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Abstract
Clinical supervision is a critical part of training mental health professionals. Feedback
has the potential to improve performance across professionals, including clinical
supervisors. And, for supervisors, asking supervisees for feedback is an important part
of clinical supervision due to its potential to improve supervisory alliances,
supervision outcomes, and supervisors’ expertise. Unfortunately, little is known about
the process of supervisors asking for feedback from supervisees, as most studies relate
only to supervisor-to-supervisee feedback – not supervisee-to-supervisor feedback.
The purpose of this qualitative study is to develop an in-depth understanding of
Canadian supervisors’ experiences of asking supervisees for feedback. Using
Consensual Qualitative Research (CQR), 11 supervisors were interviewed about their
feedback-asking approach. Based on interview data, three factors, or reasons for
asking for feedback, emerged: internal factors (e.g., motivation to become a better
supervisor), external factors (e.g., communication with colleagues), and past
experiences (e.g., prior training/professional development). Supervisors also
mentioned several challenges, including the possibility of receiving negative feedback
and power dynamics. For some supervisors, however, asking for feedback reportedly
comes naturally. Additionally, supervisors reported several benefits of asking for
feedback, including strengthening the supervisory relationship, enhancing
professional growth, and increased efficacy regarding supervision skills. Moreover,
supervisors reported using various feedback-asking methods, including diverse
formats, frequencies, and techniques. Lastly, supervisors noted various methods of
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facilitating supervisee-to-supervisor feedback, such as building strong supervisory
relationships, communicating clear expectations from the get-go, modelling the
feedback-asking process, being openminded, and having a growth mindset. The
study’s limitations, contributions to the literature, directions for future research, and
implications for supervision practice are discussed.
Keywords: clinical supervision, feedback in supervision, supervisee-to-supervisor
feedback, consensual qualitative research
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Glossary of Terms
Clinical Supervision. It is the signature pedagogy of mental health professions in
which senior professionals foster junior members’ professional development through
support, education, and ensuring client welfare through evaluation and gatekeeping
(Bernard & Goodyear, 2014).
Collaborative Supervision. The extent to which supervisors and supervisees
mutually agree/work together on establishing processes and activities of clinical
supervision (Rousmaniere & Ellis, 2013).
Consensual Qualitative Research. A distinct qualitative design influenced by
grounded theory, comprehensive process analysis, interpretive phenomenological
analysis, and feminist theories. It has eight components and three steps. A distinctive
feature is the consensus process in which data analysis judges and auditors achieve
agreement on coding analyses (Hill, 2012).
Core Idea Abstraction. The second major step in CQR data analysis. In this step,
the analysis team constructs the summaries of data capturing the essence of
participants’ statements. The goal is to transform individual narratives into clear and
understandable language enabling researchers to compare data across cases. Also, a
team consensus approach is used for quality assurance (Hill, 2012).
Cross-case Analysis. The third major step in CQR data analysis. In this step, the
analysis team identifies common themes within the domains identified in previous
steps (Hill, 2012).
Domain Coding. The first major step in CQR data analysis. In this step, the
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analysis team creates a list of meaningful and unique topics that emerged from the
interview transcripts; it is highly inductive. Also, a team consensus approach is used
for quality assurance (Hill, 2012).
Feedback. Information provided by an agent (e.g., teacher, peer, book, parent,
self, experience) regarding aspects of one’s performance or understanding (Hattie &
Timperley, 2007)
Qualitative Research. Qualitative research begins with assumptions and the use
of interpretive/theoretical frameworks that inform the study of research problems. A
core focus is meaning individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human problem.
Qualitative researchers take an emerging qualitative approach to inquiry, and collect
data in natural settings that are sensitive to the people and places under study. Data
analysis is both inductive and deductive and often identifies patterns or themes. The
final written report or presentation includes the voices of participants, the reflexivity
of the researcher, a complex description and interpretation of the problem, and its
contribution to the literature or a call for change (Creswell & Poth, 2017).
Representativeness of Themes. In traditional CQR designs, analysis teams
determine the representativeness of themes by calculating frequencies for each
domain based on the number of participants who report core ideas within categories
and subcategories. When a category consists of data from all participants – or all but
one participant – it is labelled general. Categories that consist of data from more than
half of the participants – up to the general category cutoff are labelled typical.
Categories that consist of data from at least two participants up to half of the
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participants are labelled variant (Hill, 2012).
Supervisee-to-supervisor feedback. A potentially important supervisory practice,
whereby supervisors ask supervisees for feedback about supervision-related processes
and overall quality of supervision provided. Such feedback-asking practices can
potentially benefit both parties and improve clinical competence. It is recommended
by the American Psychological Association (2014) and the Canadian Psychological
Association (2009).
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Statement of Purpose and Research Questions
Clinical supervision is foundational to all mental health professions, including
counselling psychologists, and is a signature pedagogy of the professions (Goodyear,
2014). Supervisors routinely provide supervisees with feedback on their clinical work.
Feedback from supervisors is essential in improving supervisees’ clinical competency.
Similarly, for supervisors to improve their supervision competency, feedback from
supervisees is necessary. Seeking feedback from supervisees about their experience of
supervision is endorsed by national accrediting bodies, such as the American
Psychological Association (APA, 2014) and the Canadian Psychological Association
(CPA, 2009, 2018). Although there is evidence that some supervisors ask supervisees
for feedback, we know very little about their processes for – and experience of –
seeking and receiving supervisee feedback.
The purpose of this qualitative study is to develop an in-depth understanding of
Canadian supervisors who explicitly collaborate with supervisees and regularly ask
them for feedback on the quality of supervision provided experience asking
supervisees for feedback. To guide the study, I proposed one overarching research
question: How do those supervisors experience the process of asking for feedback
from their supervisees? This question has four sub-questions: (1) What are the reasons
those supervisors ask supervisees for feedback? (2) What is the process of asking for
feedback like for those supervisors? (3) What are the perceived benefits of asking for
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feedback from those supervisees? And (4) How do those supervisors implement, or
practice, supervisee-to-supervisor feedback?
Significance of the Study
Importance of supervision. Mental health practitioners learn to think and act
like counsellors and psychologists, in part, through clinical supervision. Truscott and
Crook (2013) noted that supervision helps mental health professionals maintain
competence, stay abreast of their own personal changes, and stay abreast of
advancements in the field. Furthermore, all licensing bodies, professional
credentialing groups, and national accrediting bodies require clinical supervision.
Orlinsky and Rønnestad (2005) reported that “practitioners at all experience levels,
theoretical orientations, professions, and nationalities report that supervised client
experience is highly important for their current career development” (p. 188).
Supervision is clearly an important part of clinical training, licensure, and overall
professional development.
Importance of feedback in improving performance. Broadly speaking,
feedback is an important component of education and the learning process. Effective
feedback answers three questions: Where am I going? How am I going? and Where to
next (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Feedback identifies goal-performance discrepancies
for learners and calibrates the learning process (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Then,
when implemented and combined with other factors, such as reflection, guidance, and
purposeful practice, feedback can improve performance.
Feedback has been recognized as one of the key factors in performance
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improvement across many different professions (e.g., teachers, doctors, musicians,
athletes, etc.) (Ericsson, 2009). Many reviews and meta-analyses have been conducted
on feedback and performance, both inside and outside counselling psychology
(Gabelica, Van den Bossche, Segers, & Gijselaers, 2012; Hattie & Timperley, 2007;
Hysong, 2009; Lambert, Whipple, & Kleinstäuber, 2018; Nevill, Atkinson, & Hughes,
2008). For example, in a seminal educational review, Hattie and Timperley (2007)
reviewed more than 160 feedback-related studies. They found that the effect size of
feedback varied significantly (range= -.14-1.24). Some of the main factors that
accounted for the variability include the direction of the feedback relative to
performance on a task, forms of feedback, types of feedback, the difficulty of goals
and tasks, and levels of threat to self-esteem. Gabelica, Van den Bossche, Segers, &
Gijselaers (2012) conducted a systematic review to examine the effectiveness of
feedback in organizational settings. They reviewed 59 studies and reported that 23
studies found uniformly positive effects and 21 studies discovered mixed positive and
negative effects. Some of the main factors that accounted for the mixed results include
accuracy of feedback, frequency, timing, manners of delivery, and distribution.
Hysong (2009) conducted a meta-analysis to test the effectiveness of Audit and
Feedback (A&F), which is a feedback-based strategy that healthcare providers utilize
to improve the quality of care. They included 19 empirical studies and they found a
modest and positive effect on quality outcomes (d=.40, 95% CI ±.20). Also, they
identified factors that positively influenced the effectiveness of feedback, such as
specificity, format, and frequency. Within applied clinical and counselling psychology,
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Lambert, Whipple and Kleinstäuber (2018) conducted a meta-analysis of the
effectiveness of the two most frequently studied routine outcome monitoring (ROM)
practices in psychotherapy: The Partners for Change Outcome Management System
(PCOMS, Duncan & Miller, 2008) and the Outcome Questionnaire System (OQ 45.2,
Lambert, Kahler, et al., 2013). A total of 23 studies were included, and they found that
two-thirds of the studies reported that ROM-assisted treatment was superior to
Treatment-As-Usual (TAU) offered by the same practitioners. Specifically, studies
using OQ 45.2 reported a small but statistically significant effect relative to TAU
(SMD .14, 95% CI [.08, .20]) and studies using PCOMS reported a statistically
significant and small-to-moderate benefit in comparison with the TAU (SMD .40,
95% CI [.29, .51]). And finally, in a historical review of 25 years of sport performance
research in the Journal of Sports Sciences, Nevill, Atkinson, and Hughes (2008) noted
that “the role of feedback is central in the performance improvement process, and by
inference, so is the need for accuracy and prevision of such feedback” (p.418).
Taken together, it seems feedback has a mixed, though generally positive effect
on improving performance. Some factors arguably have a positive influence on this
effect, such as the direction of the feedback relative to performance on a task, forms
of feedback, types of feedback, the difficulty of goals and tasks, levels of threat to
self-esteem, specificity, frequency, accuracy, and precision. Given feedback’s
prevalence in education, learning, and performance enhancement, it is an important
part of clinical supervision.
Importance of feedback in supervision. Feedback, as a corrective or calibrating
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agent, has a long history in applied psychology (Claiborn, Goodyear, & Horner, 2001).
It also has a long history in supervision. In supervision, feedback helps supervisees
grow and develop, which is a primary function of supervision (Bernard & Goodyear,
2014). Another primary function is gatekeeping and ensuring supervisees have
appropriate knowledge, skills, and ethics to function competently (Bernard &
Goodyear, 2014; O’Donovan, Halford & Walters, 2011). Thus, supervisees need to
practice under supervision to develop those professional abilities, and feedback is an
important part of the supervision process (Bernard & Goodyear, 2014).
Broadly speaking, feedback is defined as “information provided by an agent (e.g.,
teacher, peer, book, parent, self, experience) regarding aspects of one’s performance
or understanding” (Hattie & Timperley, 2007, p. 81), and it has different levels,
features, and dimensions. Hattie and Timperley (2007), for example, identified four
levels of feedback, including (1) feedback about a task or product (FT), (2) feedback
about processes used to complete tasks or create products (FP), (3) feedback about
self-regulation (FR), and (4) feedback about self (FS). FT refers to how well a task
was accomplished or performed. FP refers to processes associated with completing a
task. FR refers to how task performers monitor, direct, and regulate themselves
toward goals. FS refers to feedback about task performers’ personal characteristics.
These scholars argue that feedback levels are differentially effective, with FS being
least effective, generally; FP and FR facilitating task mastery; and FT facilitating
corrective behaviours when a performer is off base (Hattie & Timperley, 2007).
In addition to varying levels, there are also distinguishing features of feedback.
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Claiborn and Goodyear (2005), for example, identified four features of feedback:
descriptive, evaluative (positive and negative), emotionally disclosing, and
interpretive. Descriptive feedback involves objective, nonjudgmental illustrations of
behaviour. Evaluative feedback involves positive and negative assessment of one’s
behaviour relative to performance standards and criteria. Emotionally disclosing
feedback involves the emotional response of receivers. Interpretive feedback involves
bringing new perspectives to receivers. Claiborn and Goodyear (2005) argued that it
is important to pay attention to the differentiation of multiple features of feedback, as
it can influence its effectiveness. For example, when descriptive and evaluative
feedback are delivered together, the former portion can be diminished due to the
emotional impact of the latter portion.
Goodyear (2014) recently identified three important dimensions of feedback:
specificity, valence, and formality. Specificity refers to feedback that is clear, direct,
and based on established criteria. Valence refers to positive and negative feedback.
Formality refers to formal feedback, informal feedback, summative feedback (i.e.,
final feedback for a training period) and formative feedback (i.e., ongoing feedback
during a training period). Again, Goodyear (2014) pointed out that it is important to
notice the difference in multiple dimensions of feedback. For example, negative
feedback usually elicits negative emotions (e.g., disappointment, resentment, etc.),
and it can negatively impact supervisory alliance. Thus, supervisors need to deliver
this type of feedback strategically.
In supervision, these distinctions are important, as levels, features, and
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dimensions can differentially affect supervisee development. For example, from the
perspective of competency-based clinical supervision (Falender & Shafranske, 2007),
feedback is mainly about performance outcomes; more specifically, about
discrepancies between established ideals/skill thresholds and actual performance.
Skillfully providing feedback based on supervisees’ clinical circumstances can,
perhaps, help supervisors be more effective.
Conceptual considerations of feedback in supervision. Over 30 years ago,
Freeman (1985) suggested that feedback in supervision should be mutually occurring
or reciprocal. She defined reciprocal feedback as
Feedback from the helper should indicate explicitly that if the message is not
understood, the learner should ask for clarification. In addition, it should indicate
that helper welcomes feedback from the learner about which of the helper’s
behaviours facilitated or blocked the learning process, and about the quality of
their relationship as perceived by the learner. (p.10)
More recently, APA (2014) suggested that “a major supervisory responsibility is
monitoring and providing feedback on supervisee performance. Also, supervisors seek
feedback from their supervisees and others about the quality of the supervision they
offer and incorporate that feedback to improve their supervisory competence”
(pp.15-16). To reiterate, both Freeman (1985) and APA (2014) believe that supervisors
should ask supervisees for feedback about their supervisory performance.
Rousmaniere and Ellis (2013) share this belief. They espouse collaborative clinical
supervision, defined as “the extent to which the supervisor and supervisee(s) mutually
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agree and work together on the processes and activities of clinical supervision” (p.301)
and feedback is an important component of the collaborative clinical supervision.
Hawkins and Shohet (2012) proposed a conceptualization of feedback called
CORBS. C stands for Clear, suggesting supervisors give clear and unambiguous
feedback. O stands for Owned, suggesting they give their opinion rather than a
universal truth. R stands for Regular, suggesting they give feedback regularly rather
than saving feedback for the end. B stands for Balanced, suggesting they include both
positive and negative feedback elements. And S stands for Specific, suggesting that
feedback be highly detailed and doable. Hughes (2012) subsequently added two
elements to Hawkins and Shohet’s model: Mutual and Respectful. These scholars
believe that supervisors learn during supervision as well, and supervisors need to
model to supervisees that they are willing to receive feedback regularly. Thus, it is
‘mutually’ beneficial. Respectful refers to supervisors negotiating with supervisees
about how and when to give feedback.
Circling back to Freeman’s (1985) notion of “reciprocal feedback,” supervisory
feedback is not just unidirectional – exclusively from supervisors to supervisees. It is
bidirectional, with supervisees also providing feedback to supervisors. The former is
naturally expected in supervision, as it is one of the main mechanisms of helping
supervisees grow (Bernard & Goodyear, 2014). The latter, however, is not particularly
natural or necessarily expected. Therefore, when most scholars think of supervisory
feedback, they think of supervisor-to-supervisee feedback. This dissertation study,
however, focuses on the flipside, that is, supervisee-to-supervisee feedback.
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Importance of supervisee-to-supervisor feedback. Supervisees can – and
sometimes do – provide feedback to supervisors about their supervision. As noted
earlier, professional organizations and accrediting bodies like APA and CPA
encourage such practice. CPA’s (2009) guidelines state both supervisors and
supervisees should “be open to and elicit feedback regarding issues” (p.6). These
sentiments are also echoed in other professional organizational guidelines, such as the
Association of State and Provincial Psychology Boards (2015) and the American
Association for Marriage and Family Therapy (2007).
In addition to APA (2014) and CPA (2009) guidelines, supervisee-to-supervisor
feedback is potentially important for ongoing supervisor development. Walfish,
McAlister, O’Donnell, and Lambert’s (2012) study is relevant here. In their study,
mental health providers tended to overestimate their competence (Walfish et al., 2012).
Although their study does not involve supervisors, it is reasonable to extrapolate from
it and extend their findings to supervision. It is quite possible that supervisors tend to
overestimate their competence too. Theoretically, supervisors soliciting feedback from
supervisees may lessen this effect.
Feedback also helps calibrate clinicians’ confidence levels. Years ago, Dawes
(1994) observed, based on the studies at the time, that clinicians’ confidence tends to
increase over time, though it does not necessarily correspond to increasing growth in
ability (Dawes, 1994). To truly learn and grow, he believed that clinicians need “an
accurate understanding of incorrect response and immediate and consistent feedback
when errors are made” (p.111). Again, feedback is potentially important, even for
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veteran supervisors.
Asking for feedback is important for yet another reason: studies have shown
supervisees do not always disclose their true thoughts and feelings in supervision
(Ladany et al., 1996; Mehr, Ladany & Caskie, 2010; Yourman & Farber, 1996). As a
result, Mehr and colleagues (2010) suggested supervisors demonstrating both a
willingness and ability to make changes in supervision by consistently communicating
their desire to address issues related to supervision with supervisees. In other words,
they should routinely ask supervisees for feedback.
Alas, there is considerable variability in how supervisors and supervisees view
the supervision process. Studies have shown, for example, that supervisors and
supervisees have different perceptions of (a) important supervisor behaviours, (b)
good and bad supervisor characteristics, (c) factors that contribute to counselling
ability, (d) relevant topics for supervision, and (e) important supervision events
(Henry, Hart & Nance, 2004; Reichelt & Skjerve, 2002; Worthington & Roehlke,
1979; Worthington, 1984). If left unaddressed, these perceived differences can
negatively affect supervision processes, such as the strength of the supervisory
relationships and overall satisfaction with supervision (Britt & Gleaves, 2011). To
help combat potential discrepancies, supervisors and supervisees can regularly
exchange feedback (Beinart, 2014). Receiving regular feedback can also enhance
supervisor expertise.
Supervisors’ expertise development. Many professionals engage in life-long
learning, and supervisors are no exception (Falender et al., 2004). As an educational
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activity, many researchers focus on supervisees’ professional development as an
outcome of supervision, but of course, supervisors themselves are learning, growing,
and slowly developing expertise. Various empirical studies have found that
supervisors may perceive feedback from supervisees as an effective way to know, for
example, their strengths and weaknesses and improve their supervising
abilities (Gazzola, De Stefano, Thériault & Audet, 2014; Milne, Sheikh, Pattison, &
Wilkinson, 2011; Milne & James, 2002). Knowing one’s strengths and weaknesses
can help supervisors improve and get better at their craft. Decades of research have
shown that feedback is an important part of developing expertise across many
professional domains (Ericsson, 2018). Feedback can also potentially enhance
outcomes of supervision and supervisory alliances.
Potential benefits to supervision outcome and alliance. Feedback, in all its
varieties, can potentially positively affect supervision outcomes and alliances.
Supervision outcomes can include supervisees’ client outcomes and supervisees’
professional development. Although there are no known empirical studies that
definitively demonstrate feedback’s positive effects on clinical supervision, studies
have consistently shown that soliciting feedback from clients improves working
alliances and clinical outcomes in therapy (Boswell, Kraus, Miller, & Lambert, 2015;
Lambert, 2007; Miller, Hubble, Chow, & Seidel, 2015). Extrapolating from these
studies, it is reasonable to believe that feedback could similarly benefit supervisory
alliances and outcomes (Beinart, 2014). In terms of the supervisory alliance,
preliminary empirical studies, like Blue’s (2017) recent study, have shown that both

SUPERVISION FEEDBACK

12

supervisors and supervisees observed relational benefits of supervisee-to-supervisor
feedback. Other studies found similar results (e.g., O’Donovan, Dyck, & Bain, 2001;
Rousmaniere & Ellis, 2013).
Moreover, asking supervisees for feedback on their supervision experiences can,
perhaps, facilitate supervisee disclosure. As noted earlier, researchers have found that
supervisees often withhold important information from supervisors and one of the
most important reasons of non-disclosure is poor supervisory alliance (Ladany, Hill,
Corbett, & Nutt, 1996; Mehr, Ladany, & Caskie, 2010) and supervisory alliance can
potentially be improved if supervisors ask feedback from supervisees. In order for
supervisors to facilitate supervisee development, supervisees must disclose
information about their clinical activities and experiences in supervision as much as
possible (Bernard & Goodyear, 2014). Fortunately, there are many ways in which
supervisees can provide feedback to their supervisors.
Potential methods of supervisee-to-supervisor feedback. One of the most
common feedback methods is video review (Bernard & Goodyear, 2014). Supervisors
could, for example, videotape supervisory sessions and ask supervisees to watch them
and provide feedback. This type of feedback is often seen in so-called
“supervision-of-supervision,” where supervisors are overtly supervised – perhaps as
part of a graduate course – and get feedback on their development of supervision
skills (Bernard & Goodyear, 2014).
Another feedback method involves objective measures, such as the Manchester
Clinical Supervision Scale (MCSS-26; Winstanley & White, 2014) and Leeds
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Alliance in Supervision (LASS; Wainwright, 2010). With objective measures,
supervisors ask supervisees to fill them out; then, they review the results. In
Feedback-Informed Supervision (cf. Maeschalck, Bargman, Miller, & Bertolino,
2012), supervisors use client-based process-outcome data in their supervision sessions.
Similar strategies could be employed in supervision, where supervisors use measures
like the MCSS-26 and LASS to inform their supervision and make supervisory
changes based on supervisees’ responses.
Another less formal feedback method involves written feedback (Farr, 1993).
Supervisors can simply ask supervisees to write about their supervision experiences,
perhaps about strategies and techniques that are working well and those that are not.
They can also ask supervisees to answer a few open-ended questions about their
experiences (Farr, 1993). And even less formally, supervisors can just ask supervisees
verbally about their experiences (Farr, 1993).
There are, of course, pros and cons associated with these methods. Pros include
convenience and ease-of-use, particularly regarding verbal and written feedback. That
said, asking for feedback verbally puts pressure on supervisees, as it puts them on the
spot, and they may feel compelled to respond. Written feedback, in contrast, allows
supervisees time to reflect and answer later. Similarly, objective measures allow for
more distance and, in many respects, more quantifiable data that can be tracked over
time. From a con, or limitations, standpoint, most feedback methods are self-report,
which can be problematic. Moreover, many offices do not have recording capabilities
or easy access to objective measures. And as Blue (2017) found, some objective
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measures limit the depth and breadth of information provided to supervisors.
Regardless of the method, the hierarchical nature of supervisory relationships likely
affects supervisees' willingness to provide honest feedback to their supervisors.
All things considered, feedback is critically important in supervision practice,
including supervisee-to-supervisor feedback (Bernard & Goodyear, 2014; Claiborn &
Goodyear, 2005; Freeman, 1985; Goodyear, 2014; Hawkins & Shohet, 2012; Hattie &
Timperley, 2007; Hughes, 2012; Rousmaniere & Ellis, 2013). It has the potential to
enrich the teaching-learning process, strengthen supervisory alliances, and help
supervisors develop competence and expertise (Blue, 2017; Gazzola, De Stefano,
Thériault, & Audet, 2014; Rousmaniere & Ellis, 2013). As Goodyear (2014) noted,
feedback is one of the major teaching and learning mechanisms. Although most
supervision research focuses on supervisor-to-supervisee feedback, empirical
attention should be given to supervisee-to-supervisor feedback, as well. To that end, I
conducted a qualitative study of supervisors’ experiences of asking supervisees for
feedback.
Personal Interest in the Topic
I have been supervised clinically since 2012, and during this time, I worked with
ten different supervisors. Although my supervision experiences were generally
positive, none of my supervisors asked me for feedback – not one. Truth-be-told, I
was not aware supervisors could (or would) ask me for feedback. I thought their role
was exclusively educative and evaluative, certainly not about “their” professional
development. However, after discovering Progress Monitoring and
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Feedback-Informed Therapy (Duncan, 2014), as well as Collaborative/Therapeutic
Assessment (Finn, 2007), I began applying feedback-based interventions in my
clinical work and routinely asked clients things like, “How am I doing? Am I on the
right track?” “Are you getting what you need?” Almost immediately, I experienced
many benefits of asking the client for feedback.
These positive experiences made me wonder: What if supervisors did the same
thing with supervisees? What if they asked supervisees for feedback about their
supervisory experiences? How would it affect supervision? The supervisory
relationship? These were vexing and researchable questions; hence, my interest in the
topic and current study.
The Current Study
The current study explores how clinical supervisors who explicitly collaborate
with supervisees and regularly ask them for feedback on the quality of supervision
provided experience asking supervisees for feedback. To date, only a small fraction of
empirical studies examined this topic directly. More research is needed, particularly
exploratory studies like this one, as there is no overarching theory regarding
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback and relatively little is known about its processes
and outcomes. Moreover, relatively little is also known about supervisors’ experience
of supervision, particularly when it comes to supervisee feedback. Most published
studies focus on supervisee experiences and perspectives – not supervisor
perspectives. Supervisors’ voices are missing, including Canadian supervisors.
Although one unpublished dissertation included participants from Canada (Blue,
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2017), there is a limited understanding of Canadian supervisors’ experiences. This
omission is not an insignificant issue, as cross-national differences have been noted
internationally (Goodyear et al., 2016; Son & Ellis, 2013). To address this gap in the
literature, my study focuses on supervisee-to-supervisor feedback in a Canadian
context from supervisors’ perspectives. It also addresses another gap, namely,
shortcomings in prior studies’ data collection methods.
As Gelso’s (1979) ‘bubble hypothesis’ states, all research is flawed. One of the
most noticeable flaws in feedback-related supervision literature is data collection.
This is not a blanket indictment of published research on the topic, it is, though, a
notable limitation. For example, the data collection in many qualitative studies of
supervisee-to supervisor feedback is watered-down, as some had only one open-ended
qualitative question for participants to answer. Other studies asked about only a few
aspects of feedback. And still, others lacked clear justification of design choice, based
on research questions. To address this gap, I conducted 45-minute semi-structured
interviews, asked participating supervisors about a range of feedback issues, and
chose my design based on the research questions. By using a rigorous,
well-established qualitative design, Consensual Qualitative Research (CQR; Hill,
2012), I hope to add meaningfully to the extant literature, which is reviewed in the
next chapter.

SUPERVISION FEEDBACK

17

Chapter 2
Literature Review
Birds-Eye-View of Published Research
To fully understand the scope of existing supervision research, I systematically
searched and reviewed articles published between 1806 and 2019, using PsycINFO
keywords “psychotherapy,” “supervision,” “clinical supervision” and “counselling.”
In total, 5,308 articles were initially identified, of which 2,433 were empirical. These
studies covered a broad range of supervision-related topics, the most popular being
supervisory working alliance, multicultural issues in supervision,
supervisee-supervisor development, and various sub-specialty topics. After carefully
sifting through the literature, 27 empirical studies were identified and reviewed in this
chapter, including ten related to supervision outcomes, five to the supervisory alliance,
and 12 related directly to feedback in supervision. Of note, only four of these studies
focused on my study’s core topic, namely, supervisors asking supervisees for
feedback. Again, it is an understudied topic in the field.
Supervision outcome and alliance studies are included because, as noted in
Chapter 1, supervisee-to-supervisor feedback potentially affects supervision-related
outcomes and alliances, at least in theory. Seven of the ten outcome studies relate to
client outcome, and three relate to supervisee development (e.g., increased supervisee
efficacy, enhanced professional identity). All ten studies were published in the last 20
years. The five alliance studies relate to major supervision-related processes and
outcomes, like supervisee disclosure, which can be affected by feedback-asking
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behaviours. These studies were also published recently. I choose these 15 studies
based on CPA’s recommendations regarding high-quality research and overall
“strength of evidence” (Dozois et al., 2014), and I believe they are reasonably good
and representative examples. Finally, after briefly reviewing these studies, I critically
review all 12 studies published on feedback in supervision, including a deep,
study-by-study dissection of these highly relevant studies.
Client Outcome as a Supervision Outcome
Since 2000, seven systematic reviews of the supervision “outcome” literature
have been published (Alfonsson, Parling, Spannargard, Anderson, & Lundgren, 2018;
Freitas, 2002; Milne & James, 2000; Milne, Reiser, Aylott, Dunkerley, Fitzpatrick, &
Wharton, 2010; Reiser & Milne, 2014; Watkins, 2011; Wheeler & Richards, 2007).
These reviews included a grand total of 70 individual studies, which were published
between 1981 and 2016, and 1,312 supervisors, 2,931 supervisees, and 3,782 clients.
Across reviews, researchers had difficulty directly linking supervision to positive
client outcomes, which is a long-standing problem in the field (cf. Ellis & Ladany,
1997). They had no difficulty, however, linking supervision to positive supervisee
development. On the whole, these reviews were well-conducted and provided
important insights into the field. Additionally, they identified various strengths of
individual studies (e.g., close attention to pertinent variables of interest, useful scale
development), as well as weaknesses (e.g., correlational nature of most studies, lack
of supervision-related process research).
As noted, researchers have long debated whether supervision contributes
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positively to supervisees’ client outcomes, and results of empirical studies are mixed.
Some researchers found that supervision improved supervisees’ client outcomes. For
example, Bambling, King, Raue, Schweitzer, and Lambert (2006) conducted a
randomized controlled study with 127 clients and 127 supervisees with or without
supervision. They found that those who received supervision had better client
outcomes. This study is one of the most rigorous randomized control studies of
supervision’s effect on supervisees’ client outcomes.
Many naturalistic studies have also investigated this phenomenon. For example,
Callahan, Almstrom, Swift, Borja, and Heath (2009) conducted a naturalistic study
with data from 76 adult training clinic clients, 40 trainee therapists, and nine
supervisors. They found that approximately 16% of the variance in outcome might be
accounted for by supervision. In a similar naturalistic study, Wrape, Callahan,
Ruggero, and Watkins (2015) analyzed archival data from 310 discharged clients of a
training clinic who worked with 75 trainee clinicians under the supervision of 23
faculty supervisors. The authors found that supervision had a moderate effect on client
outcomes (Cramer’s V=.35). In a qualitative study, Hill and colleagues (2016) utilized
CQR to investigate 15 doctoral students in counselling psychology who were paired
with 5-15 clinical supervisors during graduate school. The results showed that
supervisees were highly satisfied with their supervisors and the supervisory alliance.
Further, supervisees reported they perceived supervisors as helping facilitate change
in their clients.
Other researchers, however, found that supervision contributes little to
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supervisees’ client outcome. For example, in a large-scale naturalistic study,
Rousmaniere and collagues (2016) collected data on 6,521 clients, 175 trainees, and
23 supervisors from a five-year archival dataset of psychotherapy outcomes. They
found that supervisors explained only .04% of variance in client outcomes. Tanner,
Gray, and Haaga (2012) also conducted a naturalistic study to examine the
relationship between co-therapy supervision and client outcome. The results showed
that the client retention rate and outcome improvement did not differ significantly
between the two conditions. In another naturalistic study, Rieck, Callahan, and
Watkins (2015) examined several relational and personal factors on the supervision
process, including client outcome. The study included 13 supervising psychologists,
32 trainee clinicians, and 256 clients. The results showed that only supervisor
Agreeableness was associated with significant variance (R2=.50) in client outcome
change scores, while both supervisors’ working alliance scores and the interaction
term between supervisor Agreeableness and working alliance scores were not found to
be significantly associated with client outcome. Alas, directly linking supervision to
client outcomes is challenging and, it appears, existing links are relatively weak.
Links are not weak, however, between supervision and supervisee development.
Supervisee Development as a Supervision Outcome
Some researchers argue that supervisees’ client outcome should not be the only
outcome of supervision and that supervisees’ professional development should also be
included (Holloway, 1984; Vonk & Thyer, 1997). Studies in this area are much more
consistent in demonstrating supervision’s positive contribution to supervisees’
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professional development, such as self-efficacy, skills acquisition, and professional
identity. For example, Cashwell and Dooley (2001) investigated the effect of
receiving supervision versus not receiving supervision on counsellors’ self-efficacy.
Thirty-three participants were included in this study; 11 were not receiving clinical
supervision, and 22 were. They found that those receiving supervision reported
significantly higher self-efficacy than those who were not. Rakovshik, McManus,
Vazquez-Montes, Muse, and Ougrin (2016) conducted a randomized controlled study
to investigate the effect of internet-based training, with and without supervision, on
therapists’ Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (CBT) skills in a clinical setting. They
found that those who received supervision had significantly greater CBT skill
acquisition. Worthen and McNeill (1996) used a phenomenological approach to
explore the experience of “good” supervision events from the perspective of
supervisees. Participants reported several outcomes of good supervision, including
strengthened confidence, refined professional identity, increased therapeutic
perception, expanded ability to conceptualize and intervene, and positive anticipation
to reengage in the struggle.
In conclusion, supervision’s contribution to client outcome is still unsettled, as
studies show mixed results. Supervision’s contribution to supervisee development,
however, is notably positive and well documented. As Carroll (2010) noted, “the acid
test of how effective supervision is is simple: What are you (the supervisee) doing
differently that you were not doing before supervision (p.1).” Providing supervisees
with constructive, skill-based feedback can indeed elicit different clinical behaviours,
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which bodes well for passing Carroll’s test. And as supervision-based progress
monitoring and feedback-informed supervision develop further, we may learn about
feedback’s role in effective supervision. Until then, we must extrapolate from
therapy-based studies (cf. Boswell, Kraus, Miller, & Lambert, 2015; Lambert, 2007;
Miller, Hubble, Chow, & Seidel, 2015).
Supervisory Alliance
As far as systematic reviews of the supervisory alliance go, three have been
published to date (Beinart, 2014; Watkins, 2010, 2014). These reviews included a
grand total of 48 individual studies, which were published between 1990 and 2013,
and 1,002 supervisors and 4,891 supervisees. A consistent finding is that a significant
positive correlation exists between the alliance and supervisee efficacy and well-being,
supervisee self-disclosure, supervisee resilience, and satisfaction with supervision.
And, it appears a significant negative correlation exists between alliance and conflict.
The more supervisee-supervisor conflict, the weaker the alliance.
In a quantitative study, Ladany and Friedlander (1995) utilized an ex post facto
design to investigate the relationship between supervisory alliance and counsellor
trainees’ role conflict and role ambiguity with 234 trainees. They found that the
supervisory working alliance was significantly associated with trainees’ perceptions
of role conflict and role ambiguity. Quarto (2002) conducted a quantitative study to
investigate the relationship between supervisory alliance and control and conflict from
both supervisor and supervisee perspectives with a total of 72 supervisees and 74
supervisors. The results indicated that supervisory control and supervisory alliance
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were positively associated, and supervisory alliance and supervisory conflict were
negatively related.
In a quantitative study, Livni, Crowe, and Consalvez (2012) utilized repeated
measures within groups and between groups design to study the effects of supervision
modality and intensity on supervisory alliance and outcomes. Ten supervisors and 42
supervisees were included. The results showed that the supervisory alliance was
strongly related to perceived supervision effectiveness in both the individual and
group supervision conditions. Gunn and Pistole (2012) used a correlational design to
investigate supervisees’ attachment to their supervisor and disclosure in supervision,
as mediated by the supervisory alliance. The sample included 480 trainees. They
found that trainees’ secure attachment to their supervisor and disclosure in supervision
were fully mediated by the supervisory alliance.
In a mixed-methods study, Ladany, Mori, and Mehr (2013) investigated effective
and ineffective supervisor skills, techniques, and behaviours from the perspective of
128 supervisees who worked with multiple supervisors. They found that the ability to
develop and maintain a good supervisory alliance was one of the most effective
supervisor behaviours, and it had an important influence on supervisee learning.
In conclusion, the positive association between the supervisory alliance and many
supervision processes and outcome variables is well-established. The recognized
importance of strong supervisory alliances is ubiquitous. As Goodyear (2014) noted,
“the quality of that relationship will predict supervisees’ perceptions of the extent to
which their experience constitutes good supervision, or on the other extreme, harmful
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supervision” (pp.83-84). And ‘the quality of that relationship’ can be affected by
feedback, not only providing it but also asking for it (Bernart, 2014). As noted earlier,
in therapy contexts, feedback enhances therapeutic relationships (Boswell, Kraus,
Miller, & Lambert, 2015; Miller, Hubble, Chow, & Seidel, 2015). It is quite possible
the same holds true in supervision (Blue, 2017; O’Donovan, Dyck, & Bain, 2001;
Rousmaniere & Ellis, 2013).
Next, I review 12 studies related directly to my dissertation topic: feedback in
supervision; and, more specifically, supervisee-to-supervisor feedback. To the best of
my knowledge, these are the only studies published on this topic, having carefully
reviewed the extant supervision literature, back-checked article reference lists, and
conducted frequent up-to-the-minute literature searches and journal reviews.
Feedback in Supervision Studies
Supervisee-to-supervisor feedback. Only four empirical studies have been
conducted on my dissertation topic, that is, supervisors’ experience of asking
supervisees for feedback. All four were exploratory/descriptive in nature and provided
a preliminary picture of the process and experience. Foci include prevalence of
supervisors asking for feedback (Blue, 2017; Rousmanier & Ellis, 2013), importance
of asking for feedback (Blue, 2017; Gazzola, De Stefano, Thériault &Audet, 2014;
O’Donovan, Dyck, and Bain, 2001), and advantages and disadvantages of using
feedback measures and questionnaires (Blue, 2017). In terms of prevalence rates,
results were mixed. For example, Rousmaniere and Ellis (2013) found that only 3.6%
of supervisees reported that their supervisors routinely asked them for feedback. In
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contrast, Blue (2017) found that 97.7% of supervisors solicited feedback from their
supervisees.
As for the importance of asking for feedback, results consistently showed that
both supervisors and supervisees value supervisee-to-supervisor feedback (Blue, 2017;
Gazzola, De Stefano, Thériault &Audet, 2014; O’Donovan, Dyck, and Bain, 2001).
With respect to perceived advantages and disadvantages of using feedback
measures and questionnaires, Blue (2017) found that the most commonly described
benefits include: alerts the supervisor to the supervisee’s needs and what should be
covered in supervision, provides the supervisor with information that helps make
needed adjustments to supervision and improve supervisory skills, facilitates
supervision-related discussions, and serves as a starting point for meaningful
conversations. The most commonly described disadvantages include: detracts from or
damages the relationship, too formal, supervisees’ reluctance to be honest, takes too
much time/too much paperwork, and cuts conversations short or replaces dialogue.
In the next section, I dissect each of these four studies. In-depth analysis and
critiquing of these studies are important, because they are the most closely related
published studies in the supervision literature and can most directly inform my study.
Critique of individual studies. Rousmaniere and Ellis (2013) developed the
Collaborative Supervision Behaviors Scale (CSBS) to investigate 252 supervisees in
the U.S. about their perspectives of collaboration in the supervision session. They
identified three types of collaboration: explicit collaborative supervision (ECS),
implicit collaborative supervision (ICS), and non-collaborative supervision (NCS).
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ECS refers to supervisors explicitly inviting or empowering supervisees to share their
perspectives on supervision. ICS is characterized by supervisors being open and
attentive to the supervisee but does not explicitly encourage supervisees to do so.
Supervisors in NCS are not open to or may even discourage supervisees’ voice in the
process of supervision. Supervisee-to-supervisor feedback is an important component
of the collaborative clinical supervision
The CSBS demonstrated solid reliability and structural validity and initial
preliminary discriminant and convergent validity. The results showed that only 3.6%
of the participants reported that their supervisors routinely invite, empower and
facilitate them to choose to engage in clinical supervision explicitly and 33.7% of
supervisors engaged in ICS, while 11% of the supervisees stated that their supervisors
were not open or even discouraged their perspectives on the process and relationship
of supervision. Additionally, a direct and moderate correlation was found between the
supervisory alliance and collaborative supervision.
The study has, by far, the largest sample in the supervisee-to-supervisor feedback
literature. Researchers did a great job of showing the prevalence of collaborative
feedback in the U.S. They also developed a measure for future research. Major
limitations are: 1) they did not investigate the perspectives of supervisors; 2) the
sample was mostly comprised of doctoral students (68.7%) and students who
identified CBT as their theoretical orientation (42.1%).
In a qualitative study, Gazzola, De Stefano, Thériault and Audet (2014) used
CQR to investigate supervisor trainees’ positive experience and its contribution to
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their professional development. Participants were ten supervisor trainees. A
semi-structured interview protocol was used to gather data and data was analyzed
based on Hill (2012)’s recommendations.
The results showed that participants reported that feedback from counselling
trainees could improve their effectiveness as a new supervisor, and it helped them
realize their strengths and weaknesses. Also, obtaining feedback from supervisees was
a good way to witness supervisees’ growth.
The biggest strength is that this study used a positive psychology perspective to
investigate supervisor-in-training during their very first supervision practicum. It
provided an insight into how novice supervisors perceive positive aspects of
supervision. Major limitations are: 1) the study only explored the perspective from
supervisor-in-training, it would be interesting to see how their perceived improvement
of effectiveness is viewed by their supervisees and supervisors, and 2) the researchers
provided insufficient information about the interview protocol.
O’Donovan, Dyck, and Bain (2001) conducted a qualitative research study with
16 Australian graduate students. They inquired about trainees’ perceptions of the
importance of clinical training components. Those components include overall
satisfaction, course design, clinical supervision, and professional issues. The
interview was semi-structured and ranged from 45 minutes to three hours in duration.
The results showed that effective feedback is one of the good supervisor
characteristics. Also, they considered feedback a two-way process, which refers to
supervisors not only giving feedback but also seeking feedback.
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This is one of the earliest empirical studies about supervisees’ perspective on
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback. It clearly demonstrated that supervisees want
feedback to be mutual. Major limitations are: 1) the researchers did not present the
excerpt of the participants’ original statement so that readers cannot understand the
context in which the theme was extracted; and, 2) the researchers did not specify the
qualitative data analysis method and quality assurance methods.
In an unpublished doctoral dissertation, Blue (2017) did a mixed methods study
utilizing the convergent design with 88 clinical supervisors. The sample consisted of
73.3% of female, 26.7% of male, 52.9% of American, 17.2% of Canadian, 14.9% of
British, 8% of Australian, 6.9% of New Zealanders, 51.8% of the participants had a
doctorate, and 48.8% of the participants had a master’s degree. They sent a
questionnaire to all participants inquiring about their supervisory practices around
soliciting supervisees’ feedback and their perspectives on potentially using feedback
forms as a means of soliciting feedback. In their questionnaire, there are three
components: basic demographics, supervisory practices, and perspectives on feedback
forms. In terms of the supervisory practice quantitative questions, they asked the
participants to indicate if they ask feedback from supervisees and their perceptions of
the importance of asking for feedback on a scale from 1 to 10. In supervisory practice
qualitative questions, researchers asked an open question, which required the
participants to describe how they go about soliciting feedback in supervision. In terms
of the perspectives on feedback forms quantitative questions, they asked the
participants to indicate if they used feedback forms to ask feedback and the frequency
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and likelihood of usage. In the qualitative part of perspectives on feedback forms,
researchers asked participants about how they evaluated those forms (benefits and
drawbacks). They applied ANOVA and t-tests to analyze the quantitative data and
iterative coding process to analyze the qualitative data.
The results showed that 97.7% of the participants reported that they solicit
feedback from their supervisees, and only 2.3% of them stated that they do not ask for
feedback. Forty-eight percent of the participants described engaging in an ongoing
verbal feedback process, 27% of them used an ongoing verbal feedback process as
well as annual questionnaire, 11% of them reported using an ongoing verbal feedback
process, and a bi-annual questionnaire, 8% of them stated using an ongoing verbal
feedback process and a questionnaire more than twice per year and 4% of them
described soliciting feedback only in the annual or bi-annual review session. In terms
of the importance of asking for feedback, the mean score was 8.8, which means that it
went beyond the midway point between “very important” (7.5) and “extremely
important (10)” anchors on the question’s rating scale. In terms of the perspectives on
feedback forms, the most commonly described benefits include: alerts the supervisor
to the supervisee’s needs and what should be covered in supervision, provides the
supervisor with information that helps to make adjustments to supervision and
improve supervisory skills, and facilitate discussion and serves as starting point for
conversations. The most commonly described drawbacks include: detracts from or
damages the relationship, too formal, supervisees’ reluctance, to be honest, takes too
much time/too much paperwork, and cuts conversations short or replaces dialogue.
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The study is, by far, the most comprehensive empirical one looking at a broad
picture of how supervisors practice supervisee-to-supervisor feedback due to
mix-methods design. They also investigated this phenomenon from the international
perspective, which is much needed in counselling psychology, generally, and in
supervision, specifically. Major limitations are: 1) the sample size for the quantitative
part is too small and distributed too imbalanced among countries where the
participants lived in (e.g., only 17.2% of participants are Canadian); 2) the
quantitative sampling process was not random; 3) the written answers to
open-questions sacrificed the richness of qualitative data; 4) researchers did not
justify the necessity of using mixed methods research and, 5) the researcher only
focused on the use of feedback forms rather than general supervisee-to-supervisor
feedback practice.
In addition to these four studies, eight other feedback-related studies were found.
These studies relate to supervisor-to-supervisee feedback, which is the most typical
view of “feedback” in supervision. I review them below.
Supervisor-to-supervisee feedback. Studies consistently show that supervisees
value feedback from supervisors, because it helps supervisees grow and develop
(Ladany, Lehrman-Waterman, Molinaro, & Wolgast, 1999; Phelps, 2013). Studies
also show that supervisees have a preference regarding how supervisors should
provide feedback. For example, supervisors should provide balanced positive and
negative feedback that is accurate, immediate, frequent, specific, clear, and warm
(Heckman-Stone, 2004; Phelps, 2013). Of note, supervisees reported that positive
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feedback from supervisors increased their self-efficacy and decreased their anxiety,
while negative feedback did not (Daniels & Larson, 2001).
Studies have also examined supervisor perspectives on providing feedback.
Specifically, supervisors reported providing feedback on the process of supervision,
supervisees’ clinical behaviours, and personal and professional issues (Friedlander,
Siegel, & Brenock, 1989; Hoffman, Hill, Holmes, & Freitas, 2005). Of note,
supervisors find it is easier to discuss supervisees’ clinical behaviours and harder to
discuss their personal and professional issues (Hoffman, Hill, Holmes, & Freitas,
2005). Some researchers argued that supervisors should use supervisees’ client
feedback to inform their supervision. For example, two randomized-control studies
showed better client outcomes when doing so (Grossl, Reese, Norsworthy, & Hopkins,
2014; Reese, et al., 2009).
Again, in-depth analysis and critique of these studies are important, and I do so
below, diving deeply into each study.
Critique of individual studies. In a mixed-methods study with 40 supervisees,
Heckman-Stone (2004) used the Evaluation Process within Supervision Inventory
(EPSI) and four open-ended questions to investigate trainee preference regarding how
supervisors give feedback and evaluate, as well as general characteristics of good and
poor use of feedback and evaluation by supervisors. The quantitative data were
analyzed by descriptive analysis, and the qualitative data were analyzed by content
analysis.
The quantitative results showed that the ratings of the quality of the feedback
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ranged from middle to high and the qualitative results revealed five themes: providing
balanced feedback, accurate feedback based on direct observation, immediate and
frequent feedback, a collaborative relationship in which goals and feedback are
mutually agreed upon, a positive relationship, openness, clear and specific feedback,
and suggestions for improvement. These results are consistent with the previously
mentioned theoretical conceptualization (i.e., CORBS, Hawkins & Shohet, 2012).
The biggest strength of the study is that they provided a broad picture, from the
supervisees’ perspective, about providing feedback by using mix-methods design.
They also provided evidence support for the CORBS framework (Hawkins & Shohet,
2012). The major limitations of this study are: 1) sample size is so small that it is hard
to make any generalized inference, and 2) they only had four qualitative questions.
Therefore, the information gathered was not rich enough.
In a qualitative study with 12 supervisees, Phelps (2013) inquired about their
experience of receiving corrective feedback in clinical supervision. The initial
interview questions include opening questions, corrective feedback event questions,
and closing questions. The follow-up interview was conducted two weeks after the
investigator reviewed notes and transcripts of the initial interview. The participants
were asked to share any additional thoughts that may have come up after the initial
interview and any unclear content. The data were analyzed based on consensual
qualitative research strategies.
The results showed that participants value corrective feedback because they
believe it can improve their clinical competency. Moreover, they think positive
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corrective feedback has the following characteristics: warm, trusting, clear,
nonjudgmental, specific, and timely.
The biggest strength of the study is the procedure. The researcher did a follow-up
interview with the participants after reviewed the data of the first interview. It helps
gain more insights for doing the second interview, which can collect more meaningful
data. Major limitations are: 1) they only studied the perspectives of supervisees; 2) the
sample is only consisting of predoctoral psychology interns; and, 3) the self-report
nature of the interview process inevitably includes biases from both the researcher and
the participants.
In a quantitative study with 151 trainees, Ladany, Lehrman-Waterman, Molinaro,
and Wolgast (1999) investigated supervisors’ adherence to the ethical guidelines from
the perspectives of supervisees. They created the Supervisor Ethical Practices
Questionnaire (SEPQ), which includes a list of the most common and salient
supervisory guidelines, and they coded all narrative descriptions into 1 of 15 ethical
guidelines by four judges. In addition to the open-ended questionnaire, they also
created the Supervisor Ethical Behavior Scale (SEBS), which has 45 items.
Additionally, they administered the Working Alliance Inventory-Trainee Version
(WAI-T) and the Supervisee Satisfaction Questionnaire (SSQ).
The results revealed that one-third of the participants indicated that their
supervisors did not provide adequate feedback about their clinical performance, which
was a violation of the ethical guidelines. One of the statements was, “Supervisor gives
little feedback.” The results also suggested that supervisees’ satisfaction with
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supervision was negatively associated with supervisors’ nonadherence to ethical
practices.
This is one of the earliest empirical studies to investigate providing feedback.
They approached the issue from an ethical perspective, which is unique as well. They
also developed a new measure for future research. The major limitations are: 1)
relatively small sample size; and, 2) researchers only investigated the perspectives of
supervisees.
Although supervisees value balanced feedback (Heckman-Stone, 2004), studies
have shown that different types of feedback have different effects on supervisees. In a
quasi-experimental study, Daniels and Larson (2001) asked 45 supervisees to conduct
a 10-minute mock counselling with a trained simulated client, the researchers
observed from a two-way mirror or television monitor. Immediately after the mock
session, the participants were asked to estimate their performance and completed the
pre-test anxiety and self-efficacy measurements. Then the researcher gave them either
positive or negative performance feedback. The positive and negative feedback was
randomly assigned. After receiving the feedback, each participant completed the
post-test anxiety and self-efficacy assessments. The data were analyzed by ANOVA.
The results showed that those who received positive feedback reported a
significant increase in self-efficacy measurement and a significant decrease in anxiety
assessment from pretest to posttest, while those who received negative feedback
reported significant decreases in self-efficacy and a significant increase in anxiety
measurement from pretest to posttest.
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The major strength and limitation of this study are due to the same factor, namely,
its research design. On the one hand, the quasi-experimental design clearly improved
the study’s internal validity and made the results more convincing than those from
correlational studies. On the other hand, this design is not comparable to experimental
design in terms of establishing a causal relationship between variables.
Some empirical studies addressed the feedback practices from the perspectives of
supervisors. Friedlander, Siegel, and Brenock (1989) conducted a case study with a
supervisor, a clinician, and a client to inquire about the process of supervision. The
supervision session was coded with the Relational Communication Control Coding
System (RCCCS) and the Interpersonal Communication Rating System (ICRS). Prior
to the study, the supervisor needed to complete an assessment of supervision style,
both the supervisor and the trainee completed a theoretical orientation questionnaire,
and the client completed a mental health assessment battery.
The results showed that relatively few of the supervisor’s comments included
feedback, and the vast majority of feedback was given in the last two sessions. The
content analysis of the 14 feedback statements revealed a predominance of
interpersonal, global, positive feedback, mainly focusing on the trainee’s behaviour
with the client. Five of the feedback statements involved a supervisory relationship,
and four statements were negative.
This is a strong study methodologically, as it used multiple coding systems to
explore multiple perspectives on the counselling and supervision process. However, it
is highly exploratory, requiring additional empirical scrutiny.
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In a qualitative study, Hoffman, Hill, Holmes, and Freitas (2005) studied 15
supervisors’ feedback practices with 15 predoctoral psychology interns in three
different scenarios: situations in which supervisors readily or easily give important
feedback to supervisees, situations in which supervisors find it difficult but do give
important feedback, and situations in which supervisor does not give important
feedback. Two rounds of interviews were conducted with each supervisor, and the
data were analyzed based on CQR strategies.
The results showed that supervisors considered feedback about clinical problems
an easy one and often directly provided them to supervisees. Supervisors tended to
think that feedback about clinical, personal, and professional issues was difficult to
give and often indirectly provided them. Feedback not given was about personal and
professional concerns.
The biggest strength of the study is that they explored supervisors’ perceptions in
multiple scenarios. Therefore, it provided a relatively richer information about
providing feedback. Major limitations are: 1) researchers did not investigate the
perspectives of supervisees, and 2) the conclusion is highly explorative given the
nature of the research methodology.
In terms of the supervisory feedback content, some researchers argued that
supervisors should use supervisees’ client feedback to inform their supervision. In a
quasi-experimental study, Reese and colleagues (2009) randomly assigned 19 trainees
and nine supervisors in feedback and no-feedback conditions. However, they could
not randomly assign the other nine trainees due to practical issues. One-hundred and
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one clients were randomly assigned to supervisees in each condition. They used the
Partners for Change Outcome Management System (PCOMS; Duncan, 2012) as the
outcome measure. In the feedback condition, supervisors discussed the results of
PCOMS with their supervisees while in no-feedback condition supervisors did not.
The results showed that trainees’ client outcomes in both groups improved
significantly, but those in the feedback condition showed greater improvement.
However, trainees in the feedback condition did not rate their supervisory alliance or
satisfaction with the supervision differently. The relationship between trainee
self-efficacy and outcome was stronger for those in the feedback condition than those
in the no-feedback condition.
The strengths of the study are as follows. First, methodologically, the study
utilized partial randomized controlled design; this design is helpful in demonstrating
causal relationships. Second, it provided a unique perspective that, as routine process
and outcome monitoring is becoming popular in psychotherapy, including it in the
supervision session seems to be very reasonable. Major limitations are 1) small
sample size; 2) inconsistent assignment of trainees; and 3) difficulty connecting the
effects of supervision directly to client outcome.
Grossl, Reese, Norsworthy, and Hopkins (2014) conducted another study to
extend Reese and colleagues (2009) by using larger sample size and isolating the
specific effects of feedback in supervision. They randomly assigned 44 graduate
trainees and 18 supervisors to two groups. In the first group, they reviewed the
feedback data gathered using PCOMS with their supervisors every week. In another
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group, they did not. A total of 138 clients participated in this study across an academic
semester. Participants in both groups were administered supervisory working alliance
inventories and supervisory satisfaction measures.
The results showed that those who used client feedback in supervision had higher
satisfaction than those who did not. But no relationship was found between using
client feedback and supervisory alliance. Also, they did not find any significant
difference between supervisory conditions on client therapy outcomes. Moreover,
client outcomes were similar across supervision conditions.
The biggest strength of the study is that it successfully completed the
randomization procedure, so that its results are more convincing than that from the
previous one. Major limitations are: 1) small sample size; 2) it was hard to make sure
everyone followed the protocol; and 3) they only evaluated a semester of data with
students who never used feedback with clients before.
Summary of Feedback Studies and Gaps in Literature
Methodologically speaking, five of the twelve studies used quantitative
methodologies, five used qualitative methodologies, and two used mixed methods. Of
the five quantitative studies, three used quasi-experimental designs, one used a
correlational design, and one developed a scale. Sample sizes varied across studies,
ranging from n=28 to n=252. Dependent variables, instruments, and data collection
methods varied, too, including supervisee perspectives on collaboration and
supervisor adherence to ethical guidelines measured by newly developed scales or
established survey measures, trainee’s self-efficacy and anxiety levels measured by
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established research scales in a quasi-experiment, trainees’ satisfaction with
supervision, client outcome and trainee perspectives on the supervisory relationship
measured by established research scales in quasi-experiments.
Of the five qualitative studies, four used multiple case study designs exploring
trainees’ perceptions of the importance of various clinical training components and
supervisors’ perceptions of providing – and asking for – feedback. One used a
phenomenological design to explore supervisees’ experience of receiving corrective
feedback in clinical supervision. Two studies used mixed methods. One studied
supervisees’ perception of supervisors asking for feedback and the other studied
supervisees’ perception of supervisors giving feedback.
Taken together, these studies addressed the process of providing supervisory
feedback from both perspectives: supervisors and supervisees, including
characteristics of good supervisory feedback, preferences for types of feedback,
feedback content, and effects of feedback on supervisees and their clients. Empirical
evidence is, it seems, slowly accumulating regarding supervisor-based feedback
processes and outcomes. To strengthen the literature base in this area, future
quantitative studies could involve larger samples, more experimental and high-quality
qualitative designs, and increased attention to multicultural issues.
As noted in chapter 1, there are, at this time, many notable gaps in the literature.
For one, in terms of supervisee-to-supervisor feedback, empirical research is
exceedingly limited; again, with only four studies published on this important topic
(Blue, 2017; Gazzola, De Stefano, Theriault, & Audet, 2014; O’Donovan, Dyck, &
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Bain, 2001; Rousmaniere & Ellis, 2013). Two of these studies surveyed the
prevalence of asking for feedback, and their results were mixed. Small samples may
partially account for those results. Additionally, Canadian supervisors were only a
subset of participants surveyed in Blue’s (2017) study, and it is difficult to make
reliable and valid inferences from the alone study. Two studies focused on supervisor
perspectives, or experiences, regarding asking supervisees for feedback. One study
was mixed methods in nature. Of note, the qualitative strand of that study asked just
one open-ended question about the feedback-asking process, and supervisors
answered via computer. The richness of data was compromised collecting data this
way. The qualitative study that explored supervisors’ feedback-asking practices was
notably narrow in scope, focusing solely on its perceived benefits. And, generally
speaking, supervisor perspectives are sorely missing in the literature.
The study presented here takes into account gaps and methodological
shortcomings mentioned above, in part, by focusing directly on an understudied topic
in the field (supervisors’ feedback-seeking practices), honing in on an understudied
perspective (i.e., Canadian supervisors), collecting rich qualitative data through
semi-structured interviews, focusing on multiple aspects of supervisee-to-supervisor
feedback, and clearly reporting the rationale of selecting – and procedures associated
with Consensual Qualitative Research (CQR; Hill, Thompson, & Williams, 1997; Hill,
2012). CQR designs are used commonly in counselling psychology research,
generally, and supervision research, specifically, and are particularly useful in
answering research questions like mine. As a reminder, the research questions are:
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(1) What are the reasons supervisors ask supervisees for feedback?
(2) What is the process of asking feedback like for supervisors?
(3) What are the perceived benefits of asking supervisees for feedback?
(4) How do supervisors implement, or practice supervisee-to-supervisor
feedback?
In the next chapter, I discuss qualitative research, CQR designs, and the study’s
methods.
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Chapter 3
Methods
Definition and Characteristics of Qualitative Research and CQR Designs
A primary objective of qualitative research is “understanding how people
interpret their experiences, how they construct their worlds, and what meaning they
attribute to their experiences” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015, p.6). Merriam and Tisdell
identified four characteristics of qualitative research: (1) focus on process,
understanding, and meaning, (2) the researcher is the primary instrument of data
collection and analysis, (3) the process is inductive, and (4) the product is richly
descriptive. Specifically, qualitative researchers are interested in understanding
participants’ experiences. Researchers use themselves as the primary instrument for
data collection and analysis because the overarching goal of qualitative research is
understanding human experience. However, human beings always interpret things
through their own lenses, which is sometimes referred to as “bias.”
Qualitative researchers do not strive to eliminate their biases; rather, they are
acutely aware of them and figure out what role they play in the process of data
collection, analysis, and interpretation. Also, qualitative research is inductive and
largely atheoretical. It is highly descriptive and “words and pictures rather than
numbers are used to convey what the researcher has learned about a phenomenon
(Merriam & Tisdell, 2015, p.17).” Creswell and Poth (2017) defined qualitative
research as
Qualitative research begins with assumptions and the use of
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interpretive/theoretical frameworks that inform the study of research problems
addressing the meaning individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human
problem. To study this problem, qualitative researchers use an emerging
qualitative approach to inquiry, the collection of data in a natural setting sensitive
to the people and places under study, and data analysis that is both inductive and
deductive and establishes patterns or themes. The final written report or
presentation includes the voices of participants, the reflexivity of the researcher, a
complex description and interpretation of the problem, and its contribution to the
literature or a call for change. (p.53)
In my study, I am interested in Canadian supervisors’ perspectives and experiences of
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback, and I used a Consensual Qualitative Research
approach (CQR; Hill, 2012), which is extremely popular in counselling psychology
research. For example, in the supervision literature alone, dozens and dozens of
published studies used it.
Consensual Qualitative Research (CQR)
CQR was originally developed by three Counselling Psychologists to study the
process of counselling/psychotherapy (Hill, Thompson, & Williams, 1997; Hill, 2012).
CQR is influenced by major qualitative research methods, such as grounded theory,
comprehensive process analysis, interpretive phenomenological analysis, and feminist
theories. There are eight components and three steps in CQR. Components include
using open-ended questions to gather data, reliance on text, intensively studying a
small number of cases, whole-part relationship, inductive data analysis process,
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interpretations made by a research team of three to five researchers, one or two
auditors check consensual interpretations, and the research team constantly checks
raw data to evaluate their interpretations. CQR steps include dividing responses to
open-ended questions into domains or topic areas, constructing core ideas for all the
material within each domain for each case (within-case analysis), and developing
categories that cut across cases (cross-case analysis) (Hill et al.1997; Hill, 2012).
A distinctive feature of CQR is the consensus process. Hill et al. (1997) argued
that multiple perspectives increase the possibility of obtaining better understandings
of participants’ responses. The research team members have first to interpret the data
independently and then come together to discuss their interpretations until they reach
an agreement. Once the team has consensus, the interpretation is examined by the
auditor. The auditor has three job responsibilities: (1) determining whether the raw
data is in the correct domain, (2) ensuring all important ideas in the domain are
sufficiently abstracted, and (3) the wording in the core ideas is concise and reflective
of the raw data (Hill et al. 1997). The auditor gives comments back to the research
team, and the team members must discuss them thoroughly. This process happens
both in case analysis and cross-case analysis. Specific analysis steps are described
later in this chapter.
Participants
Participants were 11 clinical supervisors, all of whom were registered
psychologists in their jurisdiction and obtained a Ph.D. in either counselling
psychology or clinical psychology. Among the 11 participants, two practice in Ontario,
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one practice in Manitoba and eight practice in Alberta. Four of them are women, and
seven are men.
Regarding other demographics, I inquired about participants’ years of registration
as a psychologist and years of supervising students. The average number of years as a
registered psychologist was 12.55 (range= 5-25 years, SD=7.69), and the average
number of years as a clinical supervisor was 11.86 (range= 3.5-25 years, SD=7.23).
No other demographic information was collected.
CQR Analysis Team and Auditor
Recruiting research team members. All team members were recruited
personally by the primary investigator. Criteria for selection included an interest in
supervision research and qualitative research, basic training in qualitative research,
and motivation to engage in team-based analyses. Four counselling psychology
graduate students were recruited to analyze data. Three served as primary analysts and
one auditor. Analysts included a 4th-year international doctoral student (who
conducted all Participant interviews), a 3rd-year doctoral student, and a 1st-year
doctoral student. There were two men and one woman. In terms of ethnicity, two of
team members are Asian and the rest are Caucasian. All three analysts/judges had
prior training and coursework in qualitative research. A 2nd-year doctoral student was
recruited to be the auditor. In addition to prior training and coursework in qualitative
research, he also conducted his Master’s thesis using CQR. The theoretical
orientations of team members are diverse, they include cognitive behavioral therapy,
psychodynamic therapy, humanistic-existential therapy, and acceptance and
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commitment therapy. All four team members signed a Research Team Confidentiality
Agreement (Appendix A).
Training research team members. All team members read the principal
investigator’s research proposal and Hill’s (2012) text on CQR and, before analyses
began, had all their questions about CQR processes addressed. For example, some
team members were initially confused about the difference between domains and
categories because they seem similar. Also, team members did not initially understand
the purpose of writing core ideas and how they contributed to cross-analysis. To
clarify these misunderstandings, we had an in-person meeting and talked at length
about nuances in CRQ analyses. We also talked at length about our expectations and
biases.
Researcher-as-Instrument
According to Hill’s (2012) recommendations on conducting CQR, research team
members (i.e., interviewer, analysts/judges, and auditor) needed to document their
expectations and biases individually about the research topic. Expectations were
defined by Hill et al. (1997) as “beliefs that researchers have formed based on reading
the literature and thinking about and developing the research questions” (p.538).
Biases were defined as “personal issues that make it difficult for researchers to
respond objectively to the data” (p.539). Research team members documented and
discussed the possible influence of their expectations and biases on the entire research
process.
Research team members’ biases and expectations. All team members agreed
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that supervisors asking for feedback from supervisees is potentially powerful in
creating a collaborative supervisory relationship. Two of the members were asked by
their supervisors for feedback in supervision, and they reported positive effects on
supervision processes, such as increased trust and sense of security, more disclosure,
and collaboration. All team members also reported that it could be very difficult for
supervisees to provide feedback, because, as a trainee, supervisees are not sure about
whether or not the supervisors are serious, or sincere, about receiving feedback about
their supervision practices. Team members also believed it could be difficult, or
challenging, because supervisors might feel threatened asking for feedback.
Additionally, team members believed that most supervisors do not ask for feedback.
To help identify a supervisor who does, indeed, ask for feedback, I screened potential
participants using a new measure of collaborative supervision.
Screening Measure
A modified version of the Collaborative Behavior Supervision Scale (CSBS;
Rousmaniere & Ellis, 2013; Appendix B) was used to select participants. The CSBS
measures the degree, or extent, of collaboration between supervisors and supervisees
and individual item stems focus on asking supervisees for feedback. Specifically,
items include: “How often does your supervisor openly discuss how helpful
supervision is for you?,” “How often does your supervisor openly discuss the
supervisory relationship?,” “How often does your supervisor openly discuss what you
are doing together in supervision?,” and “How often does your supervisor openly
discuss with you how supervision is conducted?” Participants rate their experiences
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on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from “never” to “always.” Its total score
demonstrates acceptable reliability and validity (Rousmanier & Ellis, 2013). All
things considered, the CSBS is perhaps the best existing measure of
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback. It was therefore used as a screening measure.
With permission from the scale’s developers, I reworded the CSBS to fit
supervisor perspectives. After minor re-wording, the items used were “How often do
you openly discuss how helpful supervision is for your supervisee?,” “How often do
you openly discuss the supervisory relationship?,” “How often do you openly discuss
what you are doing together in supervision?,” and “How often do you openly discuss
with your supervisee how supervision is conducted?” The instructions were also
reworded to “Please answer the following questions regarding your experience in
supervision with your current site supervisee with whom you have individual
supervision."
Three types, or levels, of supervisor collaboration, are identified by CSBS total
scores, which can range from 4-20. Specifically, scores of 9-20 suggest Explicit
Collaborative Supervision (ECS). Scores of 5-8 suggest Implicit Collaborative
supervision (ICS). And scores of 4 suggest Non-Collaborative Supervision (NCS).
ECS refers to supervisors who invite and empower supervisees to share their
perspectives on supervision. In essence, they readily ask them for feedback. ICS
refers to supervisors who are open and attentive to supervisee perspectives but do not
necessarily ask for feedback directly. NCS refers to supervisors who do not ask
supervisees for feedback about their supervision.
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The recommended cut-off score for identifying ECS is 16 and higher. In this
study, participants’ average ECS score was 15.54 (SD=1.5; range=13-18). The internal
consistency estimate (Cronbach's alpha) for the CSBS total score in this sample was
0.725. Again, this measure helped me identify and select participants who asked
supervisees for feedback about their supervision. Supervisors who actively ask for
feedback are hard to find, as less than 5% ask supervisees for feedback (Rousmaniere
& Ellis, 2013). And it was indeed challenging finding supervisors to interview.
Procedures
Recruiting participants. Participants were purposefully sampled (Coyne, 1997).
Due to considerable recruitment challenges, I utilized two approaches. First, I sent a
recruitment letter (Appendix C) to the research participants recruitment platform of
the Canadian Psychological Association (CPA) and Psychologists’ Association of
Alberta (PAA). These organizations are professional homes for psychologists at
national and provincial levels, respectively, and they are the primary recruitment
platforms for psychology research. The CPA platform is available to about 6,000
members, and the PAA platform is available to about 2,600 members. My recruitment
notice was displayed on their platform websites and also included in their monthly
newsletters.
All communication between me and potential participants at the recruitment stage
was through email. After people contacted me and expressed interest in participating,
I sent them the consent form. After consenting to participate, I sent them the CSBS.
At the end of the scale, respondents were asked if they were willing to be interviewed.
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Those who said “yes,” left their email, and I scheduled a phone interview if they
scored 13 or higher on CSBS. E-mail reminders were sent out three days before the
day of the interview. With this approach, only three people contacted me, and all of
them scored 13 or higher and were subsequently interviewed.
Because I needed more participants, I took an additional recruitment approach:
snowball sampling. Specifically, I emailed colleagues (Appendix D), which included
fellow graduate students and supervisors with whom I worked, and asked them to
nominate supervisors that asked for feedback from supervisees at least once during
supervision. Nominators (i.e. my colleagues) shared nominee (i.e. clinical
supervisors/potential research participants) contact information with the researcher
through email. All the communication about nominees’ identifying information and
contact information was kept strictly confidential.
Once nominators sent nominees’ contact information to me, I sent a recruitment
email (Appendix E) and consent form (Appendix F) to nominees. Once nominees
consented to participate, I sent them the link to the CSBS. Based on this added
recruitment step, 19 potential participants were identified. Of these potential
participants, nine agreed to participate in the study, one declined, and nine did not
respond at all. Eight of the nine supervisors scored 13 or higher on CSBS and were
interviewed. The other did not and was not interviewed.
Interview questions. I developed initial interview questions based on the
relevant empirical literature and the study’s research questions. This list was then
revised and finalized based on my primary dissertation supervisor’s advice.
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As shown in Table 1, interview questions include two sets of open-ended
questions. The first set focused on supervision in general, and the second set focused
on those supervisors’ experience of asking for feedback. Specifically, I asked
questions about why those supervisors ask supervisees for feedback, what the process
is like for them, what the perceived benefits of doing so are, and how they do it. I also
asked about supervisors’ general experience of supervisee-to-supervisor feedback.
The interview questions solely focused on overt feedback. Taken together, both sets of
questions explored participants’ experiences in context, which corresponds to the
whole-part relationship in hermeneutics. This strategy is also recommended by the
developers of CQR (Hill, Thompson, & Williams, 1997, p.537). A complete interview
protocol is in Appendix G.
Table 1
Interview Questions
Basic Demographic Questions
1. How many years have you been registered as a psychologist?
2. How many years have you been supervising students?
Initial general questions: Questions about providing supervision generally
1. When you initially started working as a clinical supervisor, what were some of the
things that you paid the most attention to? What were some of the most important
things you learned?
2. What were some of the things that made working as a clinical supervisor different
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from other clinical work you have done? What were some aspects of this work
that you found more challenging?
3. What were some of the things changed in your supervision practice over time?
4. What were some of the things that triggered those changes?
Specific supervisee-to-supervisor feedback-related questions: Questions about asking
for feedback in supervision
1. As a clinical supervisor, what was it like to ask for feedback from supervisees?
2. What types of feedback do you usually ask for from supervisees? How do you ask
for feedback from them?
3. What were some of the most rewarding parts of asking for feedback from
supervisees? What were some of the most challenging parts?
4. What makes some reciprocal feedback practices easier than others?
5. How does asking for feedback differ from giving feedback to supervisees?
6. What were some of the reasons you asked for feedback?
7. Any words of advice to someone just starting in terms of asking for feedback from
supervisees?
Note. In interviews, the term “reciprocal feedback” was clearly defined, and
participants knew it referred to supervisee-to-supervisor feedback.
Interviews. Once nominees agreed to participate, fully consented, and met
inclusion criteria, I emailed them to schedule a 30- to 45-minute semi-structured
interview. Participants did not know interview questions in advance. I conducted all
interviews by telephone and audio recorded them.
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Before starting the interviews, participants were reminded of the purpose of the
study, the structure of the interview, and the recording and transcription of the
interview. There were also reminded that all interviews were confidential. The
interviewer then asked questions from the protocol, using occasional prompts and
probes to gather more in-depth information. At the end of the interview, the
interviewer expressed gratitude to the participants.
Confidentiality and transcription. To protect participants’ confidentiality,
interviewees were assigned a number based on the order in which they expressed
interest in participating in the study. This number was then used to identify audio files
and transcripts. During transcription, any remaining identifying information (e.g.,
names and references to specific locations) were removed. All audio recordings were
transcribed with Dragon Dictation Professional Individual V15 software and
double-checked for accuracy.
Data Analysis
Fostering multiple perspectives. Before and during data analysis, I reminded
team members of the importance of making sure everyone had an opportunity to
participate in the discussion process fully and that no individual or subgroup exerted
undue influence on the process. This method was also recommended by Hill (2012) to
build a successfully functioning research team. The research team members had, in
total, six meetings (not including the pre-analysis training meeting). During each
meeting, we discussed analysis results completed at the individual level. In
within-case analysis, we started from participant 1 to participant 11. Within each
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participant, we started from the first line to the last one. We compared each others’
domain development and core idea construction, if our analysis results were similar,
we simply adopted the most straightforward one. If our analysis results were different,
we discussed and came up with a consensus. We made sure every team member had
their input in the discussion. The same process was implemented in cross-case
analysis. Generally speaking, team members adopted my analysis framework while
had different opinions on specific analysis. For example, they thought the domain
names in my framework, such as methods of ask/facilitating feedback, and content of
feedback, can summarize data very well. Therefore, they decided to adopt those
names. However, we had different opinions on interpreting specific data chunks, such
as what the participants are actually saying.
Identifying domains and categories. Team members used constant comparison
analysis to identify domains and categories (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2007).
Specifically, team members followed twelve steps in those processes based on Hill’s
(2012) recommendations.
Developing domains. Step one, team members quickly read through all the
transcripts as a whole and held off interpretations. Step two, team members started
labelling relevant data chunks. Qualitative scholars have different opinions on what is
considered appropriate data chunks. Some researchers note that data chunks should be
words, or lines, because they can push researchers to be open to data and let the topics
emerge from the data (Charmaz, 2014). Other scholars argued that stories should be
the unit of analysis because stories, or narratives, contain language, meaning, and
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context – issues that are critical to understanding interview data (Mishler, 1986). In
my study, I adopted an inclusive approach that does not set a fixed-length or form of
data chunks, as long as the data chunk (ranging from a phrase to paragraphs) all
related to the same topic according to individual member’s judgment, the label is
legitimate (Hill, Thompson, & Williams, 1997). Step three, team members came
together to discuss and finalize each domain.
Constructing and auditing core ideas. Step four, team members wrote a short
abstract (core idea) for each domain. Core ideas are summaries of the data that
capture the essence of participants’ original data in concise words. This core idea
should remain as close as possible to the data instead of being inferential. Step five,
all team members came together to discuss and finalize a consensual version of core
ideas. Step six, the auditor checked the domains and core ideas and provided feedback
to team members. Step seven, team members either accepted or rejected the feedback,
and this back-and-forth communication kept running until both team members, and
the auditor achieved a consensus. Step eight, the principal investigator sent the
consensual version of with-in case analysis results to every participant and sought
their feedback (Appendix H). This process is called “member checking” in qualitative
research. While it is not standard practice in CQR, we did it for additional quality
assurance. After obtaining participants’ feedback, team members revised the results if
needed.
Conducting and auditing cross-analysis. Step nine, individual team members
looked at all core ideas across participants for a specific domain and consensually
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identified categories reflecting common themes within that domain. The categories
still came from the data rather than preconceived assumptions. Also, categories should
be the results of the cross-case analysis. Step ten, all team members came together to
discuss and finalize a consensual version of categories. Step eleven, the auditor
re-checks the cross-case analysis results, and the team members maintained
back-and-forth communications with the auditor until a consensual version was
achieved.
Reporting findings. Step twelve, the team members used frequency counts to
describe the representativeness of themes (each category). The frequency was
determined according to the number of participants whose core ideas appeared within
each category. Based on Hill’s (2012) recommendations, “general” consisted of data
from all or all but one participant (10 or 11), “typical” consisted of data from more
than half the participants up to the cutoff for general (6 to 10), and “variant” consisted
of data from at least two participants to up to half of the participants (2 to 5).
Each team member used the CQR Analysis Form (Appendix I) to record their
analysis process.
Table 2 includes three representative examples of how my team coded data.
These examples help demonstrate the team’s process and products. They give readers
a sense of our analysis-related thinking.
Table 2
Coding Examples of Domain “Reasons of Asking for Feedback,” “Methods of Asking
for Feedback,” and “Content of Feedback”
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Description

Examples (Raw Data)

Reasons

Noah started to ask

It was probably about 12 years ago, I really

for asking

for feedback partly

started looking at the supervision literature, and

for

due to reading

it started to influence me in different ways. So,

feedback

supervision literature. I think at that point, we had our program, we

Name

watch students in the group, and we had a
chance to debrief afterward as well (line#
22-25).
Aiden wants to

I wanted to ensure that I was doing the best

improve as a

supervision experience that I can provide, I

supervisor, that is

wanted to make sure that students felt that there

partly why he starts

was room for them to be who they wish to be

asking for feedback.

and to grow. More recently, I believe in
reciprocal feedback, being a two-way street in
terms of opportunity for me to continue to grow
as well. Those are the reasons (line# 86-89).

Camila’s previous

I guess, having been a supervisee too, I know

experience as a

what it feels like to have a supervisor ask for

supervisee is partly

feedback versus one who doesn't, it feels better

why she asks for

as a supervisee (line# 151-153).
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feedback from
supervisees.
Methods of

Emma talked about

So, I use the outcome measure, the one used by

asking for

how to use objective

Scott Miler. So, it got four measures on it, and I

feedback

feedback

find it helpful to get, it is not only the feedback
form itself that is providing me with the most
information (line# 69-71).

Mason talked about

So, the feedback would be more informal, like I

how to ask for

mentioned, a verbal checking-in, and often it

feedback verbally.

references to our treatment goals and our
relationship (line# 89-91).

Elijah talked about

It's “what was helpful and what was unhelpful,”

using a specific

I use a little bit of what we call the critical

technique called

incident technique, it is a qualitative

critical incident

methodology. What was helpful and unhelpful

technique to ask for

and also wishlist items were anything you'd like

feedback

to be different (line# 79-86).

Content of

Logan usually

There is a typical check-in, so I'll review the

feedback

reviews supervision

goals throughout the supervision rotation to

goals with

make sure I am giving them feedback on what
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supervisees to make

they asked for, and I'm trying to do that

sure they are on the

throughout as well. Keep that in mind with each

same page.

observation of their work, with each case note I
read; I'm trying to keep that thread of the goals
(line# 162-165).

Layla asks her

I ask about how do they feel like things are

supervisee about

going in supervision so far in terms of the

what the supervision

process, so how we are doing things, like the

process is like.

structure of the sessions, or maybe focusing on
one patient or having a group thing, and then
what they want more of or less of and the how
they feel like they're reaching some of the goals
they set for themselves at the beginning. Also,
how do they feel like the relationship is going
and how comfortable they feel (line# 57-61).

Jackson asks about

So, I might ask for feedback specifically about

the supervision

things like comments on their work as I

process for his

observed it on video recordings, my feedback

supervisees.

about my feedback to them on their records, or
general guidance and direction that I'm giving
them, and also about the feedback on our
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relationship as supervisor-supervisee, those
would be the main things (line# 63-67).
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Trustworthiness of data. I established the trustworthiness of data analyses using
Hill’s (2012) criteria. The first criterion is the integrity of the data, which refers to the
“clear description of both the methods and the results” (p.176). She identified four
strategies. The first one is to provide a detailed description of the methodology to
allow for replication of the study’s procedures (not necessarily its results). She listed
ten components researchers need to report, including a detailed description of research
team members, potential biases and expectations, adequacy of the sample, interview
protocol, recruitment strategies, interview process, the transcription process, data
analysis steps, attempts at establishing the stability of the data and any other details.
All of these components are included in this chapter.
The second strategy is triangulating methods, which refers to the “use of multiple
methods for collecting data and the collection of different participant perspectives”
(p.177). Due to practical constraints, we could not use this strategy. The third one is
checking for saturation, and they recommended using a large amount of participant
interview data and connecting individual results to the overarching categories. This
strategy was used in the present study. The fourth and final strategy is determining the
transferability of the findings, which refers to “when researchers provide detailed
information about the participants and the research process so that readers can judge
whether findings might transfer to other settings” (p.178). Also, Hill recommends
indicating the representativeness of themes using terms like general, typical, and
variant. These terms are, therefore, used here, and they are defined in the Glossary of
Terms and elsewhere (e.g., p. xii and p. 56).
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Hill’s (2012) second criterion is reflexivity and subjectivity, which refers to
“balancing the tension between what the participants say and how the researchers
interpret their responses” (p.179). Some specific methods include reporting team
members’ biases and beliefs, having multiple team members and auditors and
implementing member checks. Specifically, in this study, I documented all team
members’ biases and assumptions prior to data analysis, recruited three judges and
one auditor, and six out of 11 participants (55%) completed member checks, and only
minor revisions were suggested.
The last criterion is clear communication of findings, which refers to “presenting
results and the meaning of those results clearly and with a purpose” (p.180). Hill
recommends several specific methods, including presenting implications of the study,
identifying limitations of the methodology, encouragement of further dialogue among
professionals or researchers, recommendations of actions, and connecting findings
with theories or previous literature.
Results of analyses are presented next, in Chapter 4, and their possible meanings
are presented in Chapter 5, along with study limitations and implications for research
and practice.
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Chapter 4
Results
This chapter includes the results of the team-member analysis of 11
semi-structured interviews. Specifically, in the analyses, we identified seven
consensus-based domains and 17 categories. We also identified the representativeness
of each domain and category, per CQR guidelines. Specifically, “general” domains
and categories were mentioned by 10 or 11 study participants. “Typical” domains and
categories were mentioned by six to 10, and “variant” domains and categories were
mentioned by two to five.
Using pseudonyms, Table 3 lists all participant names. It also lists all known
demographic information.
Table 3
Participants’ Names/Pseudonyms and Known Demographic Information
Pseudonyms

Gender

Years of Supervision

Years of Registration

Liam

Male

16

16

Emma

Female

9

9

Noah

Male

18

20

Logan

Male

22

25

Mason

Male

10

10

Olivia

Female

6

6

Elijah

Male

5

10.5
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Aiden

Male

8

10

Jackson

Male

25

25

Camila

Female

3.5

5

Layla

Female

8

5

Note. Layla had been supervising students as another mental health professional for
three years before she registered as a psychologist five years ago.
Reasons for Asking for Feedback (Domain)
As shown in Table 4, three categories emerged from the interviews and
subsequent CQR team analyses regarding reasons for asking for feedback from
supervisees: internal, external, and past experiences.
Table 4
Domain “Reasons for Asking for Feedback”
Domain/Category/Subcategories

Frequency

Reasons for asking for feedback
Internal factors

Typical (9)

Motivation to become a better supervisor

Typical (8)

Feedback as part of reflective supervisory practice

Variant (2)

Wanting to improve the supervisory relationship

Variant (2)

External factors

Typical (9)

Communication with colleagues

Typical (6)

Reading supervision research

Variant (4)
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Variant (2)
Typical (7)

Past training/professional development experiences

Variant (4)

When the supervisor was a supervisee

Variant (2)

Previous career experience

Variant (2)

Past feedback from previous supervisees

Variant (2)

Note. N=11. Typical frequencies=6 to 10 participant endorsements; Variant= 2 to 5.
Internal factors (typical category). Growing, developing, and overcoming
potential blind spots is, it appears, an important aspect of asking for feedback, at least
among supervisors sampled here. Nine out of 11 participants mentioned these types of
“internal” factors. Internal motivation to become a better supervisor was endorsed
most frequently, and eight participants believed supervisee-to-supervisor feedback
helps them grow and develop. For example, Logan (male, 22 years of supervision
experience) said:
I think the parallels between doing therapy and doing supervision are fairly strong,
especially in that area. Are you the expert you think you are, you can always get
better, and you may not know. I mean our self-awareness can be strong, but we
don't always know what is happening, we all have blind spots, we all have biases,
we fill in the blanks, sometimes our ego is a little bit boosted. So, it is important
to get it, it parallels what we are doing in therapy, and it's a good practice. I think
most people do it informally in supervision, but it is like one of those tough
things that sometimes we don't talk about, or it's harder to ask about, especially
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when things are not going well. Also, you want to get better; I mean you want to
get better as a therapist; you want to get better as a supervisor.
From our perspective, Logan believes supervision is similar to doing psychotherapy,
in which therapists need to obtain client feedback to overcome biases and blind spots
and, therefore, become better. Similarly, Aiden (male, eight years of supervision
experience) said:
I wanted to ensure that I was doing the best supervision experience that I can
provide, I wanted to make sure that students felt that there was room for them to
be who they wish to be and to grow. More recently, I believe in reciprocal
feedback, being a two-way street in terms of opportunity for me to continue to
grow as well.
Aiden also believes he can grow – and get better – by asking for feedback from
supervisees. Camila (female, 3.5 years of supervision experience) said:
Having the chance to get feedback and to make changes in areas that I can
improve. It is just kind of knowing where things are at and having the opportunity
to grow as a supervisor and do the best job I can.
Again, from our perspective, it appears Camila wants to make changes to improve her
supervision abilities by asking supervisees for feedback.
Two supervisors believe supervisee-to-supervisor feedback is part of reflective
supervisory practice. For example, Liam (male, 16 years of supervision experience)
commented: “It would be similar to the counselling process, and it is helpful to stop
and reflect: why did you come here in the first place, what's working and what's not
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working so well.” Likewise, Emma (female, nine years of supervision experience)
reported: “then I switched to XX (a workplace), I had a bit more time to be more
reflective so that I have time to think how to improve my supervision.” For these
supervisors, feedback from supervisees enhances self-reflection.
Two other supervisors, Emma and Jackson, believed supervisee-to-supervisor
feedback enhances the supervisor relationship. For example, Emma (female, nine
years of supervision experience) said: “The second reason would be because I think
that it helps the relationship, and if you have a good relationship, you will be able to
do better work.” Jackson (male, 25 years of supervision experience) reported: “also,
just to deepen my understanding of what the experience of supervision was like for
my supervisee.” For these supervisors, supervisee-to-supervisor feedback helps ensure
that supervisors and supervisees are on the same page.
External factors (typical category). Talking to colleagues and fellow
supervisors are, in this sample, a “typical” reason supervisors ask supervisees for
feedback. Nine out of 11 of them mentioned “external” factors. Communication with
colleagues was endorsed most frequently, with six participants endorsing it. For
example, Mason (male, ten years of supervision experience) said: “I learned about it
from other supervisors; that was a really vital practice to talking with other
supervisors.” Elijah (male, five years of supervision experience) said:
The supervisors in my internship were a very big proponent of it, and they
encouraged us to use the ORS and SRS process with our clients. Some
supervisors would ask for feedback from students, so that really made a big
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difference.
Aiden (male, eight years of supervision experience) said: “it was that working
collegially with other supervisors and discussing supervision.” From our perspectives,
those three participants clearly learned about supervisee-to-supervisor feedback from
colleagues.
Four supervisors said they adopted supervisee-to-supervisor feedback practices
after reading the supervision literature. For example, Noah (male, 18 years of
supervision experience) said:
It was probably about 12 years ago, I really started looking at the supervision
literature, and it started to influence me in different ways. So, I think at that point,
we had our program, we watch students in the group, and we had a chance to
debrief afterward as well.
Layla (female, eight years of supervision experience) said, “well, being exposed to
learning more about process-outcome feedback and learning more about supervision
over the years. Being exposed to it and how you are going to apply it to supervision
and reading the literature.” And Logan (male, 22 years of supervision experience)
said:
This way of going and reading the <heart and soul of change> once or twice. So
just getting exposed to that idea, which is not rocket science, to have a feasible
scale, something that is usable, was part of the triggering of it.
In our various CQR analysis discussions, the “Reading Supervision Research”
category emerged from the interview data.
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Supervisor theoretical orientation also emerged as an external category, as two
supervisors endorsed it. For example, Noah (male, 18 years of supervision experience)
said:
I think CBT informs a little bit of my supervision practice, just to be very
collaborative, setting the agenda at the start of every supervision session, and at
the end, asking informally, week to week, checking in with the students on what
was helpful today, what was the main message today, those kinds of things, I just
informally ask about that.
Camila (female, 3.5 years of supervision experience) said one of the reasons she uses
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback in practice is because “I was trained with the CBT
background, and it is part of CBT to ask for feedback in terms of your therapy session,
so it is a good practice to build into supervision.” From the research team’s
perspective, those participants seem to be influenced by CBT’s collaborative
empiricism philosophy, namely, reality checking in a collaborative way. For these
supervisors, collaborative empiricism applies to supervision, as well.
Past experience (typical category). It appears past training/professional
development experiences affect supervisors’ motivations to use
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback in practice. Seven out of 11 participants mentioned
factors related to “past experience.” Past training/professional development
experiences were endorsed most frequently, with four participants endorsing it. For
example, Logan (male, 22 years of supervision experience) said:
I reviewed two textbooks, and I've taken three seminars and workshops, I have
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been consulting a lot and honing that framework, so I don't think I had that back
then. I always understood it as a professional activity; I didn’t have a clear sense
of what that meant as I do now. So, the feedback becomes a more integral part of
my supervision, and I treat it as a professional activity.
Mason (male, ten years of supervision experience) said, “I have been trained in
supervision when I was a Ph.D. student. So, it's not like a brand-new concept.” Olivia
(female, six years of supervision experience) said:
When I was doing an internship, we had a seminar that directly talked about how
to give supervision, how do you supervise people, and they talked about this
developmental model of supervision, and since I was trained in developmental
psychology, it made a lot of sense to me, I really like that.
Two supervisors believed their past experience as a supervisee motivated them to
practice supervisee-to-supervisor feedback. For example, Noah (male, 18 years of
supervision experience) said: “well, ha, I try not to supervise the way I was
supervised.” Similarly, Camila (female, 3.5 years of supervision experience) said: “I
guess, having been a supervisee too, I know what it feels like to have a supervisor ask
for feedback versus one who doesn't, it feels better as a supervisee.” From our
perspectives, those participants learned many useful lessons from their previous
experiences being supervised. Therefore, they try and make sure their supervisees are
benefiting from supervision. A useful way to determining benefit is asking supervisees
for feedback.
Two supervisors said their previous career/job valued feedback, and they were
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inclined to use reciprocal feedback in supervision. For example, Noah (male, 18 years
of supervision experience) said “as an elementary school teacher in my previous life
as well; I think that kind of thinking about learning and what are we going to do next
is helpful. I am quite comfortable with it now.” Logan (male, 22 years of supervision
experience) said:
My background is in sport... Because we got immediate feedback, the red light
goes on, or the red lights don't go on, your coaches are giving feedback. So that
was “a-ha,” why we are not doing it here.
Working as a teacher and in sport, these two participants were used to – and saw the
benefits of – feedback, and they continued using it in supervision.
Two supervisors believed past feedback from previous supervisees helped them
realize the importance of supervisee-to-supervisor feedback in supervision. For
example, Camila (female, 3.5 years of supervision experience) said:
And it's something that we talk about within the (internship site), and I have
heard residents/supervisees talk about how helpful to have that opportunity to be
asked for feedback and they said their relationship is often better with supervisors
who ask for feedback, they think it helps them get more out of supervision.
Aiden (male, eight years of supervision experience) also said: “something that would
be feedback from the supervisees.” These supervisors heard supervisees talk about it
and ended up incorporating it into their practices.
Challenges in Asking for Feedback (Domain)
As shown in Table 5, three categories emerged regarding challenges in asking for
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feedback: worry about receiving negative feedback from supervisees, power
differentials hindering honest and accurate feedback, and interpersonal dynamics of
supervision.
Table 5
Domain “Challenges in Asking for Feedback”
Domain/Category/Subcategories

Frequency

Challenges in asking for feedback
Worry about receiving negative feedback from supervisees

Typical (6)

Power differentials hindering honest and accurate feedback

Variant (4)

Interpersonal dynamics of supervision

Variant (2)

Note. N=11. Typical=6 to 10 participant endorsements; Variant= 2 to 5.
Worry about receiving negative feedback from supervisees (typical category).
Clearly, some supervisors feel anxious about the feedback-asking process, in part,
because they might get negative feedback, which can be challenging and hard to hear.
Six supervisors said they are nervous about hearing negative feedback from
supervisees. For example, Emma (female, nine years of supervision experience) said:
The first time I did it, it did feel that it puts you in a vulnerable position as a
supervisor. It is just like what you do with your clients, because you may get
negative feedback, which is hard for everybody,” adding “when I first started, I
was a little daunted by it. It is kind of; you never wanted to hear something that
they might say.
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Jackson (male, 25 years of supervision experience) said, “I guess when they do
identify problems or limitations in my supervision, that is disappointing to hear that I
could have done better.” Camila (female, 3.5 years of supervision experience) said: “I
think my own anxiety, particularly early on, just being afraid that I'm not doing a good
enough job.”
Power differentials hindering honest and accurate feedback (variant
category). Per some supervisors, supervisor-supervisee power differentials can be
particularly challenging regarding supervisee-to-supervisor feedback, and it is a
variant category here. Four supervisors noted power differentials could hinder honest
and accurate feedback. For example, Elijah (male, five years of supervision
experience) said:
Giving feedback as a supervisor is part of the role; it is understood; it is
something that I think is easier to do. The supervisee giving feedback to a
supervisor is not accepted as a common practice; it is not assumed; that is the idea
of speaking out against the power differential. I think it is systemic within the
learning environment that students don't give feedback, which I think is too bad
because it is not that the student knows the knowledge, the professors know the
knowledge, but the student knows something about the process of the teaching
that could enhance the professor’s learning. So, it is breaking a social dynamic by
asking for feedback, and students often have to get used to that.
Mason (male, ten years of supervision experience) said:
Obviously, there's that power differential between supervisees and supervisors,
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which can mostly create a challenge in obtaining useful and accurately
experienced feedback from supervisees versus my end of the things being a lot
more confident and being pretty straightforward with what I was observing and
changes that I would like to see.
Interpersonal dynamics of supervision (variant category). For some
supervisors, navigating interpersonal dynamics are a challenging part of
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback practice. Specifically, two supervisors said
interpersonal dynamics in supervision could be challenging. For example, Logan
(male, 22 years of supervision experience) said:
You're always trying to assess where someone is at and their ability to receive
feedback. Challenging is where there's something that's probably underlying; it
could be a personal issue; it could be a very significant confidence issue; it's hard
for them to take the feedback. So, you are trying to be direct, but also supportive,
and giving lots of space for people to work through it, to ask about it, maybe be
emotional about it, maybe take a long time to clarify it, maybe have to sit with
some uncertainty and ambiguity about it, and to process it over time. It is like one
of those tough things that sometimes we don't talk about, or it's harder to ask
about, especially when things are not going well.
And Aiden (male, eight years of supervision experience) said: “some students have a
very non-confrontational style and have difficulty with voicing their concerns and
criticisms, so that would be a challenge.”
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Feelings about Asking for Feedback (Domain)
As shown in Table 6, one category emerged regarding feelings about asking for
feedback: natural comfort in asking for feedback.
Table 6
Domain “Feelings about Asking for Feedback”
Domain/Category/Subcategories

Frequency

Feelings about asking for feedback
Natural comfort in asking for feedback

Variant (4)

Note. N=11. Variant= 2 to 5 participant endorsements.
Natural comfort in asking for feedback (variant category). Four supervisors
reported feeling naturally comfortable practicing supervisee-to-supervisor feedback.
For example, Logan (male, 22 years of supervision experience) said: “I became more
comfortable and did it more frequently around 2012; I became really intentional and
deliberate, really being mindfully aware of this, not kind of going through the motions
or sort of learning about it.” Emma (female, nine years of supervision experience)
said: “You know what, when I first started, I always asked for feedback, it is pretty
natural.”
Benefits of asking for feedback (Domain)
As shown in Table 7, four categories emerged regarding the benefits of asking for
feedback: deepening supervisory relationships, supervisee-to-supervisor feedback
helps supervisors grow and feeling assured of helping supervisees.
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Table 7
Domain “Benefits of Asking for Feedback”
Domain/Category/Subcategories

Frequency

Benefits of asking for feedback
Deepening supervisory relationship

Typical (9)

Feeling assured of helping supervisees

Typical (6)

Supervisee-to-supervisor feedback helps supervisors grow

Variant (5)

Note. N=11. Typical=6 to 10 participant endorsements. Variant=2 to 5.
Deepening supervisory relationship (typical category). From the research
team’s perspective, most supervisors believe supervisee-to-supervisor feedback
strengthens the supervisory alliance, in part, by empowering supervisees, creating a
safer and more trusting environment, and being more collaborative. Nine out of 11
supervisors said supervisee-to-supervisor feedback deepened the
supervisor-supervisee relationship. For example, Elijah (male, five years of
supervision experience) said, “it definitely made the work much faster, the students
move through the development of their skills much quicker. I think for two reasons,
one, they become a collaborator; they have more equality, they have more buy-in into
the process.” Noah (male, 18 years of supervision experience) said:
When you're giving feedback, you are putting yourself in the expert chair. When
you're asking for feedback, you're stepping down, which is good. So, when they
give me feedback, I am more of a student role, that is the main difference. At the
same time, if I am doing that, I'm working more collegially and collaboratively.
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Aiden said:
When a student feels accepted in terms of their ability to self-disclose regarding
their knowledge, their insecurity, and their work. So when they feel that
unconditional acceptance, when they also give feedback that, because of the
process in supervision, they felt safe and confident.
Layla (female, eight years of supervision experience) said:
I think trainees appreciate being asked for feedback. So, feeling like the students
or the trainees do when you ask for feedback as the supervisor, you respect them,
and you value their opinions in their own learning, and that your kind of models
openness to feedback for them. Sometimes students can feel nervous or insecure
about giving feedback to supervisors. I think they find it more empowering and
collaborative.
Emma (female, nine years of supervision experience) said: “I found it really helpful; it
deepens the relationship you have with your supervisees, and if you have a good
relationship, you will be able to do better work.”
Feeling assured of helping supervisees (typical category). Over half the
supervisors (n=6) also believe supervisee-to-supervisor feedback helps them feel
more confident, more assured that supervision helped supervisees. For example,
Jackson (male, 25 years of supervision experience) said:
The rewarding parts, I guess, are learning what would be helpful to supervisees,
and just hearing that supervision was helpful to them, they learned a lot from it,
and they grew a lot as trainees. That was definitely the most rewarding.
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Camila (female, 3.5 years of supervision experience) also said: “I think sometimes
there are things that I'm doing that I don't realize I'm doing that are a benefit to people,
and so it's always neat to learn how they are benefiting in some way.” Noah (male, 18
years of supervision experience) said:
It is always nice to hear from people that you're doing an okay job. I try to aspire
to it, and I don't know when I will get there. Some people will tell you that this is
helpful, overall this has been really good. That is encouraging for me.
Olivia (female, six years of supervision experience) said, “hearing good things!
Hearing that that kind of approach helps them in some way, or that being able to
provide the feedback that allows them to have a better practicum experience.”
Supervisee-to-supervisor feedback helps supervisors grow (variant category).
Based on interview data, supervisee-to-supervisor feedback potentially benefits
supervisors as much as supervisees. Five supervisors in this study said
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback helps them grow and become a better supervisor.
For example, Noah (male, 18 years of supervision experience) said:
The students at a senior level, they spent so much money and worked hard, so
they don’t want to waste time. So, they've been really helpful in providing ideas.
Actually, I think probably from students year to year; one supervision experience
shapes the next one, students often have good ideas, sometimes students need
different kinds of things. Some students need a bit of that while others don't. So, I
just checked with them constantly; what do you need.
Jackson (male, 25 years of supervision experience) said: “generally I welcome it, it
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has mostly been very positive, but there has also been some corrective feedback I
received from supervisees that have helped improve my supervision practice.” Camila
(female, 3.5 years of supervision experience) said:
Then I think just having that sense of confidence that what I'm doing is effective
because supervision is something that's really important to me, and so having the
chance to get feedback and to make changes in areas that I can improve things to
be better. It is just kind of knowing where things are at and having the
opportunity to grow as a supervisor and do the best job I can.
Layla (female, eight years of supervision experience) said: “it is always rewarding to
get feedback, so you know where your strengths are and what you can improve on.”
From the research team’s perspective, some supervisors ask supervisees for feedback
because they believe it helps them grow, develop, and ultimately become better
supervisors.
Methods of Asking for Feedback (Domain)
As shown in Table 8, three categories emerged regarding methods of asking for
feedback from supervisees: varying format of feedback questions, frequency/timing,
and specific techniques.
Table 8
Domain “Methods of Asking Feedback”
Domain/Category/Subcategories
Methods of asking for feedback

Frequency
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General (10)

Verbal questions

Typical (9)

Feedback measures

Variant (4)

Written feedback

Variant (4)

Open-ended questions

Variant (2)

Frequency/timing

Typical (6)

Specific techniques

Variant (4)

Note. N=11. General=10 to 11; Typical=6 to 10; Variant= 2 to 5.
Varying format of feedback questions (general category). Clearly, almost all
supervisors asked for feedback verbally, and thus the research team saw it as a
category. Ten out of 11 participants mentioned the first category: varying format of
feedback questions and nine out of the ten asked for feedback verbally, including
Olivia, Noah, Mason, and Elijah. Olivia (female, six years of supervision experience)
said:
At the very beginning, our first meeting, I will let you know that, like ‘if there is
anything you need that I'm not giving you, tell me’ and ‘if you find you want
more from me.’ So, I ask them pretty directly in the first meeting. If we do any
kind of evaluation thing, I do say ‘if there are things you want to tell me, please
do.’
Noah said, “most typically, can be informally just talking about it verbally.” Similarly,
Mason (male, ten years of supervision experience) said: “so, the feedback would be
more informal, like I mentioned, a verbal checking-in, and often it refers to our
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treatment goals and our relationship.” Elijah (male, five years of supervision
experience) added:
I don't use SRS; I used to use that. I supervise in a very relational way, a very
qualitative and phenomenological way. So, when I give them the score, they tend
just to put 9 or 10 of 10 every single time, and I found that unhelpful. So I ask for
feedback verbally.
Four supervisors used established objective feedback measures to obtain feedback
on their supervision. For example, Emma (female, nine years of supervision
experience) said:
Sometimes if you capture another form of information, it gives you data in a
different way, some people are totally comfortable sharing what they need but
some people cannot, so you can get a sense of it on a form. So, I use the outcome
measure, the one used by Scott Miller. So, it has four measures on it, and I find it
helpful to get; it is not only the feedback form itself that is providing me with the
most information.
Logan (male, 22 years of supervision experience) also said, “use something little bit
more formal, because sometimes people can write, that is a little bit easier than telling
you face-to-face.” Aiden (male, eight years of supervision experience) added:
At the beginning and the end of the supervision term, I ask for written feedback. I
use a form that has similar questions about the level of knowledge of the
particular intervention, about the therapeutic fit, that also asks precisely about
other aspects about supervision with myself that they think it is helpful for new
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students to know, it is a rating scale.
Although most supervisors ask for feedback verbally, the research team believed
“objective measures” warranted its own subcategory.
In addition to objective measures, four supervisors simply asked supervisees for
written feedback. For example, Camila (female, 3.5 years of supervision experience)
said:
Based on one of those resident seminars that we had, I developed some questions
that I ask them to write answers to, and then I also wrote answers to them, and
then we had a conversation about them. I didn't require them to share all their
answers with me, but it was like an opportunity for them to really reflect on
supervision, what they were getting out of it, what their relationship was like with
me and vice versa. We had some really rich and interesting discussions.
Layla (female, eight years of supervision experience) also said:
I usually have, depending on measures, something that students can write
narrative feedback about how the experience is for them. Probably just more the
narratives, where if I spell out their evaluation and they can respond, and I asked
them to give me feedback as well, more open-ended.
Mason (male, ten years of supervision experience) just simply invited students to
provide written answers to “a handful of open questions.” Consequently, the research
team also believed “written feedback” warranted a separate subcategory.
Somewhat relatedly, two supervisors specifically emphasized open-ended
questioning, regardless of format (i.e., written or verbal). For example, Liam (male,
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16 years of supervision experience) said:
The difference is that I'm formally and directly asking them like ‘hey, how is this
going?’ in an open-ended fashion, and it's something that they might not
necessarily think to do naturally. So, they might be caught off guard by it. The
general open-ended question and leave it with somebody and let them run, like
what is your experience in supervision so far, you can let them know at the outset
you plan to build that into the supervisory relationship, it is bidirectional.
And, again, Mason (male, ten years of supervision experience) asks open-ended
questions and requests written answers. Open-ended questioning is, per the research
team, another subcategory.
Frequency/timing (typical category). There does not seem to be one set time –
or times – to ask supervisees for feedback. We noted that it varies by supervisors. Six
supervisors in the study specifically mentioned the frequency or timing of asking for
feedback, and they vary from supervisor to supervisor. For example, Jackson (male,
25 years of supervision experience) said:
I also, at the outset of supervision, schedule two times during the course of
supervision: one at the halfway point and one at the end, and formally exchange
feedback with my supervisee, and I invite them to give me whatever feedback
they're comfortable with, giving me at those points if they haven't done so
already.
Mason (male, ten years of supervision experience) said he asks for feedback,
“probably not every week, probably every second week.” Noah (male, 18 years of
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supervision experience) said he “does it session to session to get in the habit of asking
for feedback.” Olivia (female, six years of supervision experience) asks for feedback
“at the very beginning our first meeting.” Liam (male, 16 years of supervision
experience) asks for feedback “on a case-by-case basis.”
Specific techniques (variant category). Four supervisors mentioned specific
techniques they utilize in asking for feedback. For example, Elijah (male, five years of
supervision experience) said:
I use a little bit of what we call the critical incident technique; it is a qualitative
methodology. What was helpful and unhelpful and also wishlist items regarding
anything you'd like to be different. So, I tend to go with those three categories,
because it really brings out some thoughts, like ‘wish we could do this or that, it
was all good, but I would've liked a little more of something around XX.’ So, we
are trying to get more than just ‘did I help you?’, we probably both know if I did,
but if they have a wish list, the wish question, the miracle question tends to get
them thinking about something they would like, but they don’t feel like that they
are allowed to ask for.
Logan (male, 22 years of supervision experience) said:
The other thing I do to get feedback is I model asking me for feedback about how
I'm doing. So, you are going to do it with me, and I am going to do it with you, so
it is going to be modelled, and it's going to be reciprocal, there's that piece.
From our perspectives, Elijah adopted the critical incident technique in
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback and Logan used “modelling” techniques.
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Content of Feedback (Domain)
As shown in Table 9, one category emerged regarding the content of feedback:
feedback about the process of supervision.
Table 9
Domain “Content of Feedback”
Domain/Category/Subcategories

Frequency

Content of feedback
Feedback about the process of supervision

Typical (7)

Note. N=Typical=6 to 10.
Feedback about the process of supervision (typical category). From the
research team’s perspective, focusing on supervision-related processes is clearly a
stand-alone category. Seven out of 11 supervisee-to-supervisor feedback practices
focused on the process of supervision. For example, Camila (female, 3.5 years of
supervision experience) said:
I usually ask, in general how they're finding supervision, I asked about the
process of supervision, I am trying to use audio recordings, and I asked how we
are structuring it and how to use our time, so asking if I am meeting their needs
based on the way we've got supervision set up. I often ask for feedback if we’ve
talked about an issue that they bring, I’m kind of asking, in the end, if our
discussion was helpful for them. So that is probably it, how they're finding it if
it's helpful, are there things that would be helpful to change or do differently.
Layla (female, eight years of supervision experience) said:
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I ask how they feel things are going in supervision so far in terms of the process,
so how we are doing things, like the structure of the sessions, or maybe focusing
on one patient or having a group thing, and then what they want more of or less
of and the how they feel like they're reaching some of the goals they set for
themselves at the beginning. Also, how do they feel like the relationship is going
and how comfortable they feel. Generally, too, more like measures how the
structure of the supervision is going, but just like do they feel like they're getting
the type of supervisory feedback that is helpful for them.
Olivia (female, six years of supervision experience) said:
I ask for feedback about things like, let me know if you need more from me, so
depending on whether it is their first practicum or they are about to go to
supervised practice. I expect different levels of independence, and so I let them
know at the beginning that I will do this and this. ‘Let me know if you need
more,’ that's definitely one thing I ask for.
Jackson (male, 25 years of supervision experience) said:
So, I might ask for feedback specifically about things like comments on their
work as I observed it on video recordings, my feedback to them on their records,
or general guidance and direction that I'm giving them, and also about the
feedback on our relationship as supervisor-supervisee, those would be the main
things.
From our perspective, supervisors consistently mentioned supervision-related
processes, which is why it is a typical category.
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Methods of Facilitating Feedback (Domain)
As shown in Table 10, five categories emerged regarding methods of facilitating
feedback: a strong supervisory relationship, communicating expectations, and
modelling feedback, supervisors’ openness and mindset of growth.
Table 10
Domain “Methods of Facilitating Feedback”
Domain/Category/Subcategories

Frequency

Methods of facilitating feedback
A strong supervisory relationship

General (10)

Communicating expectations

Typical (9)

Set expectation of reciprocal feedback

Variant (4)

Coping with possible/real honest feedback

Variant (4)

Show vulnerability

Variant (2)

Modelling feedback

Variant (5)

Being consistent throughout

Variant (3)

Implementing feedback

Variant (3)

Supervisors’ openness and mindset of growth

Variant (4)

Note. N=11. General=10 to 11; Typical=6 to 10; Variant= 2 to 5.
A strong supervisory relationship (general category). Almost all participants in
this study believe that having a strong supervisory alliance facilitates the
feedback-asking process. Ten out of 11 supervisors said a strong supervisory alliance
makes supervisee-to-supervisor feedback practice easier to enact. For example, Liam
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(male, 16 years of supervision experience) said:
One of the things that are important to me in supervision is the relationship I have
with supervisees. Similar to counselling relationships, if I don’t have a good
rapport with somebody, then I don't have a sense that I am going to have an
opportunity for them to speak freely about their experience, nor are they. If they
are guarded, or a bit closed off, it's going to be hard for them to receive feedback
as well. So, it's similar to counselling in some level in establishing rapport, or a
comfortable environment, in order for them to be frank about their process and
what is working well, where they are stuck in order for them to receive feedback.
Emma (female, nine years of supervision experience) said:
I definitely pay attention to, in the beginning, setting up the supervision in a way
that the students I am supervising feel comfortable talking not just the things that
are going right, but also the things that they have questions about or places where
they feel like they haven't done a good job. In my mind, if you're supervising
someone who is scared of supervision or doesn’t feel comfortable enough to tell
you the things that, as a supervisor, you need them to know, whether or not you
are sure that they are doing what they need to be doing or they just don't know
what to do.
Elijah (male, five years of supervision experience) said:
It is also a little easier when they and I have a good trusting relationship. If the
students, for whatever reason, are feeling like the faculty is out to get them or
they're in trouble in their program, and they start to shut down with everybody. It
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gets very hard because now they can't give feedback, the trust has to be
re-established. So, when the trust is strong, the feedback is really good. When the
students really trust me, the feedback actually changes in quality; they can
actually give me what I call the ‘consultative feedback,’ they appear not as a
student anymore.
Jackson (male, 25 years of supervision experience) said:
I would say probably the most important thing is to see that process as an
extension of the supervision relationship, in developing that relationship if you
make it clear from the outset that this is a safe place that supervisees can be
comfortable with sharing difficult feedback, that you're likely to get more
accurate and useful feedback. That would be the main thing.
Per research team analyses, most supervisors recognized that having a strong
supervisory relationship makes supervisee-to-supervisor feedback easier.
Communicating expectations (typical category). Per research team discussions,
the notion of setting expectations for reciprocal feedback became a subcategory, as
doing so, can facilitate the process. Nine out of 11 supervisors talked about
communicating expectations, including a clear expectation for engaging in reciprocal
feedback. Four out of nine supervisors said they set feedback-related expectations
early on. For example, Jackson (male, 25 years of supervision experience) said: “at
the outset of supervision, I try to make it clear that I am open to feedback throughout
supervision, and I would welcome discussing it at any time.” Aiden (male, eight years
of supervision experience) said: “to be able to provide an explanation and rationale
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for the feedback you are asking for, so the students feel free to be able to provide
criticism, I think that is also very helpful.”
Another subcategory here is “coping with real/honest feedback,” as four
supervisors said it could also facilitate the process. For example, Elijah (male, five
years of supervision experience) said:
Potentially with self-disclosure, or something to model to the supervisee that
you're able to be vulnerable and you are able to receive feedback, and not get
upset. If you get upset, it betrays the intention of the entire process; the students
will probably never trust you again, that is a betrayal of trust.
Layla (female, eight years of supervision experience) also said:
Just to acknowledge your own natural, maybe initial nervousness or discomfort
and opening yourself up to feedback and try to approach the process with a sense
of curiosity and openness and see it as an opportunity just to grow and get even
better.
For some supervisors, approaching the process openly and discussing their own
fears/concerns helps facilitate supervisee-to-supervisor feedback practices.
In a similar vein, two supervisors talked about sharing and expressing their own
feelings of vulnerability with supervisees, which facilitates the process. For example,
Logan (male, 22 years of supervision experience) said:
I think what makes it easier is when they see that you are struggling too.
Welcome to the human race and welcome to a very complex profession. Nobody
is swimming their way through this smoothly and evenly and without bumps. So,
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I think that the modelling and just making it clear that you are that co-traveller
with all the foibles, struggles and challenges of being human and being a therapist.
You are not asking people to do what you are not doing yourself. So, it is not
done as I say, but as I do. So, getting right in the trench with someone, students
love when they see you're struggling.
Emma (female, nine years of supervision experience) said:
Sometimes, being willing to be vulnerable will allow them to be vulnerable too.
So being asked how is this supervision going for you, I give some of the hope to
them, just say it’s pretty good, or maybe it's not at all but here is the thing I want
to get out of it, work with somebody who is willing to shift what they are doing
for you, I hope would help someone feel safer and be vulnerable in that
relationship.
From our perspective, some supervisors recognized the importance, or value, of
sharing their own vulnerability to supervisees, because that puts themselves in
supervisees’ shoes and supervisees were more willing to share feedback.
Modelling feedback (variant category). For some supervisors, modelling
behaviours consistently facilitates supervisee-to-supervisor feedback practice. Five
out of 11 supervisors talked about modelling feedback, and three of these five
mentioned the importance of “being consistent throughout” and “implementing
feedback.” For example, Noah (male, 18 years of supervision experience) said: “just
do it session to session to get in the habit of asking for feedback, to make that a
supervision practice and the people you are supervising get used to it.” Elijah (male,
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five years of supervision experience) said:
One thing is being consistent, ask that at the beginning and end of every session.
At the beginning of the session, the first thing I say is, ‘how was last time, was
anything leftover from that, anything you want to say?’ That is the first thing I
ask every time, and the last thing I ask at the very end of every session ‘anything
from today that is helping, harmful or hindering and the wish list.’ So, that one
thing is that you need to do it every time, they come to expect it, it won’t be
something you need to think of, it will be something you do as part of the routine,
the student will finally say something really important. It is like the distribution
of probability to go get important feedback, so you have to keep playing the game,
just keep asking.
Additionally, three supervisors also mentioned the importance of implementing
feedback from supervisees, as it promotes future feedback-giving. For example,
Olivia (female, six years of supervision experience) said:
When they tell me something, and I want to take it and say ‘okay, how can I
change, or what about that was good for you, and how can we keep that going?’
So, I try to directly use that information pretty immediately to make changes, or
to do something.
Elijah (male, five years of supervision experience) said:
Make sure that you always implement the feedback that is given, if they say the
session is too long; I got that feedback, the next time that is the first thing I kept
my eye on, and make sure that the session ended earlier. The student appreciated
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it; it is like ‘ok, my voice is not going just to get written down on the paper.’
Implementing supervisee feedback sends a strong message, these supervisors believe,
and ultimately facilitates the process.
Supervisors’ openness and mindset of growth (variant category). As it relates
to facilitating supervisee-to-supervisor feedback, supervisor “openness and growth
mindset” is a subcategory. Four supervisors believe their openness and growth
mindset helps supervisees feel more comfortable providing feedback. For example,
Layla (female, eight years of supervision experience) said, “conveying that you are
open to feedback, so trying to break down the barrier that students might not feel
comfortable sharing honest feedback. They feel like they have to be all positive.”
Emma (female, nine years of supervision experience) said:
One thing that is helpful for me is trying to just come in with an open attitude,
like I'm not the expert on supervision, I have only been doing it for a handful of
years, I've always wanted to get better at it, just like my clinical practice, and I’m
coming in with that growth mindset. If something didn't go well, it's not because
I'm a bad supervisor, it is just because I'm learning how to do it, and this helped
me learn better actually.
Camila (female, 3.5 years of supervision experience) said: “the more open you can be
toward the feedback, the more you'll get out of it and the more you can grow from it.”
Next, I discuss these results in the context of the study’s research questions and
existing literature. I also discuss the study’s limitations and contributions to research
and practice.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
The purpose of this exploratory study was to develop an in-depth understanding
of how Canadian supervisors who explicitly collaborate with supervisees and
regularly ask them for feedback on the quality of supervision provided experience
asking supervisees for feedback on their supervision. There was one overarching
research question: How do those Canadian supervisors experience the
feedback-asking process? There were also four sub-questions, each of which is
discussed below.
Research Question 1: What are the reasons those supervisors ask supervisees for
feedback?
Two “typical” reasons were identified by supervisors. Additionally, five “variant”
reasons were also identified.
Reasons for asking for feedback. Almost all supervisors said a key internal
motivation, or reason, for asking supervisees for feedback was to become a better
supervisor. Although very few supervision-related studies have shown positive,
growth-enhancing effects of supervisee feedback, decades of research have shown
that feedback plays a critical role in performance enhancement and development of
expertise across many professional domains (Ericsson, 2018; Shadrick & Lussier,
2009). Feedback’s positive role in improving supervisor competence is, theoretically
speaking, well-documented in the supervision literature (Rousmaniere, Goodyear,
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Miller, & Wampold, 2017), and a few empirical studies have emerged. Gazzola and
colleagues (2014), for example, found that feedback from counselling trainees
improved supervisors’ effectiveness and helped them identify their strengths and
weaknesses. Moreover, in the broader psychotherapy literature, studies have
demonstrated that routine process and outcome feedback from clients improves
practitioners’ clinical effectiveness (Anker, Duncan, & Sparks, 2009; Chow et al.,
2015; Owen, Miller, Seidel, & Chow, 2016; Shimokawa, Lambert, & Smart, 2010).
These findings, along with the results of this study, suggest supervisee feedback may
improve supervisor performance, though this notion warrants additional research and
empirical testing.
Noah, Logan, Mason, Elijah, Aiden, and Layla said they learned about
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback from colleagues primarily. Communicating with
colleagues is an important way of staying abreast of developments in the field and
getting new ideas (Glueck & Jauch, 1975). This is also one of the assumptions of
having professional conferences (Garvey & Griffith, 1965).
Liam and Emma said that asking for feedback is an important part of reflective
supervisory practice. Self-assessment and self-reflection are established competencies
for clinical supervisors. It is not particularly surprising. Therefore, supervisors in this
study considered feedback from supervisees as one way to assess – and reflect on –
their supervision skills (Falender et al., 2004; Falender & Shafranske, 2007).
Additionally, a qualitative study on therapists’ use of feedback in clinical work found
that therapists reported better reflective practice when they asked clients for feedback
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(Bowens & Cooper, 2012).
Emma and Jackson also said they ask supervisees for feedback because doing so
enhances the supervisory relationship. In the supervision literature, conceptual articles
have discussed this (possible) positive effect (cf. Beinart, 2014; Hughes, 2012), and
some preliminary studies have, indeed, shown positive effects (Blue, 2017;
O’Donovan, Dyck, & Bain, 2001; Rousmaniere & Ellis, 2013). Moreover, positive
relational effects of getting feedback from clients is evident in the broader literature
(Anker, Duncan, & Sparks, 2009; Lambert & Shimokawa, 2011; Lambert, Whipple,
& Kleinstäuber, 2018; Miller, Hubble, Chow, & Seidel, 2015; Sapyta, Riemer, &
Bickman, 2005). Considering clinical supervisors are often practicing psychologists,
perhaps a similar positive effect of supervisee-to-supervisor feedback is experienced
in supervision.
Noah, Logan, Elijah, and Layla said they learned about supervisee-to-supervisor
feedback from reading the literature. Reading existing supervision documents and
literature are important sources of ideas (Glueck & Jauch, 1975). In professional
psychology, for example, the scientist-practitioner training model calls for ongoing
professional development and immersion in the literature (Raimy, 1950). One
quantitative study investigated factors that predict Canadian therapists’ use of
process-outcome feedback in clinical work. Results suggested that therapists involved
in the study itself were more likely to do so (Ionita & Fitzpatrick, 2014).
Noah and Camila also said their theoretical orientation, namely CBT, is a reason
they ask supervisees for feedback. Perhaps that is partly because CBT values
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collaborative empiricism, which is reflected in supervisee-to-supervisor feedback.
This connection makes sense conceptually. Also, empirically speaking, Ionita and
Fitzpatrick (2014) studied the relationship between therapists’ theoretical orientation
and awareness of feedback practice in psychotherapy and they found that greater
awareness was associated with cognitive behavioural approaches.
Logan, Mason, Olivia, and Layla reported that their previous academic training or
professional development experiences taught them about supervisee-to-supervisor
feedback practice. This finding is consistent with Blue’s (2017) findings. Although
there was no statistically significant difference, those who had previous training in
supervision rated the importance of process feedback and relationship feedback, as
well as the future likelihood of using feedback measures, higher than those who did
not.
Noah and Camila said their experience as a supervisee shaped their attitudes
toward supervisee-to-supervisor feedback. One supervisor’s previous negative
experience made him realize he should not, in the future, supervise like his supervisor.
Another supervisor’s previous positive experience inspired her to model her
supervisor’s feedback-asking process. According to the integrated behavioural model,
past experience indeed affects future behaviour (Montano & Kasprzyk, 2015).
Specifically, experiential attitudes (and affect) is an important component of
behavioural intention. When individuals have a positive feeling about future
behaviour, they are more likely to perform it, whereas those that have a negative
feeling are less likely to perform it.
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In conclusion, supervisors in this study identified three primary reasons for
asking supervisees for feedback: internal reasons, external reasons, and past
experience. Internal reasons include becoming a better supervisor, reflecting on their
supervisory practice, and improving the supervisory relationship. External reasons
include recommendations from colleagues, reading the supervision literature, and
their own theoretical orientation. Regarding past experience, supervisors reported
transformative experiences like past training/professional development, their own
experiences as a supervisee, prior career experiences, and recommendations from
previous supervisees.
Research Question 2: What is the process of asking for feedback like for those
supervisors?
One particular feedback-asking process was identified by supervisors in this
study. Additionally, supervisors identified three “variant” processes. Processes relate
to perceived challenges, personal feelings, and general characteristics of feedback.
Challenges in asking for feedback. Emma, Olivia, Elijah, Jackson, Camila, and
Layla said they worry about receiving negative feedback from supervisees. This
finding is not surprising, considering people’s fundamental need for maintaining
self-esteem (James, 1890). Blue’s (2017) study found that one of the drawbacks of
using feedback measures was supervisors’ discomfort. In psychotherapy research,
therapists’ concerns about using process-outcome measures are reasonably well
known. One of the most commonly mentioned concerns is therapists’ anxiety about
being evaluated and judged as incompetent (Brattland et al., 2018; Boswell, Kraus,
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Miller, & Lambert, 2015; Overington, Fitzpatrick, Hunsley, & Drapeau, 2015;
Unsworth, Cowie, & Green, 2012). Perhaps this is also true in supervision contexts.
The unique part here, though, is that supervisory relationships are hierarchical in
nature, whereas therapeutic relationships are more equal (Beinart, 2014). Therefore, it
is interesting that supervisors, who are in a more powerful authoritative position, feel
anxious about being negatively evaluated by supervisees, who are usually more
vulnerable. Importantly, as mentioned earlier, supervisors who talk about their own
feelings of vulnerability seem to have stronger supervisory relationships and get more
helpful feedback.
Noah, Mason, Elijah, and Layla reported that power differentials hinder honest
and accurate feedback. It is essentially inevitable, as supervisory relationships are
inherently hierarchical (Beinart, 2014; Bernard & Goodyear, 2014). Various
supervision guidelines recommend that supervisors need to be cognizant of power
differentials because it usually causes challenges for supervisee self-advocacy
(Thomas, 2014). O’Donovan and Kavanagh (2014) found that when supervisees
confidentially rated their satisfaction level with supervisors, the scores were
significantly lower than when they rated them non-confidentially. It is encouraging
that some supervisors in my study acknowledged power differentials and their
possible ill-effects on supervisees’ willingness to give feedback.
Relatedly, Logan and Aiden said that the interpersonal dynamics of supervision
could cause challenges for supervisee-to-supervisor feedback practice. Interpersonal
dynamics refer to both parties’ own interpersonal styles (e.g., non-confrontational,
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personal struggles) and their interaction. Interpersonal styles are an important
component of successful supervisory relationships (Bernard & Goodyear, 2014;
Holloway, 2014). Do their styles match? Do they complement one another? And,
regardless, do they discuss them openly and work collaboratively in supervision?
These are important questions for future research on supervisee-to-supervisor
feedback.
Feelings about asking for feedback. Liam, Emma, Logan, and Mason reported
feeling naturally comfortable asking supervisees for feedback. This is somewhat
surprising considering most feedback studies find that supervisors and therapists feel
anxious about it. Perhaps it is because these supervisors indicated they learned about
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback in graduate school and/or from their experiences as
supervisees, and they fully expected to get feedback from supervisees. Therefore, they
were more accustomed to it and prepared to do it; thus, feeling more comfortable.
Taken together, supervisors in my study reported multiple challenges and feelings
about asking supervisees for feedback, including personal anxieties about receiving
negative feedback, power differentials, and interpersonal dynamics of supervision (i.e.,
both parties’ own interpersonal style and their interaction). Some supervisors,
however, reported feeling naturally comfortable asking for feedback.
Research Question 3: What are the perceived benefits of asking supervisees for
feedback?
Three common, or “typical,” benefits were identified by supervisors in the
present study. Perceived benefits relate to relational issues, personal and professional
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growth, and increased self-confidence.
Benefits of asking for feedback. All but two supervisors said that
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback helps deepen supervisory relationships. This
finding is consistent with Blue (2017) and Rousmaniere and Ellis’ (2013) studies, in
which both supervisors and supervisees noted relational benefits of
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback. Beinart (2014) agrees, at least theoretically. He
argued that supervisee-to-supervisor feedback is one way to develop and maintain
good supervisory relationships. Moreover, O’Donovan, Dyck, and Bain (2001) found
that supervisees expect supervisors to ask them for feedback. When supervisors do,
the supervisory alliance may be positively affected, in part, by meeting supervisee
expectations. Another possible reason is that asking for supervisee feedback helps
clarify both parties’ perception of the supervision process and thus the supervisory
alliance is improved (Britt & Gleaves, 2011; Henry, Hart & Nance, 2004; Reichelt &
Skjerve, 2002; Worthington, 1984; Worthington & Roehlke, 1979). Although there is
limited empirical research in this area, many psychotherapy-related feedback studies
have shown that regular progress monitoring significantly improves therapeutic
relationships (Boswell, Kraus, Miller, & Lambert, 2015; Miller, Hubble, Chow, &
Seidel, 2015).
Noah, Logan, Olivia, Aiden, Jackson, and Camila even found supervisee
feedback reassuring in the sense that supervisees found supervision helpful. This
finding can be interpreted from two perspectives. First, one of the purposes of
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback is to know the perspective of supervisees and make
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on-the-fly supervisor adjustments as needed. So, it is not surprising that supervisees’
perceived helpfulness is part of their feedback. Second, although there are no
empirical studies investigating supervisors’ motivation to supervise, it is reasonable to
believe that contributing to the profession by helping future professionals is one
motivation. After all, helping people is one of the most commonly mentioned reasons
people to choose psychotherapy as a career (Norcross & Farber, 2005). Therefore,
when supervisees reported that supervision was helpful, supervisors felt reassured and
more confident in their abilities.
Noah, Logan, Jackson, Camila, and Layla said supervisee-to-supervisor feedback
positively affects their growth as a supervisor. This is also one of the reasons why,
they said, they asked for feedback in the first place. Blue (2017) found that
supervisors reported their supervision abilities grew because of asking for supervisee
feedback. Gazzola and colleagues (2014) discovered a similar finding that supervisor
trainees perceived that their effectiveness was improved by asking for feedback. Other
studies also have found that supervisors perceive feedback from supervisees as an
effective way to know, for example, their strengths and weaknesses and improve their
supervising abilities (Milne & James, 2002; Milne, Sheikh, Pattison, & Wilkinson,
2011).
Again, although very few empirical studies have been conducted in the
supervision literature, decades of research have shown that feedback plays a critical
role in the development of expertise across many different professional domains,
including psychotherapy (Ericsson, 2018; Shadric & Lussier, 2009; Tracey et al.,
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2014; Tracey et al., 2015). There are likely parallels between supervisee-to-supervisor
feedback in supervision and the development of expertise (Rousmaniere et al., 2017).
In summary, supervisors in this study identified three major benefits of asking
for feedback: deepening the supervisory relationship, growing and developing as a
supervisor, and feeling assured that supervision is helpful to supervisees.
Research Question 4: How do those supervisors implement, or practice,
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback?
One “general” domain was identified regarding this question. Additionally, three
“typical” practice strategies were identified by supervisors. They also identified 10
“variant” strategies. Strategies relate to feedback methods, content, and facilitating
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback.
Methods of facilitating feedback. All but Mason reported that a strong
supervisory relationship makes supervisee-to-supervisor feedback easier. They
believed that when supervisees feel safe, they are more likely to provide accurate
feedback. This belief has a strong empirical basis. For example, a safe base, which
refers to a sense of safety and trust between supervisors and supervisees, is an
important component of the supervisory relationship (Beinart, 2014). For one, it
enhances supervisee self-disclosure. Several empirical studies found that
nondisclosure from supervisees is a common phenomenon in supervision and one of
the most commonly mentioned reasons was supervisees’ feeling unsafe in the
relationship (Ladany, Hill, Corbett, & Nutt, 1996; Mehr, Ladany & Caskie, 2010;
Reichelt et al., 2009; Walsh, Gillespie, Greer, & Eanes, 2003; Webb & Wheeler, 1998;
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Yourman & Farber, 1996). Supervisee-to-supervisor feedback is one form of
“disclosure” from supervisees, and if they feel safe, they are more likely to share it
with supervisors.
Olivia, Elijah, Camila, and Layla said that when they are open and are receptive
to supervisees’ honest, constructive feedback, supervisees are more likely to continue
providing feedback. Essentially, it is possible that when supervisors are non-defensive,
supervisees feel safer and offer more feedback. Although there is no known empirical
study regarding the effects of supervisor and supervisee response to honest,
constructive feedback, one recent qualitative study sheds light on the issue. Brattland
and colleagues (2018) studied 18 Norwegian therapists’ reactions to clients’ negative
feedback and its consequences, and they found that those who responded
constructively had better, longer-lasting therapeutic relationships. However, therapists
who responded more negatively or critically, had worse therapeutic relationships and
clients terminated more prematurely. The extent to which these findings translate, or
generalize, to supervisee-supervisor relationships is an empirical question.
Liam, Emma, Jackson, and Aiden said that supervisees’ expectations affected the
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback process, and that letting them know, from the
outset, that feedback is expected and an important part of supervision helped. Setting
clear expectations is generally recommended in the broader supervision literature. For
example, both the integrated behavioural model and the supervisory relationship
model recommend doing so (Beinart, 2014; Montano & Kasprzyk, 2015). Montano
and Kasprzyk (2015) argued that other people’s expectations are an important source
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of normative beliefs, which further contributes to individuals’ perceived norms and,
ultimately, to behavioural change. Beinart (2014) also noted that shared expectations
are an important component of collaborative supervisory relationships. APA’s (2014)
supervision guidelines also recommended supervisors initiating collaborative
discussion of expectations of supervision, even using contracts to help set
expectations for both parties. When supervisors set expectations early on, they are
setting the stage for later activities, like supervisee-to-supervisor feedback.
Emma and Logan also said that showing their own vulnerability made
supervisees feel more comfortable in providing feedback. Showing vulnerability is a
common topic in supervisor-disclosure literature (Ladany & Walker, 2003), and it has
been carefully considered conceptually and empirically. Farber (2006), for example,
provides a theoretical framework of supervisor disclosure, in which one of the most
important functions of disclosure is strengthening the supervisory relationship.
Several quantitative and qualitative studies explored the processes and outcomes of
supervisor disclosure from the perspectives of both supervisors and supervisees.
Results consistently show that both parties reported a positive relational effect and
more subsequent disclosure (Knox, 2015; Knox, Burkard, Edwards, Smith, &
Schlosser, 2008; Knox, Edwards, Hess, & Hill, 2011; Ladany & Lehrman-Waterman,
1999; Ladany & Melincoff, 1999; Ladany & Walker, 2003; Ladany, Walker, &
Melincoff, 2001).
Noah, Elijah, and Aiden said that asking for feedback regularly over the entire
course of supervision made it easier for supervisees to provide feedback. This belief
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can be interpreted from the perspective of behaviourism, in which a new behaviour is
learned when the instruction (cue) and reinforcement (consequence) are clear and
continuous (Ferster & Skinner, 1957). Also, consistently asking for feedback
establishes clear expectations (Beinart, 2014; Inman et al., 2014). And, perhaps,
clearer expectations can lead to clearer and more open and honest supervisee
feedback.
Olivia, Elijah, and Aiden said that implementing (and enacting) feedback from
supervisees facilitated future supervisee-to-supervisor feedback, in part, because it
conveyed a message that supervisors took their feedback seriously. It was not just a
perfunctory request. Unfortunately, there is no empirical research on supervision
demonstrating this effect. It is, however, well researched in psychotherapy. Progress
monitoring in psychotherapy is not only about simply collecting feedback, but also
about making actual clinical changes as indicated (Miller, Hubble, Chow, & Seidel,
2015). Systematic reviews and meta-analyses found that when therapists make
clinical changes based on process feedback from the clients, the therapeutic
relationship usually improves (Lambert, Whipple, & Kleinstäuber, 2018; Miller,
Hubble, Chow, & Seidel, 2015). Relationship enhancement was also observed in a
recent qualitative study (Brattland et al., 2018). Therefore, it is understandable that
when supervisees realize supervisors actually change their behaviour based on
feedback, they see the benefit of giving it in supervision.
Emma, Jackson, Camila, and Layla said that their openness toward
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback – and modelling a growth-mindset – made it easier
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for supervisees to provide feedback. It is understandable that when supervisees sense
supervisors are open toward the feedback, and when supervisors approach it from a
growth perspective, they will be more likely to provide feedback (Montano &
Kasprzyk, 2015). Also, modelling is one of the major learning mechanisms in
supervision (Goodyear, 2014). Supervisors modelling a growth-mindset is more likely
to help supervisees learn that feedback is truly beneficial.
Methods of asking for feedback. As noted in chapter 1, there are a variety of
feedback-asking methods (Farr, 1993; Goodyear, 2014). For example, all but two
supervisors (Logan and Jackson) reported they verbally ask supervisees for feedback.
This practice makes sense intuitively, given its convenience. Moreover, it is consistent
with prior research. As part of Blue’s (2017) mixed-methods study, 95% of
supervisors (n=81) asked for feedback verbally. Similarly, one survey study of
Canadian therapists found that those who do not use objective feedback measures
(n=1,647) tend to rely on client verbal reports of therapeutic progress, attainment of
treatment goals, and overall improvement (Ionita & Fitzpatrick, 2014). Apparently,
verbal feedback is the primary way supervisors – and therapists for that matter – ask
for process and outcome feedback.
That said, in this study, Emma, Noah, Logan, and Aiden reported also using
objective feedback measures, which is consistent with Blue’s (2017) findings. In his
study, 47.7% of clinical supervisors (n=42) reported using feedback questionnaires as
part of their supervisee-to-supervisor feedback practice. In contrast, Ionita and
Fitzpatrick’s (2014) survey found that only 12.1% of therapists (n=202) reported
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using objective feedback measures in therapy. Interestingly, therapists identified
barriers to using measures in practice, including time constraints, workload,
constructs measured, confidentiality, fear of being evaluated, and extra burden on
clients (Boswell, Kraus, Miller, & Lambert, 2015; Hatfield & Ogles, 2007). In
supervision, although various guidelines recommend supervisors ask for feedback
from supervisees, they do not favour certain approaches of soliciting feedback
(American Psychological Association, 2014; Canadian Psychological Association,
2009).
Some participants in this study mentioned the advantages and disadvantages of
using feedback measures in supervision. For example, Logan commented that using
scales is easier for supervisees to write down hard-to-say information, compared to
discussing it face-to-face. However, Mason did not find objective measures helpful,
because, he said, he usually received inflated scores that were not particularly
illuminating. These sentiments are similar to Blue’s (2017) findings. Unfortunately,
there is no previous study about supervisors’ perspectives on the advantages and
disadvantages of asking for feedback in different forms. It is a possibly important
research topic in the future, as it is noted in researches in other fields (Hysong, 2009).
Mason, Olivia, Camila, and Layla said they ask supervisees to provide written
feedback. This suggests that some supervisors might want to know a broader picture
of supervision processes and outcomes. Liam and Mason said they ask open-ended
questions to collect feedback. They reported that open-ended questions usually elicit
more information than close-ended questions or feedback measures. Also, open-ended
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questions are not confined to a specific feedback format (e.g., verbal or written).
Liam, Logan, Olivia, and Elijah reported using specific feedback-asking
techniques, such as modified interpersonal process recall, role-play, basing questions
on supervisees’ developmental stage, and modified the critical incident technique.
Interpersonal Process Recall (IPR; Kagan & Kagan, 1991) is a classic approach and
one of the most commonly used techniques in supervision. It involves supervisors and
supervisees collaboratively finding out what was happening at a certain moment of
the supervisees’ clinical work, usually through videotape review of supervisee
sessions. Logan used it in his supervision session. Specifically, he asked supervisees
to give markers during supervision sessions and to stop and discuss their feelings
periodically. Also, he asked supervisees to switch roles, going from supervisee to
hypothetical supervisor and give and ask for feedback.
Olivia mentioned asking feedback-related questions based on supervisees’
developmental stage, because of her supervision orientation: Integrative
Developmental Model (IDM; Stoltenberg & McNeill, 2011). The IDM describes four
stages, three overriding structures, and eight specific domains in therapist
development. The four stages are level 1, level 2, level 3 and level 3 (integrated).
According to IMD, supervisors need to tailor their approaches to supervisees’
developmental level to maximize the latter’s learning outcomes and, in doing so,
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback can be helpful.
Yet Elijah mentioned using the Critical Incident Technique (CIT; Flanagan,
1954), which is a classic qualitative research approach. CIT generally involves five
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steps, including determining general aims, developing plans and specifications,
collecting data, analyzing data, and interpreting data. The supervisor in my study
asked supervisees if supervision was helpful, unhelpful, and wish-list items.
Finally, Liam, Noah, Mason, Olivia, Jackson, and Camila reported various times
and frequencies of asking for feedback, including asking for feedback every session,
every other week, three times throughout the year, and at the beginning and end of
supervision sessions. Blue (2017) reported similar findings in his research of
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback. Of the 47 supervisors who stated they ask for
feedback, 21 (44.7%) indicated asking “once a year”, 18 (38.3%) “two to six times a
year”, six (12.8%) “twice a month”, and only one (2.1%) said “once a week”. In terms
of timing, there are two primary points: at the beginning and end. It makes sense
asking supervisees for feedback every session, because it can calibrate sessions and
make sure everyone is on the same page. In psychotherapy, for example, it is
recommended therapists monitor clinical processes and outcomes every session.
Process measures are typically administered at the end of each session and outcome
measures at the beginning (Duncan, 2014). Future supervision research is needed to
look at the effects of asking for feedback at different times and frequencies, as timing
and frequency of feedback can have a very different effect on the recipient's
performance (Gelica, Van den Bossche, Segers, & Gijselaers, 2012; Hattie &
Timperley, 2007)
Content of feedback. In terms of what types of feedback supervisors want, seven
participants (i.e., Logan, Mason, Olivia, Aiden, Jackson, Camila, and Layla) ask for
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feedback about the supervision process; more specifically, the supervisory
relationship. Asking supervisees about the quality of the supervisory relationship is, it
seems, critically important (Beinart, 2014; Bernard & Goodyear, 2014; Wheeler &
Barkham, 2014). Blue (2017) found that 86 of 88 supervisors (97.7%) reportedly
asked for feedback about the supervision process and relationship. And, in terms of
perceived importance, supervisors rated it, on average, 8.9 out of 10.
In conclusion, in terms of implementing, or enacting, supervisee-to-supervisor
feedback practice, supervisors emphasized the importance of strong supervisory
relationships, dealing with critical feedback constructively, setting expectations,
showing vulnerability, normalizing supervisees’ vulnerability, implementing feedback
from supervisees, and their own openness and growth-mindset. When asking for
feedback, it revolved mostly around the supervisory relationship. As for feedback
methods, they reported using various formats, such as verbal questions, objective
measures, written feedback, and open-ended questions. Additionally, some of them
used specific techniques (e.g., critical incident technique and interpersonal process
recall). Lastly, they reported various frequencies and times of asking for feedback.
All research has limitations, and this study is no exception. Below, I discuss four
important issues.
Limitations
Given the understudied nature of the topic, as well as inherent conceptual
challenges associated with feedback studies, there are numerous study limitations.
All of these limitations should be carefully considered, not only in future research,
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but also in interpreting the current findings. Again, all findings reported here are
preliminary
The first limitation involves the screening tool. All participants were selected
based on modified Collaborative Supervision Behavior Scale scores (CSBS;
Rousmaniere & Ellis, 2013). The CSBS is a fairly new instrument, and it only
indirectly measures supervisee-to-supervisor feedback. Although early psychometric
data are strong and supportive of its clinical use, additional research regarding score
reliability, validity, and interpretation is needed. For example, in this study, the total
scores' internal consistency was .725, which is marginally acceptable. Moreover, Hill
(2012) argued that, in CQR, “our goal is to select a sample that is clearly defined
because too much variability within the sample (or the lack of clearly defined
research questions) often leads to a lack of consistency in the results” (p. 56). Using a
new, relatively unknown screening tool which indirectly measures
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback may have affected sampling in this study.
A second limitation involves data analysis. Although the data analysts were
thoroughly trained, they are still relatively inexperienced and have blind spots. They
are doctoral students/clinical supervisees after all, and they had their own biases,
expectations, assumptions, etc. which may have unwittingly affected the results,
despite attempts to fully acknowledge potential biases from the outset. For example,
as supervisees/students, the analysts did not have hands-on experience of being
supervisors, they might not be able to see clinical supervision from supervisors’
perspectives. However, the study focused on the perspective of supervisors. Therefore,
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the data analysis results might be biased due to analysts’ background. The CQR
process inevitably involves subjective ratings, and results obtained from our team may
differ from those obtained by another group of researchers, such as those of more
experienced qualitative researchers and or analysts with more supervisory experience.
A third limitation involves the demographic form. I did not collect enough
potentially relevant and/or salient background information, such as race/ethnicity,
theoretical orientation, and training background, including the type of graduate degree
and year granted. Theoretical orientation, for example, would provide more context
for understanding the results, as some orientations (e.g., CBT) put particular emphasis
on feedback. Contextual information, like this, is especially important in qualitative
research due to the emphasis on understanding phenomena in the proper context.
A fourth limitation involves the interview process. First, I did not pilot test the
interview protocol. A pilot study may have helped refine and fine-tune interview
questions, which may have resulted in a richer and more meaningful dataset. Second,
verbal interviews via cellphone can sacrifice the richness of data. Specifically,
participants might not be able to fully articulate their thoughts even if it was
conducted in person, let alone via cellphone. Therefore, the data collected might have
been impacted. Lastly, due to conceptual issues in feedback, the interview questions
solely focused on participants’ experience of asking for verbal feedback. However,
feedback can take the form of non-verbal interaction. The inability to include that
form of feedback might impact the richness of data too.
Limitations notwithstanding, this study contributes to the literature and has
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potential implications for future research and practice.
Contributions to the Literature, Directions for Future Research, and
Implications for Practice
Contributions to the literature. The study presented here is the fifth study of its
kind – focusing directly on the feedback-asking process – and the first to focus solely
on Canadian supervisors. It provides a preliminary scholarly look into their
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback practices. To recap, some core findings include:
although most of the supervisors reportedly experience trepidation asking for
feedback, they do so because they believe it enhances the supervisory relationship and
helps them grow and develop as supervisors. Additionally, for many, they feel more
confident (and competent) as supervisors, knowing they made a positive difference in
the eyes of supervisees. Often, these supervisors let supervisees know, early on, they
will be asking for feedback over the course of supervision. And, to be sure, there is
considerable variability in terms of types of feedback-related questions asked, as well
as when supervisors ask them. However, most supervisors in this study ask for
process-oriented feedback verbally, with a handful also using objective measures.
In addition to focusing on Canadian supervisors, the present study investigated
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback from supervisors’ perspectives, which is relatively
rare in the literature. Supervisor perspectives are understudied in the field. Most of the
supervision research focuses on supervisee perspectives. Supervisors’ perspectives are
valuable and warrant further empirical attention, and this study provides interesting
insights into their experiences. For example, how they worried about receiving
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negative feedback from supervisees and sometimes shared their vulnerabilities and
insecurities with them. I also got a sense of their reasons for practicing
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback in the first place.
Additionally, the present study used a popular, well-established qualitative design,
CQR, to address the research questions. Throughout, I maintained high design
integrity and closely followed Hill’s (2012) recommendations. For example, I clearly
reported all procedures, asked multi-layered questions that covered many aspects of
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback practice, and rigorously analyzed the data. By
doing so, I collected in-depth information about participants’ supervisee-to-supervisor
feedback practices; much more so than studies that used only one qualitative “add on”
question. And, although the findings are preliminary, they have tremendous heuristic
value for future researchers.
Methodologically, CQR is a well-established rigorous qualitative design partly
because they provided multiple quality assurance strategies. Although some
researchers argued that member checking should be included in CQR, it is not an
official recommended strategy in CQR textbooks. I echoed the argument by utilizing
the strategy in present study and I argue that it should be included as a standard
quality assurance strategy, because it aligns very well with one of CQR’s core
philosophies (i.e., pursuit of multiple perspectives). The perspectives of participants
should not be ignored too.
Directions for future research. The present study explored supervisors’ reasons
for asking for feedback, and they included internal factors, external factors, and past
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experience. Studying practitioners’ reasons, or motivations, to utilize or not utilize
certain approaches helps bridge the research-practice gap, which is an ever-widening
problem in applied psychology (Newnham & Page, 2010). Future studies might look
at connections between supervisors’ motivations to get better and deliberately
practicing supervisee-to-supervisor feedback. For example, supervisors reported that
they want to become better by asking for feedback. Perhaps this issue could be tested
empirically via a randomized control design. Supervisors could be randomly assigned
to a feedback group or a control group, and their overall efficacy and effectiveness
could be studied.
The present study also investigated supervisors’ methods of asking for feedback,
methods of facilitating feedback, and content of the feedback. Future research might
look more closely at method differences, as different methods may have significantly
different effectiveness (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Also, one of the most interesting
and compelling findings of the study is that asking for feedback seems to enhance the
supervisory relationship and when the supervisory relationship is strong, supervisees
are, some supervisors believe, more likely to give helpful/constructive feedback. This
finding should be examined further, attempting to tease apart causal ordering, as well
as identifying helpful and hindering factors. For example, a convergent mixed
methods study could investigate the effects of asking for feedback on supervisory
alliances from both supervisor and supervisee perspectives.
The present study inquired about the process of asking for feedback from the
perspective of supervisors. Future research can explore this issue further. They can,
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for example, dive deeper – and on a more theoretical basis – into supervisors’
perspectives and, also, study this issue from supervisees’ perspectives.
Self-Determination Theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 2000) might be particularly relevant
here. When supervisees have input in supervision (i.e., sense of autonomy), feel like it
is making a positive difference (i.e., sense of competence), and feel emotionally
connected to their supervisors (i.e., a meaningful relationship), they may be more
engaged in supervision. It is quite possible that supervisee-to-supervisor feedback
enhances supervisee autonomy, competence, and relatedness. However, this idea is
just a hypothesis and needs testing and rigorous empirical scrutiny.
Given the lack of theory on supervisee-to-supervisor feedback in supervision, a
qualitative grounded theory might be particularly enlightening and beneficial at this
time. Seven domains and 17 categories arose from the data in this study, and a
grounded theory could help better organize these types of data, inductively, into a
coherent theoretical framework. It could also address important process questions,
like “What are common underlying processes of supervisee-to-supervisor feedback in
supervision? And how does supervisee-to-supervisor feedback practice change over
the course of a supervisee-supervisor relationship?” Such a study might identify more
potentially important “domains” and phenomena of interest, like multicultural
processes and outcomes.
Although the present study did not directly address multicultural supervision
issues, future research should focus on them. In this study, quite a few supervisors
said they feel vulnerable, asking supervisees for feedback on their supervision. People
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in some regions of the world, such as East Asia, highly value the power of authorities
and, as Son and Ellis (2013) note, it applies in clinical supervision too. It could be
enlightening to study supervisee-to-supervisor feedback processes and outcomes in,
for example, East Asian cultures and elsewhere. Do these clinical supervisors feel
vulnerable too, even though they have strong authoritative power? A
phenomenological qualitative study could be done to have an in-depth understanding
of the essence of their experiences.
Implications for practice. The results of this study, though preliminary, have
several practice implications. Clinical supervisors might, for example, resonate with
some of the findings, like why they ask supervisees for feedback, why they don’t, and
why they believe it’s potentially helpful. Perhaps findings reported here can reinforce
their practices and springboard them farther down the supervisee-to-supervisor
feedback road and provide research support for this supervision practice. For example,
supervisors in the present study shared that, by asking for feedback, the supervisory
relationship is deepened, their supervision competency is improved, and they feel
more confident they helped their supervisees. Additionally, it seems that worrying
about receiving negative feedback from supervisees is a real challenge for supervisors.
Supervisors in this study expressed their worry but asked for feedback anyway.
Perhaps supervisors will find these findings validating and freeing and inspire them to
ask supervisees for feedback.
Additionally, this study offers useful methods for asking for feedback and
facilitating the feedback process. For example, supervisors are informed that
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developing a strong supervisory relationship is key to obtaining truly helpful feedback
from supervisees. Also, supervisors can ask for feedback in a variety of ways, such as
verbal questions (i.e., open-ended and close-ended questions) and using pre-made
feedback forms, like the CSBS used to screen supervisors in this study. Moreover,
they can ask for supervisee perspectives on the supervision process, generally.
Furthermore, they can be flexible in terms of frequency and timing of asking for
feedback. Supervisors reported a wide range of feedback points in this study. They
can do it in the beginning, in the middle of or at the end of every single supervision
session. The are many seemingly legitimate options.
In conclusion, reciprocal supervision is an evolving area of supervision research
and practice. Additional qualitative studies, like this one, quantitative studies, and
mixed methods studies, are needed to advance our knowledge base further.
Considering some of the findings reported here may help researchers and practitioners
alike. And as we learn more about important supervision processes, like
supervisee-to-supervisor feedback, we can ideally become better, more competent
supervisors.
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Appendix A
Research Team Confidentiality Agreement
This form may be used for individuals hired to conduct specific research tasks, e.g.,
recording or editing image or sound data, transcribing, interpreting, translating,
entering data, destroying data.

Project title Reciprocal feedback in Clinical Supervision

I,

, the

(specific job description, e.g.,

interpreter/translator)
have been asked to

I agree to -

1.

keep all the research information shared with me confidentially by not
discussing or sharing the research information in any form or format (e.g.,
disks, tapes, transcripts) with anyone other than the Researcher(s).

2.

keep all research information in any form or format (e.g., disks, tapes,
transcripts) secure while it is in my possession.
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return all research information in any form or format (e.g., disks, tapes,
transcripts) to the Researcher(s) when I have completed the research tasks.

4.

after consulting with the Researcher(s), erase or destroy all research
information in any form or format regarding this research project that is not
returnable to the Researcher(s) (e.g., information stored on computer hard
drive).

5.

other (specify).

(Print Name)

(Signature)

(Date)

Researcher(s)

Houyuan Luo
(Print Name)

Houyuan Luo
(Signature)

June 4, 2018
(Date)

The plan for this study has been reviewed for its adherence to ethical guidelines and
approved by the Research Ethics Board (specify which board) at the University of
Alberta.

For questions regarding participant rights and ethical conduct of research,

contact the Research Ethics Office at (780) 492-2615.
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Appendix B
Collaborative Behavior Supervision Scale-Revised
Date______________

ID#_________________

Please answer the following questions regarding your experience in supervision with
your current site supervisee with whom you have individual supervision.

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
How often do you openly discuss how
1 helpful supervision is for your
supervisee?
How often do you openly discuss the
2
supervisory relationship?
How often do you openly discuss what
3
you are doing together in supervision?
How often do you openly discuss with
4 your supervisee about how supervision
is conducted?

(C) 2013 Tony Rousmaniere & Michael Ellis, with the permission of original authors.
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!
YOU MAY BE CONTACTED IN THE FUTURE WITH ADDITIONAL
QUESTIONS REGARDING YOUR FEEDBACK PRACTICE EXPERIENCES.
IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO BE CONTACTED, PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR
EMAIL ADDRESS
IF FOR ANY REASON YOU WOULD PREFER NOT TO BE CONTACTED,
PLEASE CHECK HERE: □
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Appendix C
Participant Recruitment Email
Greetings [Insert Names]!

My name is Houyuan Luo, and I am a doctoral candidate in Counselling Psychology
at the University of Alberta. I am inviting you to participate in my dissertation
research. I would very much appreciate your help with my study. I intend to explore
clinical supervisors’ perspectives and actual application of formal feedback in
supervision. Feedback has been demonstrated to be helpful in improving
counselling/therapy outcome. I aspire to find out how feedback influence supervision
outcome. Since it is an understudied topic, this study is the first step.

This is a qualitative study, which includes a screening measurement and a 30-minute
follow-up telephone interview (two groups of question). What you see now is a
screening measurement. I invite you to participate in a 5-minute measure that focuses
on the frequency of collaborative feedback practice from the perspectives of
supervisors.

Participant Criteria:

1. Registered psychologist in the province of residence AND
2. Routinely supervise professional psychology trainees
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Your responses will be kept confidential, and no identifying information will be
included in the report of the results of this study.

The researchers in charge of this study are: Houyuan Luo, M.A., and William
Hanson, Ph.D

If you have questions about this study, please contact me at houyuan@ualberta.ca or
my supervisor, Dr. William Hanson at whanson@ualberta.ca.

The plan for this study has been reviewed by the Research Ethics Board at the
University of Alberta. If you have questions about your rights or how research should
be conducted, you can call (780) 492-2615. This office is independent of the
researchers.

Click here to continue to the study!

[Insert links]

Thank you for your participation. Please feel free to share this information with
another registered psychologist who routinely provides supervision.
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Houyuan Luo, M.A.
University of Alberta
Department of Educational Psychology
6-102 Education North, Edmonton, AB T6G 2G5, Canada
houyuan@ualberta.ca
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Appendix D
Snowball Sampling Nomination Email
Dear [Insert name],

My name is Houyuan Luo, and I am a doctoral candidate in Counselling Psychology
at the University of Alberta and am contacting you in regards to my dissertation. I
would very much appreciate your help with my study. I intend to explore the
experiences of clinical supervisors who ask for feedback from supervisees in a
qualitative study. This study has been approved by the University of Alberta ethics
committee (insert study ID number).

If you could take a moment to consider following categories and nominate a person
you believe is a supervisor who asks for feedback or a fellow student who may know
a supervisor who asks for feedback from supervisees, you will be making a vital
contribution to my dissertation research. All responses are anonymous and
confidential. If you have the contact information of the person you are nominating and
wish to include it, this would be helpful and also be kept confidential.

Please name a person that
(1) You worked under him/her as a supervisee and he/she at least asked feedback
from you for one time throughout the entire supervision period.
(2) You have heard that he/she, as a supervisor, likely asked feedback from their
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supervisees for at least one time throughout the entire supervision period.
(3) You have heard that a fellow supervisee may have the experience of being asked
about feedback from his/her clinical supervisors.

Name:
Contact information if available:

Please name and provide contact information as much as you can so that I may
contact for further nominations. This information will be kept confidential. Please
note you may ask the individuals if they are comfortable about their contact
information being released to me and you can inform them about the study before
providing me with their contact information.

Thank you for your help and support in providing nominations for my study. If you
are interested in finding out more about this study, feel free to contact me with any
questions or concerns at houyuan@ualberta.ca or my supervisor, Dr. William Hanson
at whanson@ualberta.ca.

Sincerely,
Houyuan Luo
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Appendix E
Snowball Sampling Recruitment Email
Greetings [Insert Names]!

My name is Houyuan Luo, and I am a doctoral candidate in Counselling Psychology
at the University of Alberta.

I obtained your contact information from [insert nominator’s name]. He/she informed
me that you ask for feedback from supervisees. Therefore, you seem to be a great
potential participant to my doctoral dissertation.

I am inviting you to participate in my dissertation research. I would very much
appreciate your help with my study. I intend to explore clinical supervisors’
perspectives and actual application of formal feedback in supervision. Feedback has
been demonstrated to be helpful in improving counselling/therapy outcome. I aspire to
find out how feedback influence supervision outcome. Since it is an understudied
topic, this study is the first step.

This is a qualitative study, which includes a screening measurement (4-item one) and
a 30-minute follow-up telephone interview (two groups of question). If you agree to
participate, please sign the attached consent form and return it to via email. I will send
the link to the screening measurement to you.
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Your responses will be kept confidential, and no identifying information will be
included in the report of the results of this study.

The researchers in charge of this study are: Houyuan Luo, M.A., and William
Hanson, Ph.D

If you have questions about this study, please contact me at houyuan@ualberta.ca or
my supervisor, Dr. William Hanson at whanson@ualberta.ca.

The plan for this study has been reviewed by the Research Ethics Board at the
University of Alberta. If you have questions about your rights or how research should
be conducted, you can call (780) 492-2615. This office is independent of the
researchers.

Thank you for your participation. Please feel free to share this information with
another registered psychologist who routinely provides supervision and ask
feedback.

Respectfully,
Houyuan Luo, M.A.
University of Alberta
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6-102 Education North, Edmonton, AB T6G 2G5, Canada
houyuan@ualberta.ca
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Appendix F
Qualitative Study Consent Form
Dear Colleagues:
Do you supervise counsellors and psychologists-in-training? If so, do you ask
them for feedback about your own supervision? If you do, then this study is for you. If
you're interested in participating, please let me know. All interested supervisors will,
first, complete a short, 4-item measure of supervision practice and, second, a
30-minute phone interview. This particular study will involve 10-12 registered
psychologists who supervise students, interns/residents, and provisionally licensed
psychologists.
I would like to thank you for participating in the study. Your cooperation will be
of tremendous help to me in completing my dissertation study.
To more fully understand supervisors’ feedback practice in clinical supervision, I
am conducting a qualitative study which has two stages: (1) selecting eligible
participants through a 4-item measure of supervision practice, and (2) a follow-up
telephone interviews with selected respondents. The purpose of this consent form is to
obtain your permission to (1) collect the information about your supervision practice
style from that 4-item measure and (2) call you and ask two groups of open-ended
questions if you are selected for possible participation. The first group is about
supervision in general, and the second group is about your feedback practice in
clinical supervision.
Your participation is voluntary, and your responses will remain strictly
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confidential. You would be free to withdraw at any time. All the data obtained from
the screening measure will be removed from the data collection website server after
all the participants are selected. The interview will be audiotaped and transcribed;
however, all identifying data will be removed during transcription. Qualitative data
will be analyzed by our research team using Consensual Qualitative Research (CQR)
and reported in my dissertation, and may be submitted for presentation and
publication. There are no direct benefits to the participants. However, the participants
may have a chance to reflect their supervision practice by being interviewed. The
benefit to the field includes an increase in our knowledge about supervisors’ feedback
practices in clinical supervision. There are no known risks associated with
participation.
Raw data, which includes the identifying information, will be stored on an
encrypted USB key which is kept in a locked filing cabinet. All the other digital data
will be stored in an encrypted folder on an encrypted computer. Identifying
information will be removed immediately after transcription and data entry. Also, the
PI will inform all research team members of the importance of confidentiality and
means to protect it, and each of them is required to sign a research confidentiality
agreement. The research team, which includes four doctoral students from the
Department of Educational Psychology, University of Alberta, will have access to the
transcribed scripts in which identifying information is removed. The data will not be
used for any purposes after the proposed research is completed. Data will be securely
and confidentially stored for five years, per the University's data retention policy.
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After that, it will be properly and completely destroyed.
If you want to withdraw your data after the interview, you can do it no later than
two weeks after the transcription of interview notes. I will let you know once I start to
transcribe the interview scripts and at the point, I finish the transcription. Also, if you
want to review your interview transcript, please also let me know no later than two
weeks after I finish the transcription.
If you consent to participate in this study and (1) complete the 4-item screening
measure and (2) are willing to be called for a telephone interview (approximately 30
minutes) if you are eligible, please sign below, indicate both the number at which I
can reach you and the most convenient time or day to call, and send this consent form
to me at houyuan@ualberta.ca.
You have a right to ask questions about this research and to have those questions
answered. If you have any questions about the survey or follow-up interview, or if
you would simply like more general information, feel free to contact me
(houyuan@ualberta.ca) or my advisor, Dr. William Hanson (+1-780-492-9007,
whanson@ualberta.ca).
The plan for this study has been reviewed by the Research Ethics Board at the
University of Alberta. If you have questions about your rights or how research should
be conducted, you can call (780) 492-2615. This office is independent of the
researchers.
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Sincerely,
Houyuan Luo, M.A.
University of Alberta
Department of Educational Psychology
6-102 Education North, Edmonton, AB T6G 2G5, Canada
houyuan@ualberta.ca

By signing below, I consent to participate in the follow-up interview of this study.

Signature

Phone number

Best time/day to call
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Appendix G
Open-ended Questions for Qualitative Interview Protocol
The purpose of the interview:

My research interest is in the area/topic of clinical supervisors’ experience of
reciprocal feedback. More specifically, I am interested in the way clinical supervisors
ask for feedback from supervisees. In our interview, I hope to learn something about
how you have been giving and receiving feedback in supervision.

There are two basic demographic questions and two groups of open-ended questions:
• Basic Demographic questions
• Questions about providing supervision generally
• Questions about supervisee-to-supervisor feedback in
supervision
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Groups of Questions:
Basic Demographic Questions:

1.

How many years have you been registered as a psychologist?

2.

How many years have you been supervising students?

Group 1: Questions about providing supervision generally:

1.

When you initially started working as a clinical supervisor, what were some of
the things that you paid the most attention to? What were some of the most
important things you learned?

2.

What were some of the things that made working as a clinical supervisor
different from other clinical work you have done? What were some aspects of
this work that you found more challenging?

3.

What were some of the things changed in your supervision practice over time?

4.

What were some of the things triggered those changes?

Group 2: Questions about asking for feedback in supervision session:

1.

As a clinical supervisor, what it was like to ask for feedback from supervisees?

2.

What types of feedback you usually ask from supervisees? How do you ask
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feedback from them?
3.

What were some of the most rewarding parts of asking feedback from
supervisees? What were some of the most challenging parts?

4.

What makes some reciprocal feedback practice easier than others?

5.

What were some of the things you found asking for feedback differs from giving
feedback to supervisees?

6.

What were some of the reasons you started to ask feedback?

7.

Any words of advice to someone just starting asking for feedback from
supervisees?
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Appendix H
Member Check for the Supervision Research Invitation Email
Hi XX [Insert a Participant’s name],
Hope you are doing well!
I want to thank you again for participating in my dissertation “reciprocal
feedback in supervision”a few months ago!
Data analysis quality is crucial to research quality. In qualitative research, one
way to assure the quality of data analysis is to ask the participants to see if the results
of the analysis match with their experience. Therefore, I am contacting you to see if
you would like to check for the accuracy of our data analysis.
Attached, you will find the deidentified transcripts and data analysis results.
We used the Consensual Qualitative Research (CQR) to analyze the data. In the
analysis form, there are four columns: line number, raw data, domains, and core ideas.
The line number and raw data are the references to original transcripts, domains refer
to a topic area for blocks of data (can be one sentence or several paragraphs), and core
ideas refer to a summary of what that domain is about. Simply put, domains are like
the title of a paper and core ideas are like an abstract of a paper. Please know, there
are many sub-domains within one domain, each sub-domain corresponds to each
block of data. So, I underlined each domain to differentiate domains from
sub-domains.
If you have any feedback, feel free to let me know.
Thank you!
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Houyuan
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Appendix I
CQR Analysis Form-Within Case Analysis
Data

Line #

Raw data

Core Ideas

Chunk #
1
2

CQR Analysis Form-Cross-case Analysis
Domain:
Category:

Category:

Core Ideas by Case No.

Core Ideas by Case No.

1

1

2

2

Domain
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