promoting growth but may not be entirely comfortable for those involved.

Clearly, global self-evaluation strategies do not constitute a convincing empirical

basis for quantifying the effects of supervision. ln order to more rigorously test

the developmental perspective on psychotherapy supervision, researchers must

employ indices of trainee growth which assess change in specific behavioural

domains.2

Single data-point methodology. A final problem with this literature is its

predominant use of research designs involving a single data-point.

Researchers have typically measured trainee developmental level and/or

supervisory environment only once, at the end of a semester of supervised

work. The assumptions underlying this practice appear to be that (a) the

trainee's developmental needs are relatively stable over a several month span

2B"ur and Kivlighan (1994) have made an initial- effort toward
more rigourous evaluation of the specific impacts of supervisor
interventions on trainee behaviour. However, as these researchers
point out, the choice of deep-e]-aborative processing as a measure
irf immediate supervision impact is problematic, given that this
measure has been developed for use in non-supervision contexts and
has no demonstrated empirical relationship to improved therapeutic
abÍIity or other aspects of therapist development.
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and that therefore (b) person-environment fit for a semester can be adequately

captured in a single rating. However, these assumptions have met strong

challenge from both theoretical and empirical work on trainee needs in

supervision.

At a theoretical level, one may distinguish between the different

paradigms embodied in various developmental supervision models by their

views of development as maturational or pluralistic (Baltes, 1983). The majority

of developmental models which have appeared in the supervision literature

imply a general maturational sequence, in which a trainee brings stage-linked

resources to bear on a broad variety of developmental issues simultaneously.

While these models conceive of trainee development in essentially global terms,

other developmental models (e.9., Hess, 1986; Loganbill et al., 1982)

emphasize that professional development and therefore supervision are best

viewed in more differentiated or pluralistic developmental terms. The pluralistic

model embodies the contention of several developmentalists that trainee

development is a multidimensional process, with different trainee issues at

different levels of developmental complexity. For example, in Loganbill's model

trainees are held to resolve eight developmental issues independently of one
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another, so that a student may be dealing with one issue at a Stage 1 level of

development, and with another issue at a Stage 3 level of development'3

Despite the acknowledged pauciÇ of research in the area of counselor

development (Holloway, 1987; Worthington, 1987), investigators in this area

appear to have uncritically adopted the assumption that trainee growth

conforrns to a maturational developmental model. However, preliminary

evidence (Reising & Daniels, 1983; Tracey et al., 1989) suggests that the

maturational model is inadequate to describe the nature of therapist

development and that trainees may be simultaneously workÍng on several

different developmental tasks at ditferent levels of sophistication. lf trainee

issues are resolved independently of one another as the pluralistic model

suggests, effective supervision would involve the ability to shift roles across

trainee issues as they arise in supervision, based on assessment of trainee

needs or counterpart roles. Viewed from the perspective of pluralistíc models,

the greatest pitfall in supervision occurs when the supervisor restricts his or her

supervision to one role, rather than employing the role which is most apt (Hess,

1 986).

3In the pluralistic framework the developmental resources that
a trainee brings to a problem can be influenced by the nature of
the particular problem. However, there remains in this stage
system an up$rard trend of increasingly more advanced stages being
used more frequently. change is represented by a shift in the
distribution of the use of different types of responses.
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The assessment of person-environment congruence in supervision has

been guided by the implicit assumption that trainees' needs are static over

extended periods of time, and therefore that the supervision environment should

also be. This is reflected in single data-point measurement strategies which

attempt to assign trainees one-for-one to a developrnental stage. However, this

approach does little to suggest the complexity of professional development and

may lead to false expectations of a precision in trainee growth which rarely

exists unless arbitrarily imposed by measurement devices. Such expectations

are particularly objectionable to developmentalists working from a pluralistic

framework. These writers place emphasis on the uneven nature of trainee

growth and on the supervisor's need to respond to supervisees in a

differentiated, flexible fashion. Evidence that the type of organizational system

(stage) that a trainee brings to a problem can be influenced by the content and

particular qualities of the problem (Reising & Daniels, 1983; Tracey et al., 1989)

suggests that the optimal supervisory environment for a given trainee may vary

substantially over the course of a semester. Effective assessment of person-

environment congruence in supervision requires methods which are sensitive to

these variations in trainee needs over time.
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Conclusion

ln the past 10 to 15 years, the supervision literature has focused

increasing attention on models of the supervisory process which invoke a

developmental perspective. The studies reviewed in this section have provided

inconsistent findings regarding the utility of the recommendations embodied in

the developmental approach to supervision. Moreover, the reliance on single

data sources, the inaüention to behavioural indices of change, and the relative

absence of developmentally-sensitive research designs indicate the need for

further research before conclusions can be drawn with confidence' Until such

research is conducted we cannot presume the accuracy of the basic

assumption that effective supervisors must be responsive to the supervisee's

developmental level and modify the kind of supervision they provide

accordinglY.

Developmental Supervision Research: Alternative Approaches

The preceding sections have identified a number of difficulties with the

empirical literature on developrnental models of supervision and have

emphasized the need for improved research methods. In particular, methods of

outcome evaluation have been identified as a major limitation of this body of

research. The remainder of the review turns to a consideration of alternative

approaches to evaluating outcomes in psychotherapy supervision research.
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The expansion of outcorne domains to

measures is addressed'

include more developmentally sensitive

Research

clearly, there is a need for better outcome measures before meaningful

evaluations of developmental supervision models can be made' A review of the

literature (Lambert & Arnold, 1987) suggests that if outcome criteria are

restricted to the acquisition of basic therapy skills (such as empathic

responding), several reliable and valid measures of supervision effectiveness

are available. However, within a developmental framework' there are numerous

desirable outcomes supervisors strive toward other than skill acquisition'

Developmental supervision focuses as much on the broad professional

development of trainees as on their technical proficiency' ln this perspective'

tasks on the path from apprenticeship to journeyman practitioner include the

acquisition of skills, development of a capacity for independent activity' and

evolution of a personally integrated therapeutic style' Proponents of

developmental models are likely to view trainee variables such as self-

awareness, autonomy and professional identity, in addition to skill development'

as appropriate outcome domains for supervision'

ln addition, the literature on measures of supervision effectiveness has

grown out of an emphasis on the supervision of beginning (often pre-practicurn
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level) therapists and the learning of basic interpersonal skills (see Lambert &

Arnold, 1987; Russell, Crimmings and Lent, 1984 for reviews). These studies,

while informative, offer little guidance for the researcher interested in how best

to assess therapist growth at different stages of training.

lf outcome evaluation in supervision research is to advance, it is evident

that dependent measures must be more closely tied to conceptual models of

supervision. The assumptions underlying each supervision model provide the

researcher with a theoretical framework to guide evaluation etforts. In the

developmental model, for example, the core assurnption is the existence of

universal stages of trainee development, with movement through these stages

signifying growth and development of the trainee. lt follows that the goal of

outcome evaluation, from the developmentalist's perspective, is to assess

trainee movement through and across the developmental stages. lndicators of

trainee growth (i.e., movement through and across stages) can be readily

derived through examination of developmental models and their descriptions of

trainees at each stage. For example, each of the developmental models in the

literature explicitly or implicitly suggests that developmental growth is reflected

in changes in the degree of self-awareness and conceptualizing ability trainees

demonstrate, as well as their degree of dependence or independence from their

supervisors. Evidence of change along these dimensions would support a

positive impact of supervision.
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It is noteworthy that each of the outcome criteria discussed in the

previous paragraph - changes in trainee self-awareness, conceptualizing ability

and independence - involves trainee characteristics which are either directly

observed in supervision, or inferred from trainees' behaviours and responses in

supervision sessions. This stands in contrast to outcome criteria used in early

research on psychotherapy supervision, involving change in trainee behaviour in

(often analogue) therapy settings. From this perspective, supervision can be

viewed as having both therapy-relevant (outcome) goals and supervision-

relevant (process) goals (Goodyear & Bradley, 1982). The traÍnee's

etfectiveness as a therapist, for example, constitutes a therapy-relevant goal,

whereas the evolution of the supervisory relationship into a more collegial form

is a supervision-relevant goal. These two categories of goals have been

differentially valued by researchers. The relative degree of focus on therapy-

relevant goals has been criticized by Holloway (1984), who argues that

evaluation strategies which target trainee therapeutic ability are unnecessarily

restrictive. By limiting outcome indices to trainee performance in therapy

contexts, empirical enquiry into supervision effectiveness is prematurely limited

and other useful sources of outcome data which are highly relevant to our

understanding of supervision are ruled out. Holloway (1984) concludes with a

call for an expanded view of outcome in supervision research with intensified
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focus on changes in the trainee which emerge in the context of the supervisory

relationship.

Trainee behaviours in the supervision context províde a legitimate source

of outcorne data and constitute a rich and largely untapped resource for

investigators of the supervisory process (Holloway, 1984). ln contrast to

previous research focusing on changes in trainee therapeutic ability, this

approach to supervision evaluation begins with the conceptualizatíon and

articulation of the process through which therapeutic competence is developed.

Such an expanded view of supervision outcomes -- with its heightened

sensitivity to stage-linked changes in trainees -- would serve as a useful

counterpoint to self-report measures of perceived benefit.

Current Study: Overview and Hypotheses

The current study was designed to evaluate the effectiveness of

supervision as a function of its conformity to the recommendations of the

developmental model. Twenty-nine supervisory dyads from a range of trainíng

levels were followed through a semester of work. A repeated-rneasures design

was used to track trainee developmental level and supervísion environments

over time.

In an effort to curtail the threats to validity associated with subjective

data, the process of supervision was examined frorn both supervisors' and
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supervisees' perspectives. Outcome evaluation also involved both participants'

perspectives and utilized multiple measures. A primary outcome evaluation

strategy involved self-report measures of satisfaction with supervision and the

perceived impact of supervision on trainee learning. In addition, participants'

perceptions of developmentally-linked changes in trainees (e.9., degree of

autonomy versus dependency, self-awareness, conceptualizíng abillty) were

monitored over time and as a function of person-environment congruence.

A critical challenge in supervision evaluation research is demonstrating

that observed changes in a trainee are a function of experience with a

particular supervisor (Galassi & Trent, 1987). The individual supervisor is not,

of course, the sole source of influence to which the developing trainee

responds. Trainees typícally are exposed to a number of concurrent and

sequential formative influences, including other past and present supervisors as

well as academic instructors, cotherapists, and clients themselves. The

diversity of potential causal factors within this social context of supervision

complicates the task of tracing changes in a trainee to experience with a

particular supervisor.

A particular concern in the current study was that several trainees were

working with two or more supervisors concurrently during the period of data

collection. Because these trainees belonged to more than one supervisory

dyad, attempts to link change in a supervisee to the conditions experienced in
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a particular supervisory dyad must be made with caution. For the purposes of

this study, changes observed in trainee behaviour observed within the context

of a given supervisory relationship were taken as evidence of the impact of that

supervisor. Valuable information was also obtained by examining supervisees'

perceptions regarding the relative influence of various supervisory relationships

on their growth during the period of study.

Hypotheses

level (person level) will predict trainee benefit from supervision. As shown in

Figure 1, the degree of person-environment congruence is expected to exhibit a

biphasic linear relationshipa with trainee benefit. That is, a supervisory

environment which perfectly matches the trainee's level of development will be

most effective in promoting trainee growth. As supervisory environments

diverge in either direction from trainee developmental levels (i.e., become

incongruent), supervision will be less effective in promoting trainee growth.

4the biphasic nature of the anticipated relationship may cause
Some confusion. The positive rel-ationship between person-
environment congruence and trainee growth is expected to obtain
across the range of congruency Scores: at al-I points in the
distribution, it is anticipated that greater l-evels of person-
environment congruence wil-1 be associated with greater trainee
benefit. The biphasic naLure of the relationship portrayed in
Figure 1 stems from the statistical properties of the SLS, such
that increases in SLS congruency scores represent increases in
congruence up to a score of zero, after which further increases in
congruency Scores represent decreasing levels of congruence.
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This relationship is expected to be reflected in scores on both (a)

measures of satisfaction and learning and (b) indices of trainee developmental

change. Parlicipants in congruent dyads are expected to give higher ratings of

satisfaction with supervision and perceived impact of supervision than

participants in noncongruent dyads. Trainees receiving supervision congruent

with their developmental levels are expected to show more movement through

the developmental continuum, as reflected in their in-supervision behaviours,

than trainees receiving incongruent supervision.

Exploratory Hypotheses

1. Convergence/Divergence of Trainee and Supervisor Perceptions

The degree of convergence or divergence in supervisor-supervisee

perceptions of (a) the supervisory environment and (b) trainee developmental

level will be examined in relation to outcome variables. Of particular interest is

the extent to which participants' evaluations of supervision are affected by dyad

members' agreement or disagreement regarding the trainee's sophistication as

a therapist and consequent needs in supervision.

2. Relationshio between Trainee Developmental Change and Participants'

Evaluatíon of Supervision

Few studies of supervision have incorporated dependent measures

targeting trainee behaviour in the supervisory context. Instead, supervision
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evaluation has formally focused on the trainee's performance in the therapy

relationship. However, supervisors clearly make judgements about trainees

based on the trainees responses and behaviour in supervision sessions

(Holloway, 1984), suggesting that this source of evaluation warrants further

attention. In order to validate the use of trainee characteristics observed or

inferred from their in-supervision behaviours (e.g., conceptualization ability'

independence) as outcome measures in supervision research, it is necessary to

demonstrate that changes in these behaviours are related to other indices of

supervision effectiveness. A possible relationship between the extent of

developmentally-linked change in trainees and participants' evaluations of

supervision will therefore be examined'

METHOD

Sample

SuPervisees

Supervisees were (a) graduate students enrolled at either the master's or

doctoral level in clinical psychology training programs at three Canadian

universities, and (b) doctoral interns in six Canadian pre-doctoral internship

programs in professional psychology. Participating institutions were the

University of Manitoba, University of Regina, University of Saskatchewan, and,

at the internship level, the University of Manitoba Faculty of Medicine,
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University of Manitoba Counselling Service, Children's Hospital of Eastern

Ontario, Alberta Hospital Edrnonton, Alberta Children's Hospital and Foothills

Hospital.s ln order to participate in the study, trainees and supervisors were

required to be involved in individual (i.e., one-to-one) supervision with

psychotherapy (as opposed to assessment or other non-therapy activities)

const¡tuting the primary focus of the supervised work. Only dyads in which both

the supervisor and the supervisee agreed to participate were included in the

study.

SuPervisors

lndividual supervisors for the trainees were as follows: (a) For students

involved in practica at university-based training centres, supervisors were

registered clinical psychologists on the university's clinical psychology training

program faculty; (b) for practicum students doing external placements and for

doctoral interns, supervisors were registered clinical psychologists or

psychological associates on the staff of the respective practicum placement site

or internship site.

5 the clinical psychology training director at each
institution served as liãson between the investigator and research
participants, âD inval-uable aid in col-lecting data.
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SuPervisory Dyads

In order to obtain a sufficiently large sample, two temporally distinct

subsamples were employed, involving supervisory dyads from the spring 1993

and autumn 1gg3 academic terms. Supervisory dyads studied were near the

beginning of their relationships at the beginning of their participation in the study

and participated on a voluntary basis for a period of 12 consecutive weeks-6

The spring 1993 subsample involved participants from the university of

Manitoba clin6al psychology training program and the University of Manitoba

Faculty of Medicine internship prograrn. The autumn 1993 subsample involved

participants frorn all sites. Data from the two subsamples were pooled for

analyses. Dyads containing pre-internship students began their participation in

February 1gg3 (spring subsample) and September 1993 (fall subsample). Due

to the schedule of rotations at the internship sites, interns and their supervisors

began the study in March 1993 (spring subsample) and September 1993 (fall

subsample). Although subjects at different experience levels began the study

at different dates, these dates represented the same point in their respective

supervisory relationsh iPs.

6Be"arr"e the study began at the start of the second semester
of the academiã year (i" tÉe case of interns, ât the start of the
second internshiþ rotation), a number of participants blere al-so
involved in ongoing supetvisory relationships. However, these
ongoing relationships were not studied'
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Supervisor-supervisee pairs were assigned as follows: (a) for on-

campus practicum students, pairs were assigned by the director of the training

facility or training program, assisted by input from the practicum faculty

members and/or practicum students; (b) for off-campus practicum students,

pairs were arranged by practicum students in consultation with the practicum

site and subject to the approval of the doctoral program's director of clinical

training or training clinic director; (c) for doctoral interns, pairs were assigned by

the internship training director, assisted in some cases by input from faculty

and/or interns. Across training levels, some supervisors were assigned primary

responsibility for individual supervision of their assigned trainees, thereby

allowing a true one-to-one supervisory relationship to exist. In other cases,

supervisees received concurrent supervision from two or more supervisors.

Supervisees who were involved in more than one supervisory dyad during the

period of study (either concurrently or as a result of undertaking supervised

practica in both spring and fall semesters) partipated as subjects for only one

dyad. This restriction did not extend to supervisors, three of whom served as

participants for more than one supervisory dyad.

Of the supervisees contacted, 85o/o agreed to participate in the study,

along wilh 77o/o of their supervisors. Of these, 88o/o and 960/o of the

supervisees and supervisors, respectively, returned complete and usable

materials. Thus, the final sample was composed of 25 supervisors (40olo male,
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600/o female) and 29 supervisees (34.5olo male, 65.50lo female), resulting in 29

supervisory dyads. The frequency distribution of reported therapy and

supervisory experience for the sample is shown in Table 1.

Each supervisee-supervisor pair met for formally scheduled supervision

on a weekly basis, with an average minimum supervision time of one hour per

week. Supervised training cases were assigned through the respective training

facility and comprised a variety of client problems and client populations (e.9.,

adult individual, family, couple and child therapy)'

Measures

The measures used in this study were chosen to provide data from the

perspectives of both participants in the supervisory relationship. The

participants' perspectives were obtained through measures completed by

supervisors and supervisees, assessing perceptions of themselves, each other,

and the supervisory Process.

lndePendent Variable

The independent variable in this study was the degree of congruence

between trainees' developmental level and the level of the supervisory

environment provided. An adaptation of the Supervision Level Scale (SLS;

wiley & Ray, 1986) was used to assess person-environment congruence.
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Table 1

Frequency of Reported Therapy and Supervisory Experience

Years experience

Supervisors"

<1

1-2

2-5

5-10

10+

Traineeso

<1

1-2

2-3

3-4

5+

Frequency

2

4

4

3

11

Percent

8.3

16.7

16.7

12.5

45.8

17.9

21.4

14.3

14.3

32.1

" Experience data missing for one supervisor.
b Experience data missing for one supervisee.
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The SLS was constructed based on the stages of development and appropriate

supervision environments postulated by Stoltenberg (1981). ln developing the

SLS, Wiley (1984) broke Stoltenberg's descriptions of the four developmental

levels into phrases descriptive of trainees at each level (person descriptors) and

phrases descriptive of the optimal supervisory environment at that level

(environmental descriptors). These phrases were arranged in grid form, as

shown in Tables 2 and 3. Cells that had not been addressed by Stoltenberg

were filled in by Wiley (1984) in a manner consistent with the model.

An instrument was then created based on the grid. The person scale (P-

scale) consists of 20 items and asks the respondent to rate the veracity of each

item as it applies to the supervisee. On the environment scale (E-scale) the

respondent rates the type of supervision provided using 20 items. The

response format for the individual items involves 7-point Likert scales rangíng

from absolutely untrue (1) to absolutel)¡ true (7).

For the current study, the SLS was modified such that the four items

assessing trainees' "dependency in supervision" (i.e. items derived from the

fourth row of Table 3) were deleted from the E-scale and incorporated into the

P-scale as SLS-P items 11, 14, 16, and 19. This modification was made

following consultation with the author (M. O. Wiley, personal communication,

December 9 1992) in order to make the instrument more consistent with the

underlying developmental model.
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Table 2

An Elaboration of the Counselor Complexitv Model: Supervisee Levels

Supervisee level (P-level)

Category 4J

Confidence
in present
counseling
skill

Insight
about impact
on clients

Approach to
a theoretical
framework

Sense of
professional
identity

Awareness of
limitations
of
counseling

Usually lacks confidencc
in present counseling skills
and is overwhelmed by
own weaknesses (S)

Has very little awa¡eness
of his/her s¡¡engths, weak-
nesses. motivalions, neu-
rotic needs. etc. and their
impact on clients (S)

Characteristically fluc-
tuates between feeling
confident and feeling very
inadequate about present
counseling skills (S)

Is inconsistent in aware-
ness of his/her suengths,
weaknesses. motivations.
neurotic needs, etc. and
their impact on clients (S)

Usually has a firm sense
of confidence abour hiVhcr
counseling skills, al-
though he/she is shaken
whcn challengcd b¡' cliens,
supervisors, and/or col-
leagues

Is consistentJy aware of his¡
her strengths, we¿linesses,
motivations, neurotic
nccds, etc. and thcir im-
pac¡ on clicnts, but is only
bcginning to develop rhe
capacity to use them as re-
sources during the coun-
seling session

Views clients from a va-
riety of rather thoroughly
examined perspectives and
is testing out the goodness
of fit of an internalized
theoretical framcr¡'ork (S)

Has a u'ell dcvclopcd scnse
of self as counselor, but is
only beginning ¡o inte-
grate it u'ith his¡hcr sense
of self as a pcrson (S)

ls clcarl¡ aq arc of a broad
rangc of linritltions t¡f
c(ìuns!'linS. includinr: thc
li¡llits ol'coun:clinS as a
(rcatn)cnt ¡^-r sc. and is
struggling to intcrr¡rtc this
s,ith hisrhcr sensc of sclf
as a Drofessitlnal

Has a consistent and firm
sense of conlìdence about
his/her counseling skills
even when challenged by
clients, supervisors. and
colleagucs (S)

ls consistently awa¡e of hil
her strengths, weaknesses,
motivations, neurotic
nceds, etc. and is able to
use them as resources dur-
ing counseling sessions (S)

ls committed to a theoret-
ical framework or com-
posite which is
internalized, integrated
with his/her counseling
behavior. and can be artic-
ulated

Has essentially comPlctcd
hiVhcr sensc of sclf as a
counselor and integrated it
u'ith his/hcr sense of self
as a person (S)

Clcarly undcntands a broud
rungc of linritations <rf
counscling. includin-s thc'

linrits ol' counsc'ling as a

trc¿rtmcnl f^*r Se. and has
csscntially complctcd in-
tcgrating this knou'ledgc
into a firnr scnsc' of
prolessional idcntitv lS I

Is pronc to rcadily idenrify
with a theore¡ical school
or individual practitioner
wi(hout thorough consid-
eration (S)

Nearly always Iooks to
o(hers for idcas about how
hc/shc should bchavc as a
counsclor (S)

Tcnds to rc¡rard counscl-
ing as all-prrscrful (S)

Is beginning to vier*'clients
from a variety of perspec-
tives and is becoming
awa¡e of a need to develop
an intemalized theoretical
framework (S)

ls developing an inner
sense of self as a counse-
lor but frequently looks to
othcrs for ideas about how
he/shc should behave as a

counsclor (S)

Sccs counscling as a scn'
pxlucrful instrunrclrt hut i.
bcconting vacuclv asarc
and uncas¡ abtrut a fcs'
linritations of counsclin¡.
such as thc inappropriatc-
ness ofcounscling for somc
clients and¡or nroblcnrs

Note. Table adapted from "Counseling Supervision by Developmental Level" by
M.O. Wiley and P. B. Ray, 1986, Journal of Counselinq Psvchologv,33, p.441.
Copyright 1986 by the American Psychological Association. Adapted by
permission. Cells identified as (S) taken from Stoltenberg (1981, p.60).
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Table 3

An Elaboration of the Counselor Complexity Model: Optimal
Supervision Environments

Supervision environment level (E-level)

Category 43

Role of
supervisor

Affective
f ocus

Cognitive/
skills
focus

Dependency
in
supervision

Role of
support
and
confrontation

Supervisor most often
,a*.t "t a directive in-
structor and model, Pro-
viding rcadings. examPlcs.
opponunities for observa-
tion, and didactic instruc-
tion (S)

Supervisee is unaware of
manv of the feclings he/

she íras in counscling and

superv i sion and.suPerv i sor

focuscs on ralslng awarc-
ness of thcnr (S)

Supcn'isor f<xuscs on su-
pcrviscc's aPPlfing skills
ãnd techniqucs learncd in
a classroom lo a counsel-
ing situation (S)

Supervisee is almost al-
wavs dcpcndcnt for struc-
turã. ad'uicc. dircctions.
and rulcs (S)

Supervisee is unable to
trandlc much confronta-
tion. hcncc suPcrvisor
drau's alnr<lst s(ìlc] (ìn

supportir-c hclraviorr ( S I

Surrcn'isor's rolc is mov'
ing away from that of a di-
rective instructor, en-
couraging suPcrvisee to trY
out and exPand the skills
alrcadl'dcvcloPed (S)

Suoervisor focuses heav-
ily'on helping suPewisee
to clarifv and dcal with in-
ncr feclíngs and/or ambiv-
alcnce tou'ard both clicnts
and supcrvisor (S)

Dcvloping suPervisee's
basic skills in stratcgizing
and inde¡rcndent decision
making is one of the major
objcctives

Supcrvisec fluctuates bc-
twecn bcing dePcndent and

indc¡rcndent of suPcn'isor
consistcntly (S)

Supcn'isor mcrging con-
frontativc ¡¡¡1.i6¡5 u,ith
prinraril¡ su.¡:¡rnivc stYlc

Supcn'isor's rolc is that of
mcntor deating with rcso-

lution of the Pcrsonal and
professional dilcmmas 

. 
of

supervisee. and an.tn-
structor on rarc occastons
(s)

Suocrvisor focuses on es-

taËlishing supervisee's
sensc of confidencc and
dcaling with the feelings
surrounding thc dcvcloP-
ment of a Profcssional stYlc

and/or idcntity (S)

Supcn'isor cmPhasizcs su-
pcrviscc's conccPtualiza-
iion of cases in relation to
each other

Supcrvisec is almos¡ al-
ways complctclY indcPcn-
dcnt, but on rarc occaslons
such as cnrcrgcncics he/shc
falls back into dcPcndencc
on supcn'istrr (S)

Supcrvisor uscs relatil'clY
equal amounls of suPPort
and confrontation lSl

Supcn'isor is primarily a
colleeial consultant (S)

Supervisor helPs suPervi-
see deat r*'ith the feelings
involved in intcrgrating and
consotidating his/her al-
rcady dcvcloPcd Personal
and professional identities

Thc much subtlcr asPects
of counscling such as tim-
ing and orchestrating rc-
ceive much attention

Supen'isc-e is essentiallY a
fully independent Profes-
sional (S)

Thcre is rarelY a need ¡o
suppon or confront suPer-
viscc

Note. Table adapted from "Counseling Supervision by Developmental Level" by
M.O. Wiley and P. B. Ray, 1986, Journal of Counseling Psycholoqv,33, p. 442.
Copyright 1986 by the American Psychological Association. Adapted by
permission. Cells identified as (S) taken from Stoltenberg, (1981, p.6O).
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Although Wiley (1984) categorized the SLS items reflecting trainees'

"dependency in supervision" aS supervision environment descriptors,

examination of Stoltenberg's (1981) model indicates that these items are drawn

from descriptions of the four trainee developmental levels (i.e, they would more

appropriately be classified as person descriptors). The degree of dependence

or independence exhibited by trainees in supervision is in fact a core dimension

of trainee change posited by the various developmental supervision models

(Wilson, 1991). lt was therefore considered important to examine these items

as indicators of trainee developrnental level.

Although this change unbalanced the subscales by producing a 24-item

p-scale and a 16-item E-scale, scoring procedures were unaffected. Following

Wiley and Ray (1986), scores for each subscale were obtained by first

summing the Likert ratings over the items that represent each of the four

developmental levels (represented by columns one through four of the SLS

Scoring Sheet, Appendix B). Of the four resulting sums, the developmental

level with the highest sum value was used to indicate the predominant

developmental level of the trainee (from the P-scale) and the supervision

environment (from the E-scale). The difference between the predominant

person and environment levels was considered an index of person-environment

congruence. For example, a Level 3 supervisee who received Level 3

supervision was considered congruent (0) and a Level 1 supervisee receiving a
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Level 3 environrnent was considered incongruent (-2). Three studies

(Wiley and Ray, 1986) provide evidence of the reliability and validity of the

original SLS. Based on a Sample of seven doctoral-level counseling

supervisors, the median test-retest reliability for the four P-scale developmental

levels over two weeks was .86 (range=.71 to .Bg). For the E-scale, the median

was .87 for the four developmental levels (range =.83 to .95). A group of

"experts" (n=4) and experienced supervisors (n=4) performed a check on the

content validity of the SLS by sorting each of the 20 P-scale items and 20 E-

scale items into one of the four developmental levels. All 40 items were

identified with the correct developmental level by at least 50o/o of the combined

group.

The SLS was selected for the present study because it offers specific

and comprehensive descriptions of ways in which both trainees and their

environments should change over the course of training (Wiley & Ray, 1986).

Although it was deemed the most suitable measure available, a number of

fufther modifications to the SLS were needed to tailor it to the specific

requirements of this study. The scale was originally designed for completion by

supervisors, but for the current study a parallel form was developed for

completion by supervisees. (Trainee and supervisor forms were designated

SLS-T and SLS-S, respectively.) ln addition, the SLS was originally developed

for use as a single-occasion measure which provides a global assessment of
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trainee developmental level and the supervision environment provided. For the

current study, however, the SLS was used as a monthly measure capable of

tracking changes in trainee developmental characteristics and supervision

environments over time. As a monthly measure, the SLS was presented at the

end of each month of supervision, and supervisees and supervisors were asked

to respond on the basis of their perceptions of their supervision sessíons for

that particular month. Finally, the terms "counselor" aÍld "counseling" in the

original SLS were replaced by "therapist" and "therapy" for the current study.

Two pilot studies (described in detail in Appendices D and E,

respectively) were conducted to assess the reliability and validity of the modifíed

version, SLS-T. Based on a sample of seven masters and doctoral-level clinical

psychology students from the University of Manitoba, the test-retest reliability

correlation for the P-scale developmental level over three weeks was .87. For

the E-scale, the test-retest reliability correlation over 3 weeks was .85. As

Table 18 (Appendix D) indicates, both person-level and environment level

showed test-retest reliabilities significant at .05 or better.

A content validity check was pedormed on the SLS-T items by a second

sample of eight advanced doctoral students and interns, each of whom had at

least three years of experience as a supervised therapist. The raters sorted

each of the SLS-T items into one of four developmental levels, As shown in

Table 19 (Appendix E), all24 P-scale items were identified with the correct
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developmental level by at least 57o/o o'(the sample. All but three of the 16 E-

scale items were identified with the correct developmental level by at least 75%

of the sample. The remaining three items (SLS-E 10,12, and 15) were

incorrectly assigned by the majority of subjects. lt is noteworthy that all three of

these items belong to the Cognitive/Skills Focus content domain of the SLS.

Collectively, these results suggest that advanced student therapists are in

agreement with the SLS scale author regarding (a) the progression of trainee

characteristics in supervision and (b) the appropriate role behaviours of the

supervisor with trainees of differing developmental levels. However, (unlike the

supervisors in previous SLS validity research) advanced students appeared to

disagree with the idealized developmental progression in skill target areas

proposed by Wiley (i.e., from an early focus on strategizing and independent

decision making to a later focus on case conceptualizing, and finally to a focus

on timing and orchestration of interventions).

The results of these pilot studies indicate that with two relatively minor

exceptions, the SLS-T has test-retest reliability and content validity comparable

to that of the original SLS.

Copies of the SLS and scoring instructions are contained in Appendices

A and B, respectively.
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DePendent Variables

Satisfaction and Perceived lmpact

The Supervision lmpact Form (SlF) was employed as a simple, face-valid

measure of participants' satisfaction with supervision and the perceived impact

of supervision on trainee learning. The SIF was developed for the current

study and has two parallel forms, one for trainees (slF-T) and one for

supervisors (SIF-S). Both forms consist of Likert items similar to those used in

previous research (e.g., Heppner & Roehlke, 1984; Worthington, 1984), but

modified to make thern appropriate for responses from both members of the

supervisory dyad. The first four items ask respondents to estimate how much

supervision contributed to improvement in various domains of trainee learníng,

from no etfect (1) to a very larqe effect (5). These items address four distinct

but overlapping supervisory goals which emerged from a review of the

developmental supervision literature. A final item asks the respondent to rate

his or her overall satisfaction with supervision on a scale ranging from

extremely dissatisfied (1) to extremelv satisfied (5). The subject's score is

taken as the sum of the five item scores, with higher scores indicating more

positive evaluations of supervision.

The SIF was completed by supervisors and trainees at each monthly

data collection period. Participants were instructed to base evaluations on the

previous month. A number of additional items were included in the final
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administration of the SlF. An additional SIF-T item assesses years of therapy

experience. The SIF-S contains a parallel item assessing years of supervisory

experience. Both forms contain an item assessing the extent to which

participants felt that their normal interaction in supervision was altered by theír

participation in the study. Finally, the contribution of factors external to the

supervisory dyad to the trainee's growth was assessed by four additional

questions appended to the final SIF-T. Supervisees were asked (a) whether

they had received concurrent supervision with another supervisor during the

time period they were involved in the study; if so, (b) the relative impact of the

supervision of study versus other supervision received during the same time

period (botn positive and negative irnpact were evaluated using separate items);

and (c) the relative impact of the supervision of study versus other,

nonsupervision factors (e.g., coursework) which had influenced their

development as therapists during the period they took part in the study. Copies

of the SIF are contained in Appendix C.

Change in Trainee Developmental Level

A second outcome measure involved the degree of change in trainee

developmental level over the course of the practicum. ln order to measure this

change, participants' P-scale ratings on the SLS were utilized. Thus, the P-

scale ratings served two functions in the current study: ln addition to providing

information used in computing person-environment congruence, the P-scale
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data provided an index of changes in trainee development across the course of

the study.

Procedure

The supervision studied occurred during the second semester of the

1992-1993 academic year and during the first semester of the 1993-1994

academic year. Supervisors and supervisees at the practicum level were

paired during the first weeks of the respective semesters, and at these times,

the experimenter solicited the participation of the supervisory dyads. All eligible

supervisees and their supervisors were contacted by individual letter and

requested to participate. Prospective subjects were told that the purpose of the

study was to examine the supervision process over time as perceived by

supervisors and trainees. Subjects were assured that their responses would

remain confidential and anonymous, and were required to sign a consent form.

Only dyads in which both the supervisor and the supervisee agreed to

participate were included in the study.

After securing the participation of supervisory dyads, the researcher

distributed questionnaires and accompanying materials to participants with the

help of participating training directors. Each participant received a

questionnaire packet containing an instruction sheet and three consecutively

numbered copies of (a) the SLS and (b) the SlF. Data were collected from the

participating dyads at the fourth, eighth and twelfth weeks of the practicum or
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rotation. At these times, participants were instructed to complete the SLS and

SIF prior to the next week's supervision session(s) and to base their responses

on the previous month's supervision. Participants were further instructed to

keep their responses as well as their thoughts regarding the nature of the study

confidential from one another and from other participants. Participants mailed

the completed materials back to the investigator in sealed envelopes.

In order to preserve respondents' anonymity, questionnaires were

identified with code numbers, with both members of a supervisory dyad sharing

a code number. To facilitate data collection, a Monthly Return Card was

attached to each month's questionnaires. Subjects were instructed to write their

name and the date on the card. Participants were asked to return the

completed questionnaires (SLS and SIF) separately from the Return Card

indicating that that month's questionnaires had been returned. This procedure

yielded a check on who had returned the materials while assuring the

anonymity of the respondents. lf a return card was not received for a given

month, the respondent was contacted in person or by letter and reminded to

submit their questionnaires for that month. Upon completion of the study,

follow-up summaries of the study results were sent to all participants. Copies

of subject recruiting letters, consent forms, and feedback to study pafiicÍpants

are contained in Appendices F through l, respectively.
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RESULTS

Data Preparation

This investigation used a repeated-measures design in which changes in

supervision environments and trainee developmental levels were assessed over

time. Parallel forms of the instruments were completed by supervisors and

trainees, yielding two sets of congruence scores and two sets of outcome data

per data collection period (i.e., congruence and outcome aS computed from

supervisors' data, congruence and outcome as computed from trainees'data).

At each data collection period, congruence scores were computed by

subtracting a given participant's SLS E-scale score (e.9., 1, 2, 3, or 4) from his

or her corresponding SLS P-scale score (e.9., 1, 2, 3 or 4) resulting in a score

ranging from -3 to +3. Cases where two or more SLS developmental levels (P-

levels or E-levels) were tied for highest sum value were dealt with as follows:

Where two adjacent developmental levels were tied for highest sum value

(n=35), the developmental level assigned was the average of the two tied levels

(e.g. if P-level 2 and P-level 3 were tied for highest sum value, the

developmental P-level assigned was 2.5). Where two non-adjacent

developmental levels were tied for highest sum value (n= 8), a devefopmental

level score was not assigned (i.e., these cases were treated as missing data).

Cases where three adjacent or nonadjacent developmental levels were tíed for

highest sum value (n=5¡ were also not assigned a developmental leve! score
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(i.e., these cases were treated as missing data). The 13 occurrences of

missing data for either P-level or E-level resulted in 13 observations for which

congruence (P - E) scores could not be computed. These cases were therefore

excluded from all data analyses involving congruency. Unless otherwise

specified, this resulted in a pooled N of 156 data points for each of the following

analyses.

Preliminary AnalYses

Prior to the examination of the major hypotheses of the study, the results

of various analyses relating to sample demographics and validity issues will be

presented.

Supervisee Developmental Level

The methodology used in the current investigation was based on the

assumption that differences in trainee experience level are not isomorphic with

developmental differences. Analyses were accordingly conducted to test for

developmental differences between trainee experience groups. Years of trainee

therapy experience was examined in relation to initial trainee developmental

level. Frequencies and percentages of trainees in each experience category

falling into the various developmental levels are shown in Tables 4 and 5. Two

chi-square analyses (using supervisor and supervisee SLS data, respectively)

were performed to determine whether trainee developmental level varied across

trainee experience groupings. Due to the small number of expected
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Table 4

Frequencies of Supervisee Developmental Level by Training Level (time 1,

supervisor SLS data)

Years of
therapy

Supervisee developmental level, time 1

"*p"iién.. 
1 22.53 3.5

<1 0101
(0olo) (50%) (0olo) (50%)

0
(0%)

1

(25Yo)

0
(0olo)

11
(33.33o/o) (33.330/o)

0
(0olo)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

0
(0o/o\

1-2

2-3

1

(25o/o)

3
(100%)

1

(33.33%)

2
(50o/o)

0
(05)

0
(0o/o)

0
(0olo)

0
(0olo)

0
(0olo)

0
(0%)

3-4

5+0521
(0olo) (45.45o/o) (18.18%) (9.09%)

0
(0olo)

3
(27.27o/o)

Total 0 11 2
(00/o) (45.830/o) (8.33o/o)

4
(16.67olo)

1

(4.17Vo)
6
(25To)

Note: Data were missing for five supervisees
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Table 5

Frequencies of Supervisee Developmental Level by Training Level (time 1.

supervisor SLS data)

Years of Supervisee developmental level. time 1

theraov

"*peiiét." 
1 2 2'5 3 3.5

<1 0200
(0olo) (50o/o) (0olo) (0%)

2
(0o/o)

0
(0olo)

1-2

2-3

0
(0olo)

0
(0%)

1

(20o/o)

1

(25Vo)

1

(33.33o/o)

1

(20o/o)

0
(0o/o)

0
(0olo)

1

(20o/o)

3
(75To)

4
(57.14Vo)

1

(20Vo\

2
(66.67olo)

3
(42.860/o)

0
(0%)

1

(20)

0
(0olo)

0
(0)

0
(0%)

0
(0olo)

3-4

5+ 000
(0olo) (0olo) (00/o)

0
(0o/o)

Total 0 5 1

(0o/o) (21.74o/ù (4.35o/o)
8
(34.78To)

1

(4.35Vo)
I
(34.78o/o)

Note: Data were missing for six supervisees



Process and Outcome
,. \59

observations per cell, Fisher's exact test (two-tailed) was employed. Table 4

Using this approach, years of therapy experience was found to be unrelated to

trainee developmental level as computed from supervisor SLS data, P = .54.

Similarly, years of therapy experience was unrelated to developmental level as

computed from trainee SLS data, p = 0.15. These findings indicate that for the

current sample, developmental level and years of therapy experience are

unrelated.

lnfluence of Other (Unstudied) Factors on Dependent Measures

One concern in analyzing and interpreting the current data was the

possibility that supervisees' perceived learning and growth over the period of

study might be due not only to conditions within the supervisor-supervisee dyad

studied, but also to other contributing factors (e.9., other concurrent supervisor-

trainee relationships). The contribution of other factors was assessed by

means of four additional questions appended to the final SIF-T. (These items

were given only to trainees in the second subsample who completed all three

data collection periods, n=23.) Supervisees were asked (a) whether they had

received concurrent supervision with another supervisor during the time period

they were involved in the study; if so, (b) the relative impact of the supervision

of study versus other supervision received during the same time period (both

positive and negative irnpact were evaluated using separate items); and (c) the

relative impact of the supervision of study versus other, nonsupervision factors
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(e.9., coursework) which had influenced their developrnent as therapists during

the period they took part in the study (see SIF-T, Appendix C).

Responses to these questions are shown in Table 6. As can be seen

upon examination of Table 6, the majority of trainees perceived the supervision

of study to have been a primary factor contributing to their growth and

development as therapists during the period of study. ln relation to other

concurrent supervision, 52.60lo of respondents felt that the supervision which

was the focus of the study had either a "much greater" or a "somewhat greater"

positive influence on their development. Only 10.5% of respondents felt that

the supervision studied had been less impactful than the other, concurrent

supervision. ln relation to any negative impact experienced, the majority

(68.4olo) of subjects felt that the supervision of study was about the same in

terms of negative impact, versus other supervision received concurrently.

(Several participants noted on their questionnaires that in choosing the "about

the same" option, they meant to indicate that neither supervisor had had a

negative impact.) Only 5.3olo of subjects reported that the supervision which

was the focus of the study had exerted a more pronounced negative impact

than other concurrent supervision. The relative absense of perceived negative

impacts suggests that positive outcornes (trainee growth and development) can

be reasonably attributed to the supervision studied. Finally, in relation to other,

nonsupervision factors, 52.5o/o of respondents indicated that the supervision
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studied had exerted a much greater or somewhat greater effect. Only 8.7olo felt

that the supervision studied had been less impactful than other, concurrent

nonsupervision experiences. These findings support the position that much of

the growth and developrnent observed by trainees and their supervisors during

the period the research was conducted can be reasonably attributed to the

supervision studied.

lnfluence of Supervisor and Trainee Sex on Participant Evaluations of

Supervision

It has been argued (cf. Psynopsis, Winter 1995) that matching the sex of

supervisor and supervisee may contribute to a more satisfying and effective

working relationship. Accordingly, post hoc analyses were conducted to

determine whether, in the current investigation, sex matching was related to

participant evaluations of supervision. A series of 2 (Sex of Supervisor) x 2

(Sex of Trainee) analyses of variance (ANOVAs) examined a possible

relationship between participant evaluations of supervision (SlF scores) and (a)

supervisor sex, (b) trainee sex, and (c) same-sex versus opposite-sex pairings.

Since the assumption of balanced data was violated, Type lll F-values were

used to make the analyses more conservative.

ANOVAs were perforrned separately for each of the three data collectíon

periods. At each occasion, a separate ANOVA was performed using (a) Table

6
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Table 6

Trainees' Responses to lterns Assessing Relative lmpact of Supervisory

Relationship of Studv versus Other Concurrent Factors

Factor

Relative Other Other Other
impact' supervision supervision nonsupervisiond

(positive)o (negative)'

Much403
greater (21.1%) (0.00o/o) (13.0olo)

Somewhat 6 1 I
greater (31.6olo) (5.3%) (39.1%)

About
same

Somewhat. 2
less

Much
less

7 13 I(36.80lo) (68.4o/o) (39.1%)

(10.50/o) (15.8%) (8.7o/o)

020
(0.00o/o) (10.5olo) (0.00%)

a All responses indicate perceived impact of supervision of study, relative to the
other factor. o Reponses to item assessing relative positive impact, n=1g "
Responses to item assessing relative negative impact, fl=19. d n=29
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supervisor SIF data and (b) supervisee SIF data as the respective dependent

measures. Data are reported separately for supervisors and trainees, below.

Trainee Data

For each data collection period, ANOVAs examined the relatíonship

between participant sex and trainee evaluations of supervision. At time 1, a 2

(Sex of Supervisor) x2 (Sex of Trainee) ANOVA revealed no signifícant effects

of Sex of Supervisor, F (1,16) = 1.83, p >.05, Sex of Trainee, F, (1,16) = 0-00,

p > .05, or their interaction, E (1 ,16) = 0.74, p > .05. Trainees' initíal ratings of

supervision were unrelated to supervisor sex, trainee sex, or the existence of

sarne-sex versus opposite-sex pairings in the supervisory dyad. At time 2,

main effects of Sex of Supervisor, F (1,16) - 1.77,p > .05 and Sex of Trainee,

F, (1,16) = 0.26, p > .05 failed to achieve significance. The Sex of SupervÍsor x

Sex of Trainee interaction approached significance, F (1,16) = 3.39, Þ = 0.08.

Examination of cell means suggests that at time 2, same sex pairs tended to be

associated with greater trainee satisfaction than opposite sex pairs. At tíme 3,

analyses again revealed no significant main effects of Sex of Supervisor, F

(1,17) = 1.91, Þ > .05, or Sex of Trainee,E (1 ,17) = 0.00, p > .05. Once

again, the Sex of Supervisor x Sex of Trainee interaction effect revealed a trend

toward trainees in same-sex supervisory dyads reporting more positive

evaluations of supervision than did trainees in opposite sex dyads.
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However, this trend did not achieve statistical significance, E (1 ,17) = 3.10, B =

.09.7

Supervisor Data

A series of 2 (Sex of Supervisor) x 2 (Sex of Trainee) ANOVAS were

computed on supervisor SIF data for data collection periods 1, 2, and 3. No

significant differences were obtained between supervisor sex or trainee sex

groupings with respect to supervisors' evaluations of supervision, nor were

there significant interaction effects (all p's > .10).

In summary, trainee evaluations of supervision appeared unrelated to

either sex of supervisor or sex of trainee. However, there was a nonsignificant

trend toward more positive evaluations from those trainees in same-sex

supervisory dyads as compared to trainees in opposite-sex supervisory dyads.

No similar pattern was observed for supervisors, whose evaluations of

supervision were unrelated to participant sex variables.

Analyses of variance on supervisor and trainee SIF scores are

summarized in Tables 7 through 12.

7 rhe trend toward more positive evaluations from trainees in
same-sex supervisory dyads appears to reflect primarily the
experiences of male trainees. Mean SIF ratings for male trainees
paÍred with mal-e supervisors hrere 4.2 points higher (at time 2) and
4.0 points higher (at time 3) than those reported by male trainees
paired with female supervisors. Mean SIF ratings for female
supervisees paired with f emal-e supervisors vrere 0. 5 points and 0.2
points higher (at times 2 and 3, respectively) Lhan those of female
supervisees paired with male supervisors.
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Table 7

2 (Sex of Supervisor) x 2 (Sex of Traineel ANOVA on Trainee SIF Data. Time 1

Source pF"MSdf

SexS

SexT

SexS x SexT

Error

1

1

1

16

28.54136

0.02759

11.56888

15.58388

1.83

0.00

0.74

0.1948

0.9670

0.4016

Note. SexS: Sex of Supervisor. SexT: Sex of Trainee.

"Type lll F value for unbalanced data.
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Table I
2 (Sex of Supervisorl x 2 (Sex of Traineeì ANOVA on Trainee SIF Data. Time 2

Source df MS Fu P

SexS 1 15.07269 1.77 0.2022

SexT 1 2.20829 0.26 0.6177

SexS x SexT 1 28.90320 3.39 0.0842

Error 16 8.52366

Note. SexS: Sex of Supervisor. SexT: Sex of Trainee.

"Type lll F value for unbalanced data.
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Table 9

2 (Sex of Supervisor) x 2 (Sex of Trainee) ANOVA on Trainee SIF Data, Tíme 3

Source df MS F" p

SexS 1 23.46666 1.91 0.1847

SexT 1 0.12121 0.00 0.9753

SexS x SexT 1 38.01212 3.10 0.0965

Error 17 12.27647

Note. SexS: Sex of Supervisor. SexT: Sex of Trainee.

"Type lll F value for unbalanced data.
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Table 10

2 (Sex of SuBervisorl x 2 (Sex of Traineel ANOVA on Supervisor SIF Data.

Time 1

Source df MS F" p

SexS 1

SexT 1

SexS x SexT 1

Error 15 9.21 1 1 1

8.87681 0.96 0.3418

13.39855 1.45 0.2465

0.181 15 0.02 0.8903

Note. SexS: Sex of Supervisor. SexT: Sex of Trainee.

"Type lll F value for unbalanced data.
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Table 11

2 (Sex of Supervisor) x 2 (Sex of Trainee) ANOVA on Supervisor SIF Data.

Time 2

Source df MS Fu P

SexS 1

SexT 1

SexS x SexT 1

Error 16 7 .52589

20.64503 2.74 0.1171

2.56876 0.34 0.5672

3.96707 0.53 0.4783

Note. SexS: Sex of Supervisor. SexT: Sex of Trainee.

"Type lll F value for unbalanced data.
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Table 12

Source pF"df MS

SexS

SexT

SexS x SexT

Error

1

1

1

17

0.63712

0.33409

0.06136

3.75441

0.17

0.09

0.02

0.6855

0.7691

0.8998

Note. SexS: Sex of Supervisor. SexT: Sex of Trainee.

uType lll F value for unbalanced data.
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Convergent Validity of SIF

Post hoc analyses were conducted to evaluate the validity of the SIF as

a measure of the effectiveness of psychotherapy supervision. Evidence of the

convergent validity of the SIF was obtained by correlating supervisor and

supervisee SIF ratings for all instances in which both members of a dyad

completed the instrument (n=75). A Spearman's rho coefficient of 0.28 (p <

.02) was obtained, indicating a significant but weak relationship between SIF

data from different sources.

Investigation ProPer

Evaluation of the Effects of Person-Environment Congruence

A central area of concern in this study is the extent to which person-

environment congruence influences participants' evaluations of supervision.

The criterion measure used in addressing this question was the SlF. Table 13

shows the means and standard deviations of congruence and SIF variables.

The general analysis strategy involved examining two potential linear

relationships between person-environment congruence and participants' SIF

scores: (a) for the case in which the training environment is too advanced for

the student, and (b) for the case in which the training environrnent lags behind

the student's level of ability, Regression analyses were used to test these

relationships. lnitially, data from all sources (i.e., both supervisors and

supervisees) and all occasions (time 1, time 2, and time 3) were pooled for

analysis. Analyses regressed respondents' SIF scores at a given occasion
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Table 13
Me
Supervisors and Trainee GrouPs

Assessment Time

Variable

SLS-P Level

Supervisor

Trainee

SLS-E Level

Supervisor

Trainee

Congruence (P-E)

Supervisor

Trainee

Supervisor

2.80

(0.87)

2.97

(0.88)

2.31

(0.79)

2.24

(0.e5)

0.52

(1.08)

0.71

(1.12)

16.93

(3.04)

18.06

(3.69)

2.93

(0.79)

3.19

(0.8e)

2.43

(0.7e)

2.59

(0.89)

0.42

(0.8e)

0.69

(1 .12)

18.00

(2.52)

18.14

(3.40)

3.08

(0.83)

3.13

(0.8e)

2.56

(0.83)

2.40

(0.80)

0.52

(0.e4)

0.71

(0.e6)

17.71

(1.94)

17.71

(3.58)

SIF

Trainee
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onto congruence as computed from their SLS responses on the same occas¡on-

Thus, analyses examine the relationship between congruence and satisfaction

for one-month intervals, although all three one-month intervals were pooled for

analyses.

It was anticipated that the relationship between person-environment

congruence and SIF scores would be linear and biphasic. That is, the

relationship would be represented by two regression lines of different slopes,

with the point of intersection between the two lines falling at approximately zero

(perfect) congruence. As shown in Figure 2, a positively sloped regression líne

was expected to peak at zero congruence, and then become a negatively

sloped regression line. Accordingly, regression equations were modelled

incorporating an estimated point of intersection between two regression lines of

different slopes. The estimated point of intersection was entered into the model

based on (a) the theoretical expectation that the slope of the regression line

would change aTzero, as well as (b) an empirically derived plot of satisfaction

scores onto congruence scores, which revealed the actual change point to fall

between -.5 and 0. By combining theoretical and empirical criteria, the

estimated point of intersection was modelled to fall at -.5 < change point <0. All

observations where congruence was computed to be less than 0 (i.e., -.5 or

below; n=23) were used to compute a first regression line. All observations

where congruence was cornputed to be greater than or equal to 0 (n=133) were

used to compute a second regression line. Thus, a single regression analysis
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Figure 2. Anticipated relationship between sLS scores
and SIF scores.



Process 
".0 

O::::ü;

was used to fit two regression lines of different slopes with a point of

intersection estimated to fall between -.5 and 0.8

Regression analyses revealed that for congruence scores of -.5 and less,

person-environment congruence did not predict participants' evaluations of

supervision, !, (1 52\ = 0.118, Þ = 0.91. Among dyads in which the supervision

otfered was more advanced than the trainee's developmental needs, the degree

of mismatch was unrelated to the perceived benefits of supervision.

BIn order to model- a regression where it appears that two
regression Ìines with different slopes intersect at an estimated
poínt, the estimated point of intersection is first determined,
Ëased on theory and/or empirical data. Three "dummy" variables are
then constructèd, and the dependent variable is regressed onto the
dummy variables, D1, D2 and D3. Values of the "dummy" variables
for Lfte current case are shown bel-ow (not aII possible congruency
scores are represented) :

Congruencv Dl
-30
-20r^
-t v
01
11
21
31

D1 indicates l-ocation of observations before or after t.he estimated
point of intersection, of "change point" (0=before, 1=after). D2-takes on values of observations l-ocated prior to the change point,
whereas D3 takes on the values of observaLions located after the
change point.

The regression model is as follows:

Satisfaction = B0 + B1D1 + B2D2 + B3D3 + E

where Bn is the intercept for the first regression 1ine,
B2 is ttie sJ-ope of the first regression J-ine,
B; is the slope of the second regression line,
añO e6 + 81 is the intercept of the second reqression line.

D2 D3

-30
-20
-t u
00
01
02
03
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For congruence Scores of 0 and greater, the relationship between

person-environment congruence and participants' evaluations of supervision

achieved statistical signíficance, !, (152) = -1.959, p = 0.05. Among

supervisory dyads in which the supervision offered was too rudimentary, relative

to the trainee's developmental status, the more supervision lagged behind the

trainee's level of ability, the less satisfaction and benefit participants tended to

report. The relationship between person-environment congruence and SIF

scores is depicted in Figure 3.s

In order to further explore a possible relationship between person-

environment congruence in supervision and participant satisfaction, two

additional regression analyses were conducted. These analyses were o

performed to determine whether a relationship between congruence and SIF

scores emerged when data collected from (a) supervisors and (b) trainees were

examined separately. Prior to analysis, data were sorted by source (trainee

versus supervisor), thereby forming two subsets of data. Two separate

regression analyses were then conducted on the respective data subsets to

deterrnine whether, in each case, degree of person-environment congruence

(+3 to -3) predicted participants' evaluations of supervision. Supervisor monthly

9the disjunction between the two Iines of best fit plotted in
Figure 3 (fór "advanced" and "rudimentary" segments of the
suiervisory continuum, respectively) reflects the properties of the
stätisticat analysis páckage and regressio.n model used'
SpecificalJ-y, the-approach used did not "force" the regression
lines for the two pãits of the supervisory continuum to share a
common intercePt.
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congruence scores were examined in relation to supervisors' corresponding

monthly slF data. Likewise, trainee monthly congruence scores were examined

in relation to trainees' corresponding monthly slF data.

Supervisor Data

For congruence scores of -.5 and less (n= 11), person-environment

congruence did not predict participants' evaluations of supervision, !, (71) = -

0.170, B = 0.g7. Among dyads in which the supervision offered was more

advanced than the trainee's developmental needs, the degree of rnismatch was

unrelated to the perceived benefits of supervision'

For congruence Scores of 0 and greater (n=64), person-environment

congruence did not predict participants' evaluations of supervision, !, (71) = -

1.167, p= 0.25. Among dyads in which the supervision offered wastoo

rudimentary, relative to the trainee's developmental status,

the degree of mismatch was again unrelated to the perceived benefits of

supervísion.

Trainee Data

For congruence scores of -.5 and less (n=12), person-environment

congruence did not predict participants' evaluations of supervision, !, (77'l --

0.212, p = 0.83. Among dyads in which the supervision offered was more

advanced than the trainee's developmental needs, the degree of mismatch was

unrelated to the perceived benefits of supervision'
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Figure 3. Scatter graph of SIF scores as a function of Person-
Environment congruence scores. Data are pooled across
source (Supervisor and Trainee) and occasion (times 1,
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For congruence scores of 0 and greater (n=69), the relationship between

person-environment congruence and participants' evaluations of supervision did

not achieve statistical significance, but a trend in the predicted direction

emerged, !, (77) = -1.797, p = 0.08. Among supervisory dyads in which the

supervision offered was too rudimentary relative to the trainee's developmental

status, the more supervision lagged behind the trainee's level of ability, the less

satisfaction and benefit from supervision participants tended to report.

ln summary, the congruence effect was evident when pooled data were

examined but did not achieve significance when trainee and supervisor groups

were examined separately. This failure to replicate the overall findings with

subgroup analsyes likely reflects the smaller sample sizes, and consequently

reduced statistical power of the latter set of analyses. Results of subgroup

analyses do, however, provide suggestive evidence that trainees' evaluations of

supervision may be more responsive than supervisors' evaluations to the effects

of person-environment congruence, particularly in cases where the supervision

environment is overly rudimentary.

Over Time

Ancillary analyses were conducted in order to further explore the

relationship between person-environment congruence and participants'

evaluations of supervision. In contrast to the cross-sectional approach used to
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formally test the hypothesized relationship, ancillary analyses adopted a

longitudinal, within-subjects approach. The object of these analyses was to

examine whether changes in person-environment congruence for particular

individuals over time were associated with concurrent changes in satisfaction

and learning ratings. Post hoc visual inspection of the data was performed to

address this question.

The following procedure was employed to evaluate a potential

relationship between changes in person-environment congruence over time and

concurrent changes in participant evaluations of supervision. First, the extent of

change in person-environment congruence frorn time 1 to time 2 and from tirne

2 to time 3 was computed for each participant by subtracting the absolute value

of the congruence score at the latter time period from the absolute value of the

congruence score at the earlier time period, i.e.,

Change in congruence timel to tirne2 = lcongruencel l - lcongruence2]

Change in congruence time2 to time3 = lcongruence2l - lcongruenceS!

Recall that in scoring the SLS, congruence scores nearest zero (i.e.,

small absolute value) indicate greatest congruence, while scores which deviate

in either direction from zero (i.e., large absolute values) indicate less

congruence. Thus, a positive change score (larger absolute value, or less

congruence, at the earlier of the two periods being compared) signifies an

irnprovement in congruence between the two time periods in question.
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Conversely, a negative change Score (smaller absolute value, or greater

congruence, at the earlier of two measurement periods) indicates a decrease in

congruence. A change Score of zero indicates that the degree of person-

environment congruence remained stable over the interval in question.l0

The change in participant evaluation of supervision over the interval in

question was assessed as the difference between SIF scores for the two

measurement occasions, i.e.,

Change SIF timel to time2 = SlF2 - SlFl

Change SIF time2 to time3 = S|FS - SlF2

Having computed change scores for the congruence and evaluation

variables in this manner, it was expected that if a relationship between change

in congruence and change in satisfaction existed, a line of positive slope could

be plotted depicting the relationship. That is, positive change scores for

congruence (indicating improvement in person-environment congruence over

time) were expected to be associated with increases in satisfaction for the

same time interval. Likewise, negative change scores for congruence

(indicating a reduction in congruence over time) were expected to be

associated with decreases in satisfaction for the same time interval.

1orhis approach does not indicate the direction of change, but
only the degree of change in congruence. For exampler êD
individual could go from +3 at timel to -3 at time2 and receive a
change score of zero, indicating that the degree of mismatch had
remained unchanged during that time interval.
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Analyses were performed separately on trainee data and supervisor

data. For each subsample, data from time 1 to time 2, and from time 2 to time

3 were plotted. As shown in Figures 4 and 5, the anticipated positively sloped

line was not evident. lncreases in congruence over time were not associated

with increased ratings of satisfaction and perceived learning in the

corresponding interval. The data provide no evidence that changes in

congruence over time were accompanied by corresponding changes in

participant evaluations of supervision. This finding holds for both trainee and

supervisor data. To confirm that changes in person-environment congruence

over time were not accompanied by concurrent changes in participant

evaluations of supervision, SIF change scores were regressed onto congruence

change scores (as computed above). Nonsignificant F values summarized in

Tables 14 and 15 confirm the lack of evidence of a relationship.

lmpact of Person-Environment Congruence in Supervision on Trainee

Development over Time

A second area of inquiry involved the potential relationship between

person-environment congruence in supervision and trainee developmental

change. To evaluate this relationship, developmental change scores were

calculated by subtracting P-scale scores at the first data collection period from

those at the last data collection period. A series of analyses (using pooled

trainee and supervisor data for all individuals completing the study, and
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providing usable data at each step, n=4311) were conducted to determine

whether there were significant differences in P-scale change scores by initial

degree of congruency.

The analysis strategy was complicated by the fact that initial congruence

scores (P1-E1) are confounded with initial P-level (P1). A dyad's initial

congruence therefore constrains the possible degree of change ín in the

trainee's P scores. As Table 16 illustrates, ceftain values of change in P-level

(P3 - P1) are not possible given certain initial levels of congruence (P1 - E1). ln

pafticular, floor effects would constrain the range of potential decrease in P-

level from time 1 to time 3 for individuals with initially low congruence scores

(and therefore initially low P-values). Similarly, ceiling effects would constrain

the range of potential increase in P-level from time 1 to time 3 for individuals

with initially high congruence scores (and therefore initially high P values).

Analyses were accordingly chosen to minimize the likelihood of an artifactual

relationship between initial congruence and change in person level. The

absolute value of congruence scores were used for analyses. These absolute

values range from 0 to +3 and indicate the degree, but not the direction, of

llBecarrse no prediction was made regarding regressive change
in trainee developmental status and its rel-ationship to person-
environment congruence, cases where trainees achieved a lower
developmental status (P-score) at time 3 than at time 1 (n=9) were
excl-uded from analysis.
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score indicates greater congruence over time; negat¡ve
congruence change score indicates less congruence over
time,
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Table 14

Linear Regression of SIF Change Scores (time 1 to time 2) on Change in

Absolute Congruence (time 1 to time 2)

Source Parameter SE T df P

Estimate

Trainee 0.43276 0.42191 1.028 1 0.3157

Supervisor -0.1 9484 0.61897 -0.315 1 0 .7570
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Table 15

Linear Regression of SIF Change Scores (time 2 to time 3) on Change in

Absolute Congruence (time 2 to time 3)

Source Parameter SE T df p

Estimate

Trainee 0.11082 0.5101 1 0.217 1 0.8299

Supervisor -0.15962 0.59326 -0.269 1 0.7909
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potential mismatches between supervision environments and trainee

developmental needs. By collapsing across direction (+ or -), any confounding

of initial developmental level with congruence is likely to be corrected. The

degree of change in Person level from time 1 to time 3 consititutes a

categorical ordinal response variable (i.e., the various degrees of change, such

as 0, 1, 2, g, represent change categories which can be arranged into an

ordinal scale rather than a continuous scale). lt was therefore considered

appropriate to model the probabilities of an individual falling into a certain

change category, given an initial level of person-environment congruence.

A series of two logit functions were used to model the probability of an

individual falling into a certain change category (e'g', change P = 1 un¡t) given a

certain initial level of congruence. Probabilities of a given degree of change

were then compared across congruence levels to determine whether the

specified degree of change was significantly more likely to occur at one

congruence level than another.

As shown in Table 17, changes observed in P-level from time 1 to time 3

ranged from 0 to 1.0 unit. (Changes of 0, 0.5 and 1.0 in P-value were

observed). Accordingly, analyses determined (a) differences in the relative

likelihood of a zero change in P-level versus a 0.5 change in P-level for every

one-unit increase in congruence and (b) differences in the relative likelihood of
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Table 16

Proportion of subiects frorn each congruence level expected to fall into change

categories of P assuming no relationship between congruence and change in P

Congruence at time 1 (P1 - E1)

Change P
(P3 -P1) 32-1-2-3

-3

-2

-1

0

1

2

3

.25

.25

.25

.25

.20

.20

.20

.20

.20

- .143

.167 .143

,167 .143

167 .143

.167 .143

.167.143

.167 .143

.167 .20 .25

.167 .20 .25

.167 .20 .25

.167 .20 .25

.167 .20

.167

Note: cell entry is the proportion of s's in a given congruence category (time 1)

expected to fall into a given change category if there is no relationship between
initial congruence (P1 - E1) and change in P-level (P3 - P1).
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azero versus 1.0 change in P-level for every one unit increase in congruence.

Probability of 0 Versus 0.5 Change in P-Level. Given One Unit Increase in

Congruence

For this comparison, the obtained point estimate e = 1.3. As person-

environment congruence increases by one unit (i.e., a one-unit decrease in the

absolute congruence score), there is a 1.3 times greater likelihood that 0.5 units

of change in P-level (as opposed to no change) will occur. This is consistent

with the predicted direction of effect. lt was anticipated that as trainees and

their supervisor environments became more closely matched (i.e., more

congruent), developmental change would be more likely to occur. However,

this odds ratio is not statistically significant, as demonstrated by calculation of a

95o/o confidence interval around the point estirnate, c'l' = ('36' 5'73)' The

nonsignificant confidence interval indicates that the likelihood of obtaining 0

versus 0.5 degrees of change in P-level does not differ between subjects who

differ one unit in congruence.

Probability of 0 Versus 1.0 Change in P-level. Given One Unit Increase in

Congruence

For this comparison, the obtained point estimate e = 0.84, C.l, (95o/o) =

(0.75, 1.65). With each one unit increase in person-environment congruence

(i.e., a one-unit decrease in the absolute congruence score), the odds an

individual will exhibit 1.0 unit of change versus 0 change increase by a factor of



Process 
""0 

O::::üB

0.84. That is, as congruence increases by one unit, there is a 0.84 times

greater likelihood that a one-unit change in P-level (as opposed to no change)

will occur. This is consistent with the predicted direction of effect, but not

statistically significant. These results provide no evidence that the likellhood of

change in P-level differs according to congruence level.

In summary, the current results provide no support for the position that

initial person-environment congruence is related to the extent of trainee change

as measured by the P-scale of the SLS. The absence of a relationship

between person-environment congruence and trainee developrnental change is

represented graphically in Figure 6. As can be seen upon examination of

Figure 6, mean changes in person-level appear unrelated to the degree of initial

person-environment congruence.

Divergence of Trainee and Supervisor Perceptions in Relation to Outcome

Measures

The degree of divergence in supervisor-trainee perceptions of (a) trainee

developmental level and (b) the supervisory environment were examined in

relation to participants' evaluations of supervision.

General Findings: Degree of Intradyad Divergence

For each data collection period, the degree of divergence in dyad

members SLS-P (person level) ratings was computed by subtracting the
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Table 17

Frequencies of Change in Person Level by lnitial Person-Environment

Congruence (Absolute Value)

Change in Person Level

Absolute
Congruence 0 +0.5 +1.0 Total

0.082313
(61.5olo) (15.4o/o) (23.1o/o)

0.5 1012
(50o/o) (0olo) (50o/o)

1.0 6 3 5 14
(42.9o/o) (21.4Yo) (35.7o/o)

1.5 3 1 0 4
(75Vo) (25o/o) (0%)

2.03047
(42.9Yo) (0%) (57.1Vo\

2.5 1012
(50o/o) (00/o) (50o/o)

3.0 1001
(100o/o) (00/o) (00/o)

Total 23 6 14 43
(53.5olo) (13.9%) (32.60/o)
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supervisor's P-score from the corresponding trainee's P-score (Divergence =

Po",n"" - Pruo",.,¡.o). Similarly, for each data collection period, the degree of

divergence in dyad mernbers SLS-E (supervisory environment level) ratings was

computed by subtracting the supervisor's E-score frorn the corresponding

trainee's E-score (Divergencê = Euu,n"" - Errær¡ro,). The obtained difference

scores were used to calculate a series of Wilcoxin Rank Sum tests evaluating

the extent of intradyad disagreement regarding trainee developmental level and

supervisory environment level.

At time 1, the analysis of intradyad disagreement on trainee Person level

revealed a nonsignificant trend, t (26) = 1.91, p = 0.07, such that trainees

tended to report higher Person ratings than did their supervisors. At time 2, the

analysis on the Person variable achieved significance,!(24) = 2.71, P = .01.

Trainees perceived themselves as developmentally more advanced than díd

their paired supervisors. At time 3, the Person analysis failed to achieve

significance, ! (21) = 0.93, p >.10. Analyses of intradyad disagreement

regarding supervisory Environment level indicated that at time 1, supervísors

and their paired trainees did not differ in their perceptions of the supervisory

environment, ! (24) = 0.47, p >.10. At time 2, a nonsignificant trend was

observed, ! (23) = 2.03, Þ_=.06. Trainees tended to view the supervisory

learning environment as more advanced than did their paired supervisors. At

time 3, no significant effect was observed, ! (20) = -0.77, p >.10.
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Figure 6. Mean change in person level as a function of initial person-
environment congruence. Higher values of absolute congru-
ence indicate greater person-environment rnismatch at Time 1.
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Person-Level

To determine whether the extent of intradyad agreement or disagreement

regarding the trainee's developmental level was associated with partícipant

evaluations of supervision, a series of regression analyses were performed.

Intradyad divergence scores on person level (i.e', Pu",n"" - Psupe*¡sor) were used

as predictor variables in a series of three regression analyses. For each of the

three data collection periods, participants' SIF scores (pooled supervisor and

trainee data) were regressed onto their P-level divergence scores.

Divergence scores ol zero indicate that supervisor and trainee are in

perfect agreement about the trainee's developmental status. Scores greater

than zero indicate that the trainee perceives himself or herself as more

developmentally advanced than the supervisor does. Conversely, scores below

zero indicate that the supervisor perceives the trainee to be more

developmentally advanced than the supervisee himself or herself does.

Because positive and negative scores reflect two distinct types of intradyad

disagreement, it was considered appropriate to model a potentially biphasic

relationship between divergence scores and participant evaluations of

supervision. Regression equations were accordingly modelled incorporating an

estimated point of intersection at zero divergence between two regression lines

of (potentially) different slopes.
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Regression analyses revealed that for time 1 data, the estimated point of

intersection did not contribute meaningfully to the regression model. However,

a common estimate of the relationship between divergence and SIF scores

achieved significance, ! (22) = 2.150, Þ = 0.04, indicating that across the range

of divergence scores, there was a positive relationshíp between intradyad

divergence and participants' evaluations of supervision. Among dyads in which

trainees perceived themselves as more developmentally advanced than their

supervisors did, greater disagreement was associated with higher participant

evaluations of supervision. Among dyads in which supervisors perceived

trainees as more advanced than the trainees themselves did, greater intradyad

disagreement was associated with less reported satisfaction and benefit from

supervision.

At time 2, regression analyses revealed no significant relationships

between divergence scores and participant evaluations of supervision, all p's >

.05.

At time 3, regression analyses revealed that for divergence of less than

zero (i.e., cases where the supervisor rated the trainee's development more

highly than did the trainee himself or herself), no significant relationship existed

between divergence scores and SIF scores ! (18) = -1.926, Þ = .07. For

divergence scores of 0 and greater, the relationship between divergence and

participants' evaluations of supervision achieved statistical significance, !, (18)
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= 2.100, p = 0.05. Arnong supervisory dyads in which the trainees rated their

development more highly than their supervisors did, the greater the extent of

disagreement, the more satisfaction participants tended to report.

Environment-Level Divergence Scores in Relation to Pafticipant Evaluations

To determine whether the extent of intradyad agreement or

disagreement regarding the supervision environment was associated with

participant evaluations, intradyad divergence scores on the Environment

variable (i.e., E,.u,n." - Err*riro.') were used as predictor variables in a series of

regression analyses. For each of the three data collection periods, particípants'

SIF scores (pooled supervisor and trainee data) were regressed onto their

divergence scores. Regression equations were modelled incorporating an

estimated point of intersection at a divergence score o'f zero between two

regression lines of potentially different slopes.

At time 1, regression analyses revealed that for congruence scores less

than zero, divergence in environment level ratings did not predict participants'

evaluations of supervision, t, (20) = 0.415, p = 0.68. Among dyads in which the

supervisors viewed the supervision environment as more advanced than their

trainees did, the extent of disagreement was unrelated to the perceived benefits

of supervision. For divergence scores of zero and greater, the relationship

between intradyad divergence and pafticipants' evaluations of supervision

achieved statistical significance, !, (20) = -3.100, p < 0.01. Among supervisory
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dyads in which the trainees perceived the supervisory environment as more

advanced than theír supervisors did, the extent of disagreement was inversely

related to participant evaluations of supervision.

At time 2 and time 3, no significant relationship between intradyad divergence

on SLS E-scores and participant evaluations of supervision emerged (all p's >

.10).

Relationship between Trainee Developmental Chanqe and Participants'

Evaluation of Supervision

A possible relationship between the extent of developmentally-linked

change in trainees (i.e., change in Person-level) and participants' evaluations of

supervision was examined. To evaluate this relationship, developmental

change scores were calculated by subtracting P-scale scores at the first data

collection period from those at the last data collection period. A regression

analysis (using pooled trainee and supervisor data for all individuals completing

the study, n=52) was conducted to determine whether P-scale change scores

were significantty predictive of participant evaluations of supervision at time 3.

P-scale change scores of zero indicate no change in the trainee's

developmental status across the course of the study. Scores greater than zero

indicate that the trainee rnade developmental gains over the course of the

investigation, whereas scores below zero (n=9) indicate that the trainee made
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apparently regressive change over the course of the study. Because positive

and negative scores reflect two distinct types of rnovement through the

developmental continuum, it was considered appropriate to model a potentÍally

biphasic relationship between P-scale change scores and participant

evaluations of supervision. Regression equations were accordingly modelled

incorporating an estimated point of intersection at zero divergence between two

regression lines of (potentially) different slopes.

Regression analysis revealed that among trainees who had

demonstrated regressive (backward) change over the course of the study, P-

scale change scores were unrelated to dyad members evaluation of

supervision, ! (21) = 1.440, Þ = 0.17. For trainees who demonstrated forward

developmental change over the course of the study, there was no relationship

between the extent of change and participants' evaluations of supervision, ! (21)

=0.512, p.= 0.61.

A final analysis was performed to determine whether those supervisory

dyads in which trainees demonstrated forward developmental change over the

course of the study differed in their time 3 SIF scores from those supervisory

dyads in which trainees demonstrated regressive change. A t-test indicated

that mean time 3 SIF scores among "regressors" and their supervisors did not

significantly differ from those of "progressors" and their supervisors, !, (45) =

1.23, p >.10.
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DISCUSSION

The current study takes its place among a series of recent investigations

aimed at demonstrating that psychotherapy supervision is most effective when

tailored to the developmental needs and abilities of the trainee. ln contrast to

the approach used by most previous researchers in this area (Heppner &

Roehlke, 1984; Reising & Daniels, 1983; Worthington, 1984) the current study

assessed trainee developmental level directly, rather than inferring trainee

development based on years of therapy experience. The data shown in Tables

4 and 5 support Wiley and Ray's (1986) conclusion that trainee developmental

level and years of therapy experience are not interchangeable constructs.

Examination of Tables 4 and 5 indicates that in the current sample, a range of

developmental levels was observed at each experience level assessed. These

results call into question the practice of using years of therapy experience as a

proxy for trainee developmental level in supervision research.

Relationship between Person-Environment Congruence and Participant

Evaluations of Supervision

This study provided limited support for the hypothesis that a match

between Person and Environment levels in psychotherapy supervision is

associated with greater satisfaction and perceived learning. Unlike previous

research in this area, the current study examined the relationship between

congruence and perceived benefits from supervision at different points along
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the supervisory continuum. Among dyads in which supervision was too

rudimentary relative to the trainee's developmental capabilities, a relationship

was observed between the degree of mismatch and participant evaluations of

supervision. The more the supervision environment lagged behind the

supervisee's capabilities, the less satisfaction and perceived benefit participants

tended to repoft. Such a pattern was not present for dyads in which

supervision was more advanced than the trainee's developmental status.

These dyads tended to report similar degrees of satisfaction and perceived

benefit regardless of the degree to which supervision environments exceeded

the trainee's developmental capabilities. One interpretation of these findings is

that overly rudimentary supervision environments are more likely than overly

challenging environments to conform to the congruence hypothesis. That is,

the negative effects of person-environment incongruence on trainee learning

and growth may become increasingly evident with increasing levels of person-

environment mismatch, but only in the "too rudirnentary" direction. This

interpretation is offered with caution, however, in light of the frequency

distribution of obtained congruence scores for the current study (Figure 7).

Examination of Figure 7 reveals that for all but two cases, a maximum of 1.0

degree of incongruence was observed in the "too challenging" (i.e., congruence

< 0) direction. That is, only supervisory environments which very slightly

exceeded trainees' developmental needs were observed with any frequency
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in the current study. Whereas supervisory environments which markedly

exceed a trainee's abilities may provoke frustration and insecurity, the "slightly-

too-advanced" environment may be more benign in its effects. As Kohlberg

and Mayer (1978) point out, it is even possible that optimal satisfaction and

learning occur when the learning environrnent is one level ahead of the

student's developmental level. Such environments may exert beneficial effects

by challenging the supervisee to operate at the next higher level, perhaps

provoking a developmental transition. ln order to determine whether

congruence effects become evident as supervision becomes more markedly out

of step with trainee needs, future research obtaining a broader range of

congruence scores from the "too advanced" end of the supervisory continuum

is necessary.

An alternative interpretation of the absence of congruence effects in the

"too advanced" end of the supervisory continuum involves statistical limitations

of the data. lt is likely that the very limited number of cases in which the

environment level was more advanced than the trainee's developmental level

(n=23) restricted the statistical power of the analyses. The truncated range of

congruence scores in this part of the supervisory continuum further constrained

the ability of significant findings to emerge. In order to determine whether

different relationships between person-environment congruence and participant

evaluations of supervision exist for the "too-advanced" vs. "too-rudimentary"
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segments of the supervisory continuum, further research in which a broader

span of congruence scores is obtained is needed.rz

Although current findings do not provide an adequate test of the

congruence hypothesis throughout the "too advanced" segment of the

supervisory continuum, current results do effectively demonstrate that overly

rudimentary supervision environments exert a negative effect on participant

evaluations of supervision. Consistent with the predictions of developmental

theory, this effect appears to be more pronounced the more markedly

supervision lags behind the developmental capabilities of the trainee. These

findings suggest that overly rudimentary supervision environments are likely to

be experienced as stifling and may promote stagnation rather than growth of

therapist trainees.

12e, third possibility is that the lower SIF scores observed
among dyads wÍth overly rudimentary supervision environments may
reflect overlap of the constructs measured by the SIF and the P-
scale of the SLS. The scoring procedures for the SLS necessitat.e
that indivÍduaIs who are rated as experiencing insufficiently
cha1J-enging supervision environments are likely to have moderateÌy
high to high P-IeveIs. Assuming that P-l-eve1 assesses some of the
skitls whose growth is queried in the SIF, these individuals may
have been high in many skill areas assessed by the SIF at the
outset of the study. It folÌows that there may have been limited
room for perceived improvement on the skil-I domains tapped by the
SIF among individuals who entered the study with a high P-Ievel.
Lower SIF ratings may, in essence, reflect limited room for growth
in basic therapy skills among trainees who entered the study as
fairly polished practitioners. To address this problem in future
research, alLernative outcome measures are needed which can assess
the more subtte gradations in growth found at higher levels of
therapist development.
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Congruence-Benefit Relationship as Mediated by Respondent Type (Superuisor

versus Trainee)

A further issue raised by the current results involves the possíbility that

trainees may be more sensitive to the effects of person-environment

congruence than are their supervisors. ln the current study there was a

nonsignificant trend linking trainees' ratings of supervision to the degree of

mismatch between the training environment provided and their developmental

needs. No such trend was apparent for supervisors, whose evaluations of

superuision appeared unaffected by person-environment fit. This discrepancy

becomes more meaningful in the context of previous research on

developmental supervision models. Consider that all previous research which

has provided support for the "congruence hypothesis" (Heppner & Roelke,

1984; Rabinowitz et al., 1984; Worthington, 1984) has involved linking trainee

perceptions of supervisory behaviours to trainee evaluations of supervision.

The research by Wiley and Ray (1986), on the other hand, employed suoervisor

perceptions of trainee characteristics and supervisory environments. Person-

environment congruence, as computed from this supervisor data, was then

examined in relation to evaluations of supervision by both (a) supervisors and

(b) supervisees. For neither group were evaluations influenced by person-

environment congruence as determined from supervisor information. Taken

together, these findings suggest that trainees' evaluations of supervision may
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be responsive to their own perceptions of what occurs in supervision sessíons,

but not to their supervisors'.

In the current investigation, supervisors' evaluations of supervision were

examined in relation to congruence scores computed based on supervisor data.

Similarly, trainees' evaluations of supervision were examined in relation to

congruence scores computed based on trainee percept¡ons. As with previous

research (Heppner & Roelke, 1984; Rabinowitz et al., 1984; Worthington,

1984), trainee evaluations appeared to reflect trainee perceptions of the

supervisory process. lt is not unreasonable that trainees' satisfaction with

supervision is more closely tied to their own perceptions of the supervisory

process than to their supervisors' perceptions (the latter being the relationship

that Wiley unsuccessfully attempted to find). Somewhat more puzzling, in both

Wiley's study and the current investigation, is the finding that supervisor

evaluations appear unrelated to supervisor perceptions of person-environment

f it.

Future research is needed to determine whether the source of

information about person-environment fit (trainee versus supervisor) mediates a

potential congruence-satisfaction relationship. Such research should attempt to

clarify whether trainees, as opposed to their supervisors, provide more accurate

information about person-environment fit. ln addition, further research should

investigate the possibility that trainees are more sensitive than their supervisors
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to the effects of person-environment fit in evaluating their experiences ín

supervision.

Changes in Person-Environment Congruence and Parlicipants' Evaluations of

Supervision over Time

Post-hoc visual inspection of the data failed to identify a relationshíp

between changes in person-environrnent congruence within individual dyads

over time and concurrent changes in participant ratings of supervision.

However, a conclusion that changes in congruence over time are not

associated with changes in perceived benefit must be made with caution. The

limited range of congruence change scores observed in the current study (as

reflected in Figures 4 and 5) constrains the power of statistical analyses to

detect any possible relationship between these constructs. Additional research

obtaining greater temporal varíability in congruence ratings (perhaps by

assessing change over longer intervals) is required to address these questions.

Person-Environment Congruence and Trainee Development over Time

The current investigation differed from others in this area in its use of

multiple outcome measures. In addition to obtaining participants' evaluations of

the supervision experience, an attempt was made to more rigorously evaluate

the benefits of supervision by assessing the extent of growth and development

in the trainee. Contrary to expectation, initial person-environment congruence

scores failed to predict the extent of trainee development over the course of the
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study. There are two possible explanations for this finding. First, it is possible

that a good "fit" between supervisory behaviours and trainee needs is more

closely linked to participants'feelings of satisfaction and perceived benefits from

supervision than to actual change and growth in the trainee. Alternatively,

nonsignificant findings may reflect the limited extent of developmental change

occurring over the course of a semester. Trainee change in the current

investigation was limited to a maximum of one unit on the P-scale of the SLS,

severely constraining the likelihood of a statistically significant relationship

between developmental change and any other variable. Because of the

restricted range of change scores, it is highly unlikely that developmental

change would emerge as significantly related to any other variable.

The failure of congruence to predict trainee growth in the current study is

somewhat disappointing. However, indices of trainee growth remain a viable

alternative outcome measure for supervision research. lf knowledge in the area

of supervision is to advance, it is essential that researchers move beyond self-

reports of participant satisfaction to more rigorous methods of evaluation.

lnvestigations spanning several semesters of supervision and therapy may be

necessary to obtain evidence of the progression of trainee characteristics over

time within individuals and to relate this growth process to factors within the

supervisory dyad. Alternatively, future investigations may benefit from the

development of outcome measures which are more sensitive to changes in
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trainee functioning which occur in the shot't-term. Promising initial work on the

construction of such measures has recently been reported in the developmental

supervision literature (Bear & Kivlighan, 1994).

Divergence in Trainee and Supervisor Perceptions

This study provided no clear evidence that disagreements between dyad

members regarding the trainee's developmental needs or the nature of the

supervision provided influence participant evaluations. Satisfaction and learning

ratings were generally unaffected by the degree of divergence or convergence

in trainee and supervisor Person and Environment level ratings. This finding

suggests that differences of opinion regarding the trainee's sophistication as a

therapist and consequent needs in supervision are not primary factors

influencing feeling about the supervisory experience. An alternative explanation

for the generally nonsignificant findings is that marked divergence did not occur

with any frequency in the current sample (as reflected generally nonsignificant

results of Wilcoxin Rank Sum tests of intradyad divergence, reported in the

Results section). lt is possible, more generally, that gross divergences occur

too infrequently in supervisory dyads to address this question satisfactorily in

field research.
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Trainee Developmental Change and Participant

Evaluations of Supervision

An attempt was made in the current study to obtain evidence of the

validity of the SLS P-scale change score as a measure of supervision

effectiveness. Given that participant evaluations of supervísion have been the

most widely used outcome measures in this area to date, a possible relation

between change in trainees' SLS P-scale ratings over time and participant

evaluations of supervision was examined. However, no relationship was

detected between change in P-level and participant evaluations of supervision.

Failure to obtain evidence of the convergent validity of P-scale change scores

suggests that change in person-level may not be a good measure of the

benefits of supervision. The shortcomings of P-scale change scores (and rnore

generally, of any indices of developmental change) as measures of supervision

outcome are likely to be most pronounced in short-term studies, where

opportunities for marked trainee growth to occur are limited. As indicated

previously, trainee change in the current investigation was limited to a

maximum of one P-scale unit, constraining the likelihood that a statistically

significant relationship between developmental change and participant

evaluations of supervision would emerge. lt is possible that when used over

longer time intervals, changes in P-level might have value as an indicator of

su pervision effectiveness.
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lmplications and Directions for Future Research

lmplications for Supervisory Practice

The finding that person-environment congruence in supervision is related

to perceived benefit has important implications for how supervision is

conducted. In particular, results of the current study are important in

demonstrating for the first time that the effects of person-environment

congruence may be evident only in certain parts of the supervisory continuum.

Evidence that overly rudimentary supervision environrnents lead to poorer

evaluations of supervision, whereas demanding environments do not should

lead conscientious supervisors to closely examine their supervisory practices.

However, the possibility that an overly rudimentary supervision environment is

somehow deleterious while a challenging environment is benign or even

beneficial remaíns highly speculative. Current results serve primarily to draw

attention to the need for researchers to consider separately these segments of

the supervisory continuum. With regard to supervisory practice, current results

underscore the necessity of attention to individual differences in trainee

developmental needs. Sensitivity to the trainee's unique learning requirements

will help supervisors achieve an optimal balance between challenges and

supports.
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Directions for Future Research

Need for lmproved Measures of Supervisory Outcomes

Research in this area has failed to answer a number of important

questions. Foremost among these, do changes in supervision as trainees gain

experience promote growth and improvement of the trainee or merely trainee

and supervisor satisfaction? ln order to address this question, it is essential

that outcome evaluation in psychotherapy supervision research move beyond

reliance on seltreports of satisfaction and perceived learning. The current

study extended outcome evaluation by examining change in trainee behaviours

occurring in the context of the supervisory relationship. The failure of person-

environment congruence to predict change in these behaviours may reflect the

lack of sensitivity of the measures used, especially in their ability to identify the

subtle developmental changes likely to occur over a short period of tirne.

More generally, measures of supervision effectiveness which focus on

change within the supervisory dyad are in a rudimentary stage of development.

Attention to this area is growing as evidenced, for exarnple, by Bear and

Kivlighan's (1994) recent application of a sequential analysis methodology to

evaluate the immediate effects of congruent and incongruent supervisor

interventions on trainee information processing. However, links between such

immediate, supervision-relevant outcomes and more distal outcornes such as

therapeutic skill remain unproven (Bear & Kivlighan, 1994). More generally,
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further development of such outcome measures is impeded by a lack of

agreement regarding the processes trainees must go through to become

effective therapists. Efforts to evaluate the utility of supervision by examining

trainee change in the supervisory context will be enhanced as research clarifies

and specifies the tasks involved in becoming an effective therapist.

Although trainee behaviours occurring in supervision warrant further

attention aS a Source of outcome evaluation, the evaluation of trainee

developmental change should not be limited to observations made in the

supervisory context. Developmental models posit changes that may be

manifested in other settings (e.g., in the therapy relationship), and

developmental growth cannot be adequately assessed solely through

information gleaned from the supervisory context. Because it is the trainee's

development as a therapist that is of interest, the examination of the trainee in

the therapist role is critical to validation of developmental models.

Nevertheless, outcome evaluation involving trainees' in-therapy behaviours have

been virtually ignored by researchers adopting a developmental perspective on

supervision (Borders, 1989; Holloway, 1984, Stoltenberg, McNeill & Crethar,

1gg4). This is clearly an important avenue for future research to pursue.
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Need for lmproved Measures of Supervisory Process

The use of self-report measures of supervisory events constitutes a

further limitation of the current study, and of the developmental supervision

literature more generally (Stoltenberg et al., 1994). Because participants'

perceptions of events may not accurately reflect what takes place in supervision

sessions, expansion of data sources to include objective data is essential.

Studies employing direct observation of supervisory events have recently

appeared in the developmental supervision literature (e.9., Bear & Kivlighan,

1994). The continued use and refinement of direct observational methods,

including the development and validation of observational coding systems

specific to clinical supervision, is now needed. Such methods will enable

researchers to verify how developmentally diverse trainees behave during

supervision sessions, and what supervisory variables impact on this behavíour.

Need to Examine Potential Moderating Variables

Developmental models of psychotherapy supervision are are

conceptually narrow in scope, targeting some important aspects of supervision

but neglecting other variables. ln particular, developmental models are flawed in

their failure to recognize important variables that may moderate the impact of

person-environment congruence on supervision outcornes. lt has been

suggested (e.g., Putney, Worthington & McOullough, 1992; Tracey, Ellickson &

Sherry, 1989) that the etfectiveness of developmental models as a guide for
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supervisory practice may be moderated by parameters such as trainee

personality variables, client characteristics, treatment modalities, and theoretical

orientation of supervisor and supervisee. However, there is little in the literature

on the extent to which relationships between supervision variables and

outcomes generalize to and across ditferent conditions.

Notably absent in this literature is the concept of personality traits or

s$les of supervisor and supervisee. Personality styles and the "fit" in

personality between supervisor and supervisee are promising variables for

future research on supervision effectiveness. Fit in perceptual/representation

styles and learning styles have also been largely ignored in this literature.

Tracey and colleagues (1989) suggest that, for example, a highly experiential

learner matched with a didactic teacher may impede the learning process.

These aspects of "fit" remain to be explored.

A number of theorists (e.9., Cohen & DeBetz, 1977; Ekstein &

Wallerstien, 1972; Rice, 1980) have proposed that the learning process in

supervision is facilitated by a basic similarity in the theoretical orientation of

supervisor and trainee. Several studies have provided evidence of a

relationship between matching of theoretical orientations in the supervisory dyad

and perceived benefit (Putney et al., 1992; Schacht, Howe & Berman, 1989;

Spain, 1977) as well as client outcomes (Steinhelber, Patterson, Cliffe &

LeGoullon, 1984). Compatability of supervisor and trainee theoretical
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orientation may moderate the influence of person-environment congruence on

supervision outcomes. For example, the effects of person-environment

congruence on supervision outcomes may obtain only where supervisor and

trainee theoretical orientations are similar. The potential moderating effects of

theoretical orientation compatability are likely to be more pronounced for interns

and advanced students than for beginners, given that interns are more likely to

have artículated and consolidated their therapy theories than are lower level

trainees(Hill, Charles & Reed, 1981).13

Demographic factors such as race, age and gender of dyad members

may also moderate congruence effects. Among the many factors which

influence supervision, few are more sensitive than gender issues (Hess,

1987a). The role of supervisor, trainee and client gender on supervisory

process and outcomes is receiving increased empirical attention (Munson,

1987). The current study provided suggestive evidence that gender matching

may have implications for supervisory outcomes. Future research on person-

1 3 Supervisor theoretical- orienation may also affect the
degree to which supervision conforms to the prescriptions of the
developmental- model. Efstation, Patton and Kardash (1990) point
out that supervisors' theoretical orientation may infl-uence the
degree to which they focus on different aspects or rol-es of their
work (e.9., focus on the deveJ-opÍng supervÍsory relationshipr or
trainee personal issues, on client dynamics and conceptualization,
on skill- buílding). rn addition, the supervisor's theoretical
orientation is likely to predict their sensitivity to deveJ-opmental
issues in the trainee.
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environment congruence in supervision should assess gender as a potential

moderating variable.

Client variables are also likely to impact on the nature of supervision and

may moderate the effectiveness of a given approach. A number of researchers

have addressed the ways in which differences in socioeconomic, cultural,

gender and diagnostic status of clients affect psychotherapy. However, these

factors as they influence supervision have received scant attention. (For

exceptions, see Brodsky, 1980; Gardner, 1980; Munson, 1987.)

ln summary, the utility of developmental supervision models for different

groups of supervisors and supervisees has yet to be examined. A considerable

amount of writing in the area of supervision has dealt with the impact of

variables such as ethnicity, race, and sex of the participants on the supervisory

process and outcomes. Factors such as setting, client populatíon and problem

type, and theoretical orientation to therapy have also been held to impact on

supervision. In future work it is essential that these individual difference and

contextual variables be examined as possible moderating factors, in order to

more clearly delineate the kinds of individuals and situations to which findings

can be generalized.
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Further Elaboration of Developmental Supervision Models: Toward a "Real

World" Approach

An issue not addressed by existing developmental supervision models is

the fact that most trainees encounter multiple supervisors and across the

course of training may be supervised by individuals of widely varying clinical

approaches and theoretical orientations toward therapy. lt is unclear how

shifting from one supervisor to the next affects trainees' progression through the

stages posited by developmental supervision theories. ln particular, it is

important to determine whether the period of transition to a new supervísor can

interrupt or reverse the developmental progression. Do trainees need to

recapitulate some of the early stages with each new supervisor or theoretical

approach encountered, or are the stages sufficiently general that they transcend

work wíthin particular theoretical orientations?

Also relevant in this context is the practice of offering trainees a series of

supervised training experiences with widely varying role demands. lt is possíble

that in encountering new skill areas, new populations or other novel

circumstances, the trainee may recycle through earlier stages of development.

This poss¡bil¡ty is supported in the current study by the somewhat surprising

finding that supervisors rated trainees with five or more years of therapy

experience to be predominantly at Person Level 2 at the beginning of study (as

shown in Table 4). One interpretation of this finding is that these trainees --
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likely interns -- were functioning at a fairly autonomous level prior to internshíp,

but reverted to a more dependent mode in supervision in reaction to the new

role expectations they encountered as they entered their internship rotations.

This interpretation, if accurate, would provide support for the notion that

trainees may recycle through earlier developmental stages (characterized by,

for example, the need for direction and support) when confronted with new role

demands. An elaboration of a developmental model incorporating such

phenomena is required. The models proposed by Loganbill and colleagues

(1982) and Stoltenberg and Delwonh (1987) have come closest to addressing

these issues. However, the likelihood that successive passes through a given

developmental stage occur largely due to "real world" aspects of professional

training in psychology, such as the need to accomodate rnultiple supervisors

and shifting role demands, has not been given adequate consideration. The

possibility that trainees may recycle through earlier stages in their development

in reaction to changing supervisory environments and training experiences

awaits empirical attention.

Extending Developmental Supervision Models to the Professional Practice Level

Although early research on psychotherapy supervision focused largely on

prepracticum and early practicum levels, more recent investigations -- including

the current study -- have examined supervisory practice at the advanced
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practicum and internship levels in an efforl to augrnent our knowledge of

intermediate and advanced stages of therapist development. Despite increased

attention to more senior levels of training in recent years, beginning therapists

have, overall, been the focus of much more study than advanced supervisees,

and it remains unclear what supervisory interventions are most beneficial at

advanced stages or what interventions encourage transition to higher

developmental stages (Borders, 1989). ln particular, little is known about

postgraduate therapists who, according to developrnental supervision models,

continue developmental growth. The final "master counselor" stage and the

consultative supervision that is posited here require empirical attention.

ln future research, investigators should focus on the supervision of

groups that have received insufficient empirical attention to date. A continued

focus on intermediate and advanced trainees is needed, as is the inclusion in

research designs of therapists functioning at the professional practice level.

Research involving more advanced therapists is challenging for a number of

reasons, including the need for more sensitive measures capable of detecting

the subtle changes which additional supervised experience may bring.

However, the issues and interactions of advanced therapists with their

supervisors are likely to be rich and complex and will provide a fruÍtful area for

future inquiry.
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Need for Lonq-Term Follow-Up

In the current study, trainee behaviours occurring in the context of

supervision sessions were considered to be primarily a function of previous

experiences in that supervisory dyad. However, it is likely that what occurs

within the context of the supervisory dyad may be traced in part to more distal

causal factors (Hess, 1987b). As Allen et al. (1986) point out, of the many

supervisory relationships most trainees are involved in over the course of their

training, often one or more of these takes on an added significance over time.

Those relationships that emerge as critical formative influences often play a key

role in the trainee's subsequent development and in shaping his or her eventual

style of practice and professional identity. Such key supervisory experiences

may have an "incubatiOn" period, or Serve as a substrate upon which later

clinical and supervisory experiences adhere. ln order to fully evaluate the

impact of supervision, those effects which accrue over tirne must be taken into

account. There is a need for long term follow-up to trace the etfects of

experiences in supervision which may not be fully realized until years after the

dyad ceases its work together.

The need for long-term follow-up is underscored by the naivete likely to

colour trainees' immediate evaluations of supervision. Most research on

supervision has focused on the perceptions of relatively inexperienced trainees.

Such respondents may lack the sophistication to evaluate their experience in
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terms of its contributions and shortcomings as a training experience. Allen and

colleagues (1986) suggest that retrospective survey data collected frorn

practicing clinicians may result in less favorable appraisals of supervisory

experiences because deficiencies that were not apparent at the time may be

more evident to respondents who have obtained professional experience and

are able to evaluate their training in the context of professional role demands.

Need for Empirical Validation of Theoretical Underpinnings

Clearly, there are many directions in which research on developmental

supervision can profitably expand. However, there is a danger that in pursuing

these directions too quickly we may neglect more basic issues essential to our

understanding of the supervision process. Research on developmental models

of psychotherapy supervision would benefit from a more fundamental

broadening of the questions it seeks to test empirically. Much of the research

to date has involved a quest to find support for a general developmental

perspective on trainee growth and ideal supervisory learning environments.

Little attention has been given to evaluating the theoretical constructs which

may underly such developmental change. Given the growing support in the

literature for the progression of trainee characteristics over time and the vafue

of matching trainee needs with different supervisor behaviours and roles, an

increased emphasis on differentiating among competing theoretical explanations

of these observed phenomena is now required. As part of this broadening of
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the empirical focus, research designs which can pit therapist-role-specific

developmental contructs against other theoretical explanatíons which have been

offered to account for research f indings, such as Holloway's (1987) notions of

socialization and role complementarity, Border's (Borders et al,, 1986) ego

development, or Holloway and Wampold's (1986) application of Hunt's

conceptual systems theory, would be particularly welcome.

Conclusion

As recently as 10 years ago, a body of literature to form the basis of a

science of supervision was unavailable; materials to guide the conscientious

supervisor were few and far between and generally emphasized theory and

personal experience over rigourous empirical inquiry (Hess, 1987). The

supervision literature in recent years has begun to shift from the descriptive and

theoretical level toward more empirically based investigations, many of which

have adopted a developmental perspective on psychotherapy supervision.

By examining developmental supervision models in a more rigorous

fashion than has previously been done, the current study strengthens the

growing empirical base of supervisory practice. However, findings of the

current study provide only limited supporl for a developmental perspective on

psychotherapy supervision and are unlikely to resolve the debates in the

literature regarding this approach. Although empirical support for

developmental models of supervision will remain controversial, the goal of
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providing supervision which matches trainees needs with individually taílored

learning environments will continue to drive research. The development and

evaluation of more comprehensive and accurate models of psychotherapy

supervision remains a frontier for developmental theorists to explore.
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APPENDIX A

Supervision Level Scale-P (Form S)

The following items are to be rated on a scale from 1 to 7 in response to the

stem "My supervisee ..."

PLEASE RESPOND KEEPING ONLY THE SUPERVISEE PAIRED WITH YOU

FOR THIS STUDY IN MIND.

1234567
Absolutely Usually More A mix of More Usually Absolutely
Untrue or for the untrue both or true or for true

most part than true cannot than the
untrue decide untrue most

part
true

MY SUPERVISEE

_ 1, has a consistent and firm sense of confidence about his/her
therapy skills even when challenged by clients, supervisors, and
colleagues.

_2. usually has a firm sense of confidence about his/her therapy skills,
although he/she is shaken when challenged by clients,superuisors,
and/or colleagues.

_ 3. is inconsistently aware of his/her strengths, weaknesses,
motivations, neurotic needs, etc. and their impact on clients.

_4. nearly always looks to others for ideas about how he/she should
behave as a therapist.

_ 5. is consistently aware of his/her strengths, weaknesses,
motivations, neurotic needs, etc. and is able to use them as
resources during therapy sessions.
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_ 6. usually lacks confidence in present therapy skills and is
overwhelmed bY own weaknesses.

_7. clearly understands a broad range of limitations of therapy,
including the limits of therapy as a treatment per se, and has

essentially completed integrating this knowledge into a firm sense
of professional identitY.

_ f. is clearly aware of a broad range of limitations of therapy,
including the limits of therapy as a treatment pe¡ se, and is
struggling to integrate this with his/her sense of self as a
professional.

_ 9. has very little awareness of his/her strengths, weaknesses,
motivations, neurotic needs, etc. and their impact on clients.

_10. is developing an inner sense of self as a therapist but frequently
looks to others for ideas about how he/she should behave as a
therapist.

-11. 
is essentially a fully independent professional.

_'lZ. is prone to readily identify with a theoretical school or individual
practitioner without thorough consideration.

_13. has essentially completed his/her sense of self as a therapist and
integrated it with his/her sense of self as a person.

_14. is almost always dependent on me for structure, advice, direction
and rules.

_15. sees therapy as a very powerful instrument but is becoming
vaguely aware and uneasy about a few limitations of therapy,
such as the inappropriateness of therapy for some clients and/or
problems.

_16. is almost always cornpletely independent, but on rare occasions
such as emergencies he/she falls back into dependence on me.
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_17. has a well developed sense of self as a therapist, but is only
beginning to integrate it with his/her sense of self as a person.

_18. is consistently aware of his/her strengths, weaknesses,
motivations, neurotic needs, etc. and their impact on clients, but is
only beginning to develop the capacity to use them as resources
during the theraPY session.

_19. consistently fluctuates between being dependent on and
independent of me.

20. tends to regard therapy as all-powerJul.

21. views clients from a variety of rather thoroughly examined
perspectives and is testing out the goodness of fit of an

internalized theoretical framework.

ZZ. is committed to a theoretical framework or composite which is
internalized, integrated with his/her therapy behaviour, and can be
ar-ticulated.

23. characteristically fluctuates between feeling confident and feeling
very inadequate about present therapy skills.

24. is beginning to view clients from a variety of perspectives and is
becoming aware of a need to develop an internalized theoretical
framework.
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Supervision Level Scale-E (Form S)

The following items are to be rated on a scale from 1 to 7
in response to the stem "ln our supervision sessions ..."

PLEASE RESPOND KEEPING ONLY SUPERVISION SESSIONS WITH THE
SUPERVISEE PAIRED WITH YOU FOR THIS STUDY IN MIND.

1234567
Absolutely Usually More A mix of More Usually Absolutely
Untrue or for the untrue both or true or for true

most part than true cannot than the
untrue decide untrue most

part
true

IN OUR SUPERVISION SESSIONS:

_ 1. my role is that of a mentor dealing with resolution of the personal
and professional dilemmas of my supervisee, and an instructor on
rare occasions.

_2. I focus on establishing my supervisee's sense of confidence and
dealing with the feelings surrounding the development of a
professional style and/or identity.

_ 3. I focus on my supervisee's applying skills and techniques learned
in a classroom to a therapy situation.

_4. my role is moving away from that of a directive instructor,
encouraging my supervisee to try out and expand the skills he/she
has already developed.

_ 5. I am merging confrontative behaviours with a primarily supportive
style.

_ 6. I use relatively equal amounts of support and confrontation.

_7. I help my supervisee deal with the feelings involved in integrating
and consolidating his/her already developed personal and
professíonal identities.
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_ 8. I most often serve as a directive instructor and model, providing
readings, examples, opportunities for observation, and didactic
instruction.

_ 9. I focus heavily on helping my supervisee to clarify and deal with
his/her inner feelings and/or ambivalence toward both clients and
rne.

_10. developing my supervisee's basic skills in strategizing and
independent decision making is one of my major objectives.

_11. my supervisee is unaware of many of the feelings he/she has in
therapy and supervision and I focus on raising his/her awareness
of them.

_12. the much subtler aspects of therapy such as timing and
orchestrating receive much attention.

_13. I serve primarily as a collegial consultant.

_14. my supervisee is unable to handle much confrontation, hence I

draw almost solely on supportive behaviours.

_15. I emphasize my supervisee's conceptualizations of cases in
relation to each other.

_16. there is rarely a need for me to suppoÌt or confront rny superuisee.
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Supervision Level Scale-P (Form T)

The following items are to be rated on a scale from 1 to 7

in response to the stem "l ..."

PLEASE RESPOND KEEPING ONLY YOUR WORK WITH THE SUPERVISOR
PAIRED WITH YOU FOR THIS STUDY IN MIND

1234567
Absolutely Usually More A mix of More Usually Absolutely
Untrue or for the untrue both or true or for true

most part than true cannot than the
untrue decide untrue most

part
true

t...

_ 1. have a consistent and firm sense of confidence about my therapy
skills even when challenged by clients, supervisors, and
colleagues.

_2. usually have a firm sense of confidence about my therapy skills,
although I am shaken when challenged by clients,supervisors,
and/or colleagues.

_ 3. am inconsistently aware of my strengths, weaknesses,
motivations, neurotic needs, etc. and their impact on clients.

_ 4. nearly always looks to others for ideas about how I should behave
as a therapist.

_ 5. am consistently aware of my strengths, weaknesses, motivations,
neurotic needs, etc. and am able to use them as resources during
therapy sessions.

_ 6. usually lack confidence in my present therapy skills and am
overwhelmed by my weaknesses.
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_7. clearly understand a broad range of limitations of therapy,
including the limits of therapy as a treatment per se, and have
essentially completed integrating this knowledge into a firm sense
of professional identity.

_ 8. am clearly aware of a broad range of limitations of therapy,
including the limits of therapy as a treatment perce, and am
struggling to integrate this with my sense of self as a professional.

_ 9. have very little awareness of my strengths, weaknesses,
motivations, neurotic needs, etc. and their impact on clients.

_10. am developing an inner sense of self as a therapist but frequently
look to others for ideas about how I should behave as a therapist.

-11. 
am essentially a fully independent professional.

_12. am prone to readily identify with a theoretical school or individual
practitioner without thorough consideration.

_13. have essentially completed my sense of self as a therapist and
integrated it with my sense of self as a person.

_14. am almost always dependent on my supervisor for structure,
advice, direction and rules.

_15. see therapy as a very powerlul instrument but am becoming
vaguely aware and uneasy about a few limitations of therapy,
such as the inappropriateness of therapy for some clients and/or
problems.

_16. am almost always completely independent, but on rare occasions
such as emergencies I fall back into dependence on my
supervisor.

_17. have a well developed sense of self as a therapist, but am only
beginning to integrate it with my sense of self as a person.

_18. am consistently aware of my strengths, weaknesses, motivations,
neurotic needs, etc. and their irnpact on clients, but am only
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beginning to develop the capacity to use them as resources during
the therapy session.

_19. consistently fluctuate between being dependent on my supervisor
and independent of him/her.

_20. tend to regard therapy as all-powerful.

_21. view clients from a variety of rather thoroughly examined
perspectives and am testing out the goodness of fit of an
internalized theoretical framework.

22. am committed to a theoretical framework or composite which is
internalized, integrated with rny therapy behaviour, and can be
afticulated.

23. characteristically fluctuate between feeling confident and feeling
very inadequate about my present therapy skills.

24. am beginning to view clients from a variety of perspectives and
am becoming aware of a need to develop an internalized
theoretical framework.
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Supervision Level Scale-E (Form T)

The following items are to be rated on a scale from 1 to 7
in response to the stem "ln our supervision sessions ..."

PLEASE RESPOND KEEPING ONLY SUPERVISION SESSIONS WITH THE
SUPERVISOR PAIRED WITH YOU FOR THIS STUDY IN MIND.

1234567
Absolutely Usually More A mix of More Usually Absolutely
Untrue or for the untrue both or true or for true

most part than true cannot than the
untrue decide untrue most

part
true

IN OUR SUPERVISION SESSIONS:

_ 1. my supervisor's role is that of a mentor dealing with resolution of
my personal and professional dilemmas, and an instructor on rare
occasions.

-2. 
my supervisor focuses on establishing my sense of confidence
and dealing with the feelings surrounding the development of a
professional style andlor identity.

_ 3. my supervisor focuses on my applying skills and techniques
learned in a classroom to a therapy situation.

_ 4. my supervisor's role is moving away from that of a directive
instructor, encouraging me to try out and expand the skills I have
already developed.

_ 5. my supervisor is merging confrontative behaviours with a primarily
supportive style.

_ 6. my supervisor uses relatively equal amounts of support and
confrontation.
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_7. my supervisor helps me deal with the feelings involved in

integrating and consolidating my already developed personal and
professional identities.

_ 8. my supervisor most often serve as a directive instructor and
model, providing readings, examples, opportunities for
observation, and didactic instruction.

_ 9. my supervisor focuses heavily on helping me to clarify and deal
with my inner feelings and/or ambivalence toward both clients and
himself/herself.

_10. developing my basic skills in strategizing and independent
decision making is one of my supervisor's major objectives.

_11. I am unaware of many of the feelings I have in therapy and
supervision and my supervisor focuses on raising my awareness
of them.

_12. the much subtler aspects of therapy such as timing and
orchestrating receive much attention.

_13. my supervisor serves primarily as a collegial consultant.

_14. I am unable to handle much confrontation, hence my supervisor
draws almost solely on supportive behaviours.

_15. my supervisor emphasizes my conceptualizations of cases in
relation to each other.

_16. there is rarely a need for my supervisor to support or confront me.
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APPENDIX B
Supervision Level Scale Scoring Sheet

Person Level I ll lll lV
Confidence in

Therapy Skill 6._ 23._ 2._ 1._
lnsight about
lmpact on
Clients

Theoretical
Framework

Professional
ldentity

Awareness of
Limitations of
Therapy

Dependency

9._ 3._ 18._ 5._

12._ 24._ 21._ 22_

4. 10. 17. 13.

Role of
Supervisor

Atfective
Focus

Cognitive/
Skills Focus

Role of
Support and
Confrontation 14. 5. 6. 16.

TOTALS (E-sums)

Predominant E-Level _ (column with highest total)
PlE MATCH (Predominant P-Level - Predominant E-Level) = _

20. 15. 8. 7.

in Supervision 14._ 19._ 16._ 1 1 ._
TOTALS (P-sums)

Predominant P-Level:_ (column with highest total)

Environment Level I ll lll lV

8._ 4._ 1._ 13._

11._ 9._ 2._ 7._

3. 10. 15. 12.
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APPENDIX C
Supervision lmpact Form (Form T)

The following items ask you to evaluate the impact of

supervision on several aspects of your learning. Each item

has a scale, marked with the nurnbers 1, 2, 3,4, and 5, with
1 indicating "Almost no effect" and 5 indicating "A very

large etfect", and the other numbers, points in between.

For each item, circle the number which best describes your

perceptions of the effects of supervision.

PLEASE RESPOND KEEPING ONLY SUPERVISION SESSIONS WITH THE
SUPERVISOR PAIRED WITH YOU FOR THIS STUDY IN MIND.

Almost No A Slight A Moderate A Large A Very Large
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect

1. The impact of supervision on my case conceptualizing abílíty.

12 3 4 5

2. The impact of supervision on rny skill development.

12345

3. The impact of supervision on my personal growth as it relates to
becoming a therapist.

12345

4. The impact of supervision on my integration of skills, knowledge, and
attitudes into an effective personal style.

12345
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For the following item, circle the number which best describes your feelings
about supervision with this supervisor.

5. My overall level of satisfaction with supervision is

Extremely Moderately Neither Moderately Extremely
dissatisfied dissatisfieid satisfied nor satisfied satisfied

dissatisfied

*6. Years therapy experience <1
1-2
2-3
3-4
5+

*7. Sex M F

*8. To what extent do you feel that your participation in this study affected
your behaviour in supervision or altered the normal course of
supervision? _ Not at all
_ Slightly
_ Moderately
_ A great deal

*9. Did you receive concurrent supervision with another supervisor(s) during
the time period you were involved in this study? _ Y _ N

lf you answered "yes" to this question, please complete question 10 and 11. lf
you answered "no" tothis question, please skip question 10 and answer
question 11.

*10. lf you answered "yes" to question 9, please evaluate the relative impact
of the supervision which was the focus of this study, compared to other
supervision you received during the same time period.

Compared to other supervision I received during the same time period, the
supervision which was the focus of this study had (check one)

_ much greater positive impact

_ somewhat greater positive impact

_ about the same degree of positive impact

_ somewhat less positive impact
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_ much less positive impact

Compared to other supervision I received during the same time period, the
supervision which was the focus of this study had (check one)

_ much greater negative impact

_ somewhat greater negative impact

_ about the same degree of negative impact

_ somewhat less negative impact

_ much less negative impact

11. Please consider the period of time during which you took part in this
study. During that time period, were there any factors outside of
supervision which had an impact on your growth as a therapist?
(examples might be coursework, readings, personal life experiences,
your own therapy).

Please evaluate the relative impact of the supervision which was the focus of
this study, compared to other factors which influenced your growth as a
therapist during the same time period.

Compared to other (nonsupervision) factors which I experienced during the
same time period, the supervision which was the focus of this study had (check
one)

_ much greater impact on my growth as a therapist

_ somewhat greater impact on my grov'rth as a therapist

- 
about the same degree of impact on my growth as a therapist

_ somewhat less impact on my growth as a therapist

_ much less impact on my growth as a therapist

* This item will appear on end-of-study SIF only.
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Supervision lmpact Form (Form S)

The following items ask you to evaluate the impact of

supervision on several aspects of your supervisee's

learning. Each item has a scale, marked with the numbers 1,
2, 3, 4, and 5, with 1 indicating "Almost no effect" and 5

indicating "A very large effect", and the other numbers,

points in between. For each item, circle the number which

best describes your perceptions of the effects of

supervision.

PLEASE RESPOND KEEPING ONLY THE SUPERVISEE PAIRED WITH YOU
FOR THIS STUDY IN MIND.

Almost No A Slight Effect A Moderate A Large Effect A Very Large
Effect Effect Effect

1. The impact of supervision on my supervisee's case conceptualizing ability.

12345
2. The impact of supervision on my supervisee's skill development.

12345

3. The impact of supervision on my supervisee's personal growth as it
relates to becoming a therapist.

12345
4. The impact of supervision on my supervisee's integration of skills,

knowledge, and attitudes into an effective personal style.

12345
For the following item, circle the number which
best describes your feelings about supervision with thís
supervisee.
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5. My overall level of satisfaction with supervision is

Extremely Moderately Neither Moderately Extremely
dissatisfied dissatisfied satisfied nor satisfied satisfied

dissatisfied
*6. Years supervisory experience

<1

1-2

2_5

5-10

10+

*7.Sex_M _F
*8. To what extent do you feel that your participation in this study affected

your behaviour in supervision or altered the normal course of

supervision? _ Not at all

_ Slightly

_ Moderately

_ A great deal

* This item will appear on end-of-study SIF only.
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APPENDIX D

Test-Retest Reliability of SLS

The purpose of this pilot study was to examine the three-week test-retest

reliability of the modified version of the SLS used in the current research.

Because the test-retest reliability of the original SLS has been previously

established using a sample of supervisors (Wiley and Ray, 1986), the current

study focused on providing evidence of adequate test-retest reliability of the

parallel form of the instrument to be used by supervisees (SLS-T).

Method

Subjects

Subjects were seven master's and doctoral-level students in the

University of Manitoba clinical psychology training program. Subjects met the

following criteria: (a) recent completion of a supervised practicum experience

(i.e., within the past three months), (b) ineligibility to participate in the main

body of the research (e.9., students not receiving supervised therapy

experience at the time of the main study; students supervised by a member of

the investigator's thesis committee and therefore ineligible for the main study).

Because genuine changes over time in the construct being measured tend to

diminísh test-retest reliability estirnates (Lord & Novick, 1968), subjects

responded to items relating to a completed practicurn, rather than a practicum

in progress.
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Materials

The SLS (form T) was used. Two modificatíons were made from the

format used for the main study. First, subjects were instructed to complete the

instrument with reference to the most recent month of supervised work, prior to

the current semester. Second, all items were changed from present tense to

past tense.

Procedure

Subjects were contacted through individual letter and requested to

participate in a study of psychotherapy supervision as perceived by trainees.

Subjects were assured that all data would be confidential and were asked to

sign a consent form.

Data were collected through group administration of the SLS on two

occasions. On the first occasion, subjects were instructed to complete the SLS

with reference to their most recent supervised practicum experience. Subjects

who had more than one supervisor in the previous practicum were instructed to

complete the SLS with reference to their primary supervisor (i.e., the supervisor

who had supervised the most cases during that time period). Upon completion

of the session, subjects were informed that they might be contacted at a later

date to complete a second part of the study. All subjects were subsequently

contacted and asked to attend a second session scheduled three weeks after

the initial administration. Procedures for the second administration were similar
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to the initial administration. Subjects were instructed to complete the SLS with

reference to their most recent supervised experience, basing their responses on

their work with their primary supervisor.

ln order to assure the anonymity of subjects' responses, all data was

identified by code number only. Following receipt of final data by the

investigator, subjects were sent written feedback explaining the purpose of the

study, and indicating that the study formed an adjunct to the investigator's major

dissertation research on psychotherapy supervision. Subjects were also

informed at this time that a copy of the feedback prepared for subjects in the

main study would be sent to them following completion of the main study.

Results

Test-retest reliability was calculated separately for P-scale developmental

level and E-scale developmental level. Spearman's rho correlation coeficients

for Person level and Environment level are shown in Table 18. As Table 18

indicates, both Person-level and Environment level showed test-retest

reliabilities significant at .05 or better.
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Table 18

Week Interval

Rho p

Developmental Level

SLS.P

SLS-E

0.88

0.85

0.0092

0.0108
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APPENDIX E

Content Validity of SLS-T

The purpose of this pilot study was to evaluate the content validity of the

SLS-T by determining whether judges assign the SLS-T items to the same

developmental levels chosen by the scale's author.

Method

Subjects

Subjects for this study were eight University of Manitoba clinical

psychology doctoral students who were not eligible to participate in the main

body of the current research. In order to achieve a sample with adequate

knowledge of therapist development and supervision to make the required

judgements, particípation was restricted to advanced students (i.e., those who

had completed four or more practica, n=5) and interns (n=3¡.

Materials

The questionnaire used for this study contained the 40 items of the

SLS-T. The items were arranged thematically in groups of four, with each

group representing one of the content domains identified by the scale authors

(see Appendix B for content domains of SLS). Within each group of four items,

subjects were instructed to assign a developmental level (Level 1, Level 2,

Level 3 or Level 4) to each item. Brief definitions of the four developmental

levels for trainee characteristics and for supervision envíronments were
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provided. In order to reduce any inherent bias toward duplicating Wiley's

classification scheme, subjects were instructed that, if desired, more than one

item per grouping could be assigned to a given level. Within each grouping,

item order was randomized across subjects.

Procedure

Graduate students eligible to participate were contacted by individual

letter and asked to take part in the study. They were required to sign a consent

form. Consenting subjects were mailed the questionnaire and instructions.

Following Wiley and Ray (1986), subjects performed a check on the content

validity of the SLS-T by sorting each of the 24 P-scale items and 16 E-scale

items into one of the four developmental levels. Subjects completed the

questionnaires anonymously and returned completed questionnaires to the

investigator in sealed envelopes.

Following receipt of data by the investigator, subjects were sent written

feedback explaining the purpose of the study, and indicating that the study

formed an adjunct to the investigator's major dissertation research on

psychotherapy supervision. Subjects were also informed at this tÍme that a

copy of the feedback prepared for subjects in the main study would be sent to

them following completion of the main study.
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Results

Analyses were conducted to determine the percentage of the sample

correctly identifying each item with its developmental level. As shown in Table

19, all 24 P-scale items were identified with the correct developmental level by

at least 57o/o oÍ the sample. All but 3 of the 16 E-scale items were identified

with the correct developmental level by at least 75olo of the sample. The

remaíning 3 items (SLS-E 10, 12, and 15) were incorrecfly assigned by the

majority of subjects.
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Table 19

Assignment
Item Content Domain Correct (o/o) lncorrect (o/o)

SLS-P
1 Confidence
2 Confidence
3 Insight
4 ldentity
5 Insight
6 Confidence
7 Awareness
I Awareness
I Insight
10 ldentity
11 Dependency
12 Framework
13 ldentity
14 Dependency
15 Awareness
16 Dependency
17 ldentity
18 Insight
19 Dependency
20 Awareness
21 Framework
22 Framework
23 Confidence
24 Framework

I
8
I
7
I
I
I
I
I
I
B

7
I
I
I
7
I
I
7
I
7
I
I
I

100.0
100.0
62.5

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
87.5
62.5
87.5

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
75.0
85.7
75.0
87.5
85.7
87.5
57.1
87.5
87.5
75.0

0.0
0.0

37.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

12.5
37.5
12.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

25.0
14.3
25.0
12.5
14.3
12.5
42.9
12.5
12.5
25.0
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Table 19, continued

SLS-E
1 Role
2 Affective
3 Cognitive
4 Role
5 Support
6 Support
7 Affective
8 Role
I Affective
10 Cognitive
11 Affective
12 Cognitive
13 Role
14 Support
15 Cognitive
16 Support

I
I
7
7
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
7
B

75.0
87.5
85.7
85.7
87.5
75.0

100.0
100.0
75.0
37.5
87.5
37.5

100.0
100.0
28.6
87.5

25.0
12.5
14.3
14.3
12.5
25.0

0.0
0.0

25.0
62.5
12.5
62.5

0.0
0.0

71.4
12.5

Note. Confidence = Confidence in Therapy Skill. Insight = lnsight about tmpact
on Clients. Framework = Theoretical Framework. ldeñtity = prófessional
ldentity. Awareness = Awareness of Limitations of Theraþy. Dependency =
Dependency in supervision. Rore = Rore of supervisor. Àffective = Affeótive
Focus. Cognitive = Cognitive/Skills Focus. Support = Role of Support and
Confrontation.
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APPENDIX F
Participant Recruiting Letter

Dear Psychotherapy Supervisor:

This letter is to request your participation in research I am conducting as part
of my doctoral dissertation. The purpose of my research is to examine the
process of psychotherapy supervision over time, as perceived by supervisors
and supervisees. I will be gathering data from several supervisor-supervisee
pairs at a number of training sites. I am interested only in "new" supervisor-
supervisee pairs -- that is, pairs who started work together in September, 1993.
Please examine the following description, and discuss it with your "new"
supervisee(s). lf you both you and a paired supervisee are willing to participate
in the study, please complete the attached consent form and return it in the
envelope provided.

Your participation in the study would consist of completing two questionnaires
relating to the supervision experience. The questionnaires would be completed
on three separate occasions, beginning in a few weeks and spaced at
approximately monthly intervals. Both questionnaires use a Likert response
format, and together, they total 45 items. Questionnaire items relate to your
personaf experience of supervision, and no information regarding your
supervisee's clients or patients will be requested. In order to ensure that your
responses remain confidential and anonymous, questionnaires will be identified
by code number only, and completed questionnaires will be returned to me in
sealed envelopes.

Following completion of the final set of questionnaires, you will be informed of
the purpose of the research through written feedback. Upon completion of data
analyses, you will be informed of the general results through a summary of the
anonymous, collective data.

To be included in the study, participants must be involved in individual (i.e.,
one-to-one) supervision. Psychotherapy (as opposed to assessment or other
nontherapy activities) must be the primary focus of the supervised work. Only
pairs in which both the supervisor and the supervisee agree to participate will
be included in the study. Should you decide to participate, you would be
contributing in a significant way to our knowledge of psychotherapy supervision.

Thank you very much for giving this request your full consideration.

Sincerely,

Naomi Berger, M.A.
Graduate Studenl

Authorized: David Martin, Ph. D.
Research Supervisor
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Dear Psychotherapy Supervisee:

This letter is to request your participation in research I am conducting as part
of my doctoral dissertation. The purpose of my research is to examine the
process of psychotherapy supervision over time, as perceived by supervisors
and supervisees. I will be gathering data from several supervisor-supervisee
pairs at a number of training sites. I am interested only in "new" supervísor-
supervisee pairs -- that is, pairs who started working together in September,
1993. Please examine the following description, and discuss it with your "new"
supervisor(s). lf you both you and a paired supervisor are willing to participate
in the study, please complete the attached consent form and return it in the
envelope provided.

Your pafticipation in the study would consist of completing two questíonnaires
relating to the supervision experience. The questionnaires would be completed
on three separate occasions, beginning in a few weeks and spaced at
approximately monthly intervals. Both questionnaires use a Likert response
format, and together, they total 45 items. Questionnaire items relate to your
personal experience of supervision, and no inforrnation regardíng your clients or
patients will be requested. In order to ensure that your responses remain
confidential and anonymous, questionnaires will be identified by code number
only, and completed questionnaires will be returned to me in sealed envelopes.

Following completion of the final set of questionnaires, you will be informed of
the purpose of the research through written feedback. Upon completion of data
analyses, you will be informed of the general results through a summary of the
anonymous, collective data.

To be included in the study, participants must be involved in individual (i.e.,
one-to-one) supervision. PsychotherapV (as opposed to assessment or other
non-therapy activities) must be the primary focus of the supervised work. Only
pairs in which both the supervisor and the supervisee agree to participate will
be included in the study. Should you decide to participate, you would be
contributing in a significant way to our knowledge of psychotherapy supervision.

Thank you very much for giving this request your full consideration.

Sincerely,

Naomi Berger, M.A.
Graduate Student

Authorized: David Martín, Ph. D.
Research Supervisor
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APPENDIX G

Consent Form

t, (print name) hereby agree to partÍcipate in

the study Psychotherapy Supervision, conducted by Naomi Berger under the

supervision of Dr. David Martin of the University of Manitoba Department of

Psychology. I understand that as part of my involvement in this study, I will be

required to complete questionnaires relating to my experiences in

psychotherapy supervision. I understand that the data I provide will be

anonymous and confidential.

I also understand that I will participate in the study as part of a

supervisor-supervisee pair. My paired supervisor/supervisee for the study is

who will be submitting a separate consent form.

I understand that l, or my paired supervisor/supervisee, may withdraw

from the study at any time.

Date

Signature

Phone Number
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APPENDIX H

lnitial Feedback to Participants

Thank you for your participation in the study Psychotherapy Supervision. This
letter is to let you know more about the study and the questions it was
designed to investigate. Later in the year, further feedback about the results of
the study will be available.

This study was designed to evaluate the effectiveness of psychotherapy
supervision in relation to the "match" or "mismatch" between (a) the
supervisee's learning needs and (b) the supervisory learning environment
provided. Several models of supervision argue that at different points in their
development as therapists, supervisees need and benefit from ditferent things
in supervision. For example, these models state that beginner trainees benefit
most from a highly structured learning environment, with lots of direct instruction
and a focus on learning basic skills. More advanced trainees can function more
independently. They benefit most frorn a less structured learning environment
which involves collaboration and sharing.

The goal of this study was to test these models by determining whether
trainees at different stages in their development benefit from different
supervisory learning environments. Several supervisor-supervisee pairs,
spanning a range of training levels, provided data for the study. In each pair,
both supervisor and trainee provided informatíon about (a) characteristics of the
trainee and (b) characteristics of the supervisory learning environment. This
information will be used by the investigator to compute an index of how well-
matched the supervision learning environment was to the trainee's
developmental needs. The central hypothesis of the study is that the more
closely trainee needs and supervisory learning environments are matched, the
more likely participants will repoft positive evaluations of supervision. A second
hypothesis is that trainees who experience supervision that is well-matched to
their developmental needs are more likely to show growth and development in
their functioning as therapists over the course of the study.

A summary of the results of the study will be mailed to participants after data
analyses have been completed. lf you have any further questions or concerns
about your participation in this study, you may reach the investigator, Naomi
Berger, at

*THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPAT¡ON*
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APPENDIX I

Final Feedback to Participants

Thank you once again for your participation in the study psychotherapy
Supervision. Earlier this year you received a letter which briefly described the
study and the questions it was designed to investigate. This letter is to provide
some feedback about the main findings of the study.

Research Question

First, let me briefly review the questions I was examining.
The study was designed to evaluate the effectiveness of psychotherapy
supervision in relation to the "match" or "mismatch" between (a) the
supervisee's learning needs and (b) the supervisory learning environment
provided. Several developmental stage models of supervision argue that at
different points in their development as therapists, supervisees need and benefit
from different things in supervision. For example, beginner trainees are thought
to benefit most from a highly structured learning environment, with lots of direit
instruction and a focus on learning basic skills. More advanced trainees can
function more independently. They benefit most from a less structured learning
environment which involves collaboration and sharing. A more detailed
description of trainee characteristícs and appropriate supervisory learning
environments for each developmental stage is given in the table on page B.

The goal of my research was to test these rnodels by deterrnining whether
trainees at different stages in their development benefit from different
supervisory learning environments. Several supervisor-supervisee pairs,
spanning a range of training levels, provided data for the study. In each pair,
both supervisor and trainee provided information about (a) characteristics of the
trainee and (b) characteristics of the supervisory learning environment. I used
this information to compute an index of how well-matched the supervísion
learning environment was to the trainee's developmental needs. The central
hypothesis of the study was that the more closely trainee needs and
supervisory learning environments were matched, the more likely participants
would report positive evaluations of supervision.

Main Findings

A potential relationship between the degree of trainee-learning environment
"match" or "mismatch" and participant evaluations of supervision was examined
... continued
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for two separate cases: (a) For cases in which the training environment
lagged behind the students level of ability, and (b) For cases in which the
training environment was too advanced for the student.

1. For supervisor-supervisee pairs in which the supervision was too
rudimentary, relative to the trainee's developmental capabilities, the degree of
mismatch predicted participant evaluations of supervision. The more the
supervision environment lagged behind the trainee's capabilities, the less
satisfaction and perceived benefit participants tended to report.

2. For supervisor-supervisee pairs in which the supervision offered was too
advanced, given the trainee's developmental needs, the degree of rnismatch
was unrelated to the perceived benefits of supervision. These pairs tended to
report similar degrees of satisfaction and perceived benefit regardless of the
degree to which supervision environments exceeded the trainee's
developmental capabil ities.

ln summary, the degree of "mismatch" between a trainee's developrnental
needs and the supervisory learning environment was associated with participant
evaluations of supervision -- but ONLY FOR THE CASE lN WHICH
SUPERVISION LAGGED BEHIND THE TRAINEE'S ABILITY LEVEL. This
pattern of results raises some interesting interpretive issues. Perhaps
supervision environments which are somewhat more advanced than the
trainee's ability level may actually be experienced as beneficial -- for example,
they may challenge the supervisee to operate at a higher level of functioning
and thereby provoke growth and change. Environments which are too
rudimentarv, on the other hand, rnay be perceived as stifling and may promote
stagnation rather than growth. This effect is likely to be more pronounced the
more markedly supervision lags behind the developrnental capabilities of the
supervisee.

However, caution is required in making such interpretations, given certain
statistical limitations of the data. Future research is needed to determine
whether different relationships between trainee-supervision environment
"mismatch" and parlicipant evaluations of supervision exist for the "too
advanced" versus "too rudimentary" segments of the supervisory continuum.

I hope you found your participation in this research to be a positive experience,
lf you have any further questions or concerns about your participation, or wish
to know more about the results of the study, you may reach the investigator,
Naomi Berger, at
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SUPERVISORY ENVI RONMENTS

STAGE TRAI NEE CHARACTERISTICS

1 - DEPENDENT
- INSECURE
- IMITATES SUPERVISOR

DEPENDENCY-AUTONOMY
CONFLICTS
GREATER INSIGHT

3 - INCREASING CONFIDENCh
- INCREASED AWARENESS

OF PERSONAL MOTIVATIONS
- INCREASED INDEPENDENCE
(CONDITIONAL DEPENDENCE)

APPROPRIATE SUPERVISORY ENVIRONMENT

- SUPPORT
. HELP OVERCOME ANXIETY
- PROVIDE STRUCTURE
- DIDACTIC TEACHING
- HELP ACHIEVE CONCRETE GOALS

- SUPPORT
- LESS STRUCTURE
- LESS DIRECT INSTRUCTION
- FOCUS ON SUPERVISORY

RELATIONSHIP
- FOSTER TRAINEE SELF-

AWARENESS

- FOSTER PROFESSIONAL IDENTITY
- COLLABORATION
- SHARING
- CONFRONTATION

4 - INDEPENDENT PRACTITIONER - COLLEGIAL CONSULTANT
- SECURE PROFESSIONAL

IDENTITY

Note: The entries to this table summarize elements common to several current developmental

stage models of supervision.


