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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Despite a great increase in the popularity of cybersupervision, Received 9 April 2016
little research is provided regarding supervisees’ perceptions Accepted 14 October 2016
of its effectiveness. This study examined the differences in KEYWORDS

Master’s level counseling student supervisees’ perceptions of  cypersupervision;
participating in cybersupervision as compared to traditional synchronous online
face-to-face clinical supervision. Results indicated no significant supervision

difference in the perceived effectiveness between the two

conditions. Implications and suggestions for future research and

practice are provided.

Over 3 billion people access the Internet on any given day, which equates
to approximately 40% of the world’s population (International Telecommuni-
cations Union, 2016). With so many people active on the information
superhighway, it should come as no surprise that many individuals pursue
academic endeavors in this environment. Schroeder (2011) suggested that
the Great Recession has changed the very nature of education. With a
combination of lower incomes, higher levels of unemployment, decreased
property values, and higher energy and food costs, America is left with a cul-
ture unable to support the traditional student norms of past generations.
These circumstances, coupled with the decreased costs of technology, lead
more people to access online education. The use of online learning in higher
education is expected to continue to accelerate rapidly over the next decade
(Parker, Moore, & Lenhart, 2011). The increased use of technology within
higher education led to the introduction of cybersupervision in counselor
education programs and yet little is known about this form of supervision.
When reviewing the limited scholarly literature related to cybersupervision,
tive key areas stand out. These areas are: (a) definitions related to cybersuper-
vision, (b) benefits of cybersupervision to counselor education, (c) drawbacks
to online learning, (d) using online communication as an adjunctive tool, and
(e) supervisees’ perceptions of hybrid methods of supervision. After these
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areas are examined, the research questions guiding this study will be
delineated.

The use of online learning has brought a number of new terms to higher
education pedagogy. Cybersupervision has two main forms: (a) asynchronous
cybersupervision and (b) synchronous cybersupervision. Asynchronous
cybersupervision involves some combination of the use of e-mail, audio file
sharing, and video file sharing, which does not require concurrent (i.e.,
real-time) interaction between supervisors and supervisees. Synchronous
cybersupervision involves some combination of the use of chat, audio file
sharing, and video file sharing executed in a concurrent manner, often
through a videoconferencing platform such as Adobe Connect. Additionally,
hybrid supervision refers to face-to-face supervision in some combination
with asynchronous cybersupervision and/or synchronous cybersupervision.

The benefits of cybersupervision to counselor education students are likely
reflective of those associated with online learning in general. This service
delivery model provides for greater flexibility in one’s academic schedule,
and requires less travel expense (Crowell & McCarragher, 2007). Past litera-
ture also suggests that online learning may help promote critical thinking
and reduce student anxiety secondary to an increased sense of psychological
safety afforded by the time to fully process one’s thoughts in the context of
class discussions and complimentary activities (Graf & Stebnicki, 2002; Miller
& Dollarhide, 2006; Myrick & Sabella, 1995). Further, researchers suggest that
online learning is especially well suited for the training of mental health pro-
fessionals, as such an environment promotes the refinement of metaskills such
as critical thinking, in-depth self-reflection, effective problem solving, and
empathetic understanding (Maki, Maki, Patterson, & Whittaker, 2000). In
fact, several studies indicate that online and hybrid training seems to contrib-
ute to clinicians’ increased sense of self-efficacy and may also be an effective
strategy to improve clinical skills as well, including case conceptualization
skills and specific therapeutic interventions (Haythornthwaite, 2002; Kanter,
Tasi, Homan & Koerner, 2013; Kobak, Craske, Rose, & Wolitsky-Taylor,
2013; Paulson & Casile, 2014; Rees & Gillam, 2001; Rees, Krabbe, &
Monaghan, 2009; Sholomskas et al., 2005; Serlie, Gammon, Bergvvik, &
Sexton, 1999; Weingardt, Cuccaire, Bellotti, & Lai, 2009; Weingardt,
Vallafranca, & Levin, 2006). Cybersupervision allows both licensed and
in-training supervisees access to specialized supervisors increasing their
ability to gain focused instruction regarding nuanced diagnoses or treatment
interventions, which may not be available in their local areas, further
increasing its clinical value and supervisee competency.

Despite numerous advantages, there are a number of drawbacks to online
learning, which may likely be extended to the practice of cybersupervision.
For example, Muilenburg and Berge (2005) indicate that online learning
has the potential to perpetuate student isolation, which could have a negative
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effect on academic achievement, satisfaction, and self-esteem (Glazer &
Wanstreet, 2011). Similarly, the absence of physical contact may hinder the
ability to process nonverbal cues (Gammon, Serlie, & Serensen Hpifedst,
1998). In regards to the education of counseling students specifically, there
is concern that a lack of direct face-to-face interaction may compromise the
supervisory bond (Nelson, Nichter, & Henriksen, 2010). Further, some
suggest that cybersupervision may present increased difficulty in monitoring
client welfare, as well as pose an amplified risk of breaching confidentiality
(Armstrong & Schneiders, 2003; Glosoff, Renfro-Michel, & Nagarajan, 2016;
Hall, Macvaugh, Merideth, & Montgomery, 2007). Despite these concerns,
the ever-increasing popularity of telemental health and online education,
collectively, suggest that the practice of cybersuperivison is likely to be more
commonplace. As such, it important to fully understand student supervisees’
perceptions of this process so that it may be properly leveraged in higher
education and clinical training in the future.

While many graduate counseling programs resist the transition to fully
online supervision, some do find value in using online communication as
an adjunctive tool (CACREP, 2016). Utilizing an inductive, qualitative
discourse analysis, Luke and Gordon (2011) assessed the impact of
supplementary e-mail supervision on school counseling students’ internship
experiences and determined that the use of e-mail supervision can support
the effective development of a supervisee’s professional identity. Several other
studies, which also made use of e-mail analysis, reached comparable conclusions
(Cummings, 2002; Gordon & Luke, 2012, 2013; Graf & Stebnicki, 2002;
Stebnicki & Glover, 2001). Clingerman and Bernard (2004) produced similar
results via a mixed methods approach examining practicum supervisees’
experiences. Correspondingly, Perry (2012) completed a phenomenological
analysis of 16 graduate counseling students’ experiences engaging in cybersu-
pervision. His analysis concluded that cybersupervision is a viable modality
for fostering professional development, which is affected by a number of
factors, including: Student background, previous clinical exposure, mentoring
by a site provider, exposure to effective learning practices, the ability to practice
clinical skills, the presence of effective interpersonal relationships, one’s
willingness to engage in his or her own self-improvement work, and the use
of standardized evaluations. While each of these studies provides valuable
insight into the factors affecting the experience of cybersupervision among
student supervisees, they do not address the perceived impact of such
experiences.

Some researchers have studied supervisees’ perceptions of hybrid methods
of supervision, which includes a combination of face-to-face and online
supervision, as compared to traditional face-to-face supervision. Collectively,
these studies suggest that hybrid supervision does appear to be a viable form
of clinical supervision, which contributes to the clinical skills and professional
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development of supervisees (Gainor & Constantine, 2002; Nelson et al., 2010;
Rees et al., 2009). For example, via a series of ANOVAs, Conn, Powell, and
Roberts (2009) found that participants receiving hybrid supervision endorsed
a supervisory rapport similar to those engaged in traditional face-to-face
supervision. Chapman and colleagues (2011) also studied the impact of hybrid
supervision in which supervisees had an initial face-to-face meeting with their
supervisors and then met with them exclusively online thereafter. Via an
intensive single-subject design, which they replicated five times, researchers
found that supervisees experienced an increased sense of confidence, com-
petence, and satisfaction with supervision secondary to their cybersupervision
experiences. The researchers clarified, however, that those involved in this
study maintained a high level of skill pertaining to technology and were quite
familiar with online education strategies. Because such circumstances are not
true for everyone, they cautioned that the results yielded in this study might
not be similar for all who engage in cybersupervision. Coker, Jones, Staples,
and Harbach (2002) also examined the supervisory alliance in a hybrid super-
visory environment as compared to a traditional face-to-face supervisory
environment. T-test analyses revealed that supervisees’ perceptions of the
quality of their supervisory sessions did not vary significantly between type
of session, as both conditions produced a fairly positive response (Coker
et al., 2002). Overall, each of these studies suggests that supervision involving
an online component might be comparable to that completed on a face-to-face
basis, yet none of them examined the use of cybersupervision exclusively.

While there is empirical evidence to support the use of online tools in the
formal training of mental health professionals, supervisees’ perceptions
regarding the usefulness of participating in fully-synchronous cybersupervi-
sion as compared to traditional, face-to-face clinical supervision remains
unknown. To address this gap in knowledge regarding supervisees’ percep-
tions, the present study was guided by two research questions. The primary
research question was: Do supervisees’ views of the usefulness of clinical
supervision differ based upon delivery modality (ie., face-to-face
vs. synchronous cybersupervision)? A secondary question was: What relation-
ships exist between the following variables: (a) supervisee’s level (i.e.,
practicum or internship), (b) the supervisor’s experience, (c) supervisor’s
gender, (d) delivery modality (i.e., face-to-face or cybersupervision), and (e)
supervisees” perceived impact of supervision?

Method
Design

This study employed a posttest-only with nonequivalent control group design
(Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). For the primary research question, the
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independent variable was delivery modality (categorical) and the dependent
variable was supervisee perception of the usefulness of clinical supervision
(continuous). For the secondary research question there were five variables.
One variable was continuous (impact of supervision), two were binomial
(modality, supervisee training level), two were trinomial (gender, supervisor
status).

A post hoc power analysis using G*Power 3.1 produced a power (1 —f3) of
.25 using the following parameters: (a) two-tailed, (b) n =29, (c) d =.241, and
(d) « =.05 (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009). The resultant power was
above the point suggested in the literature needed to detect at least a
“minimally important difference” (Cuijpers, 2016, p. 1). Potential issues
related to statistical power in this study will be addressed in the discussion
section.

Participants

This study consisted of 29 participants (22 females, six males, and one person
whom chose not to identify) obtained via convenience sampling. Each
participant was a candidate for a Master of Science degree with a major in
counseling within a program that possessed accreditation from the Council
for Accreditation of Counseling and Related Education Program (CACREP).
In line with such accreditation, participant supervisees within this program
received recurrent group supervision as a part of their regular curriculum.
79.5% of the sample identified as Caucasian, 3.5% identified as Latino, 3.5%
identified as Native American, and 13.5% identified as mixed ethnicity. All
participants were a part of the same cohort within their program.

Supervision

As per CACREP accreditation standards, participant supervisees received
weekly supervision as a part of their coursework. Individuals providing clini-
cal supervision to this cohort were categorized as belonging to one of three
groups: faculty (n=10), doctoral students (n =12), or other (n=7). Partici-
pant supervisees selected whether to pursue traditional, face-to-face super-
vision (n=17) or synchronous cybersupervision (n=12). Supervision in
both modalities occurred over a time span of 10 weeks for 90 min per week
and was guided by the Discrimination Model (Bernard & Goodyear, 2013).
The synchronous cybersupervision was delivered via Adobe Connect 7.5
and had the following components: (a) face-to-face interaction between
supervisor and supervisee via webcam, (b) video playback of clinical material,
and interactive chat. The traditional face-to-face supervision included: (a)
face-to-face interaction between supervisor and supervisee, and (b) video
playback of clinical material. In this field-based study, the experimental group
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was formed from those respondents that had individual supervision delivered
via Adobe Connect. The control group was formed from those respondents
that had individual supervision delivered face-to-face.

Measures

Demographic survey

The demographic survey requested information pertaining to the participant’s
gender, ethnic group, age, supervisee training level, supervision delivery
modality, supervisor’s gender, and supervisor’s status. The four demographic
variables involved in the second research question were categorical in nature.
Gender had three categories (male, female, other). Supervision delivery
modality was structured into two categories (face-to-face or cyber-
supervision). Supervisee training level was binomial (practicum, internship),
supervisor’s status was trinomial (faculty, doctoral student, other)

Group supervision impact scale—supervisor impact subscale (GSIS-SI)

The GSIS-SI measures the perceived usefulness of supervision (Getzelman,
2003). Each of the 13 items on the subscale is rated on a 7-point scale
partially-anchor Likert scale. The anchors were 1 = never to 7 = always. Item
13 is reverse scored. A sample statement of this survey is: “Did your
supervisor provide you with useful feedback?” Getzelman (2003) found the
instrument to maintain good construct validity with the Group Supervisor
Impact Scale significantly related to (a) supervisee satisfaction with super-
vision, (b) supervisee self-efficacy, (c) and the supervisory working alliance.
With interitem correlations ranging from .32 to .79 and an overall Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient of .93, the Group Supervisor Impact Scale also demonstrated
excellent reliability (Getzelman, 2003). The GSIS-SI was originally designed
for use in a group supervision. Given that for this study the measure was used
in an individual counseling setting, the references to group in items 8, 9, and
10 were deleted.

Procedures

Every student within the cohort (n = 31) was provided a copy of the packet to
complete so that no one, including the researcher, would have the ability to
determine who in the room decided to participate and who did not. Two
members of the cohort opted-out of the study and, therefore, submitted blank
packets. At the end of the 10-week quarter, the primary researcher attended
participants’ final class meeting, asked them to consider their experiences
engaged in supervision throughout the quarter, and to complete an informa-
tional packet regarding the same. Each packet contained a demographic
survey and a copy of the GSIS-SI.
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Data analysis

For the first research question, an independent-samples t-test was executed in
order to discern if the impact scores differed between the experimental and
nonequivalent control groups. For the second research question, a correlation
matrix was constructed in an effort to understand the interrelationships
between the following variables: (a) supervisee training level, (b) the
supervisor’s experience, (c) supervisor’s gender, (d) delivery modality, and
(e) supervisees’ perceived impact of supervision. To facilitate the use of a
common metric across comparisons, the trinomial variables were collapsed
into binomial variables. For supervisor gender, the Other category (n=1)
was combined with the Male category. For supervisor status, the Other
category (n = 7) was combined with the Doctoral Student category. To explore
the relationship between continuous and binomial variables, a point-biserial
correlation was employed (r,,) (Welkowitz, Ewen, & Cohen, 2014). A Phi-
coefficient was utilized to understand the relationship between binomial
variables (r,) (Chedzoy, 2006). For all statistical analyses, the significance level
was set at p <.05. In terms of the Group Supervisor Impact Scale scores, there
were 3 missing data points out of 377. To account for this small amount of
missing data, average scores for each item, rather than raw scores, were used
for the purpose of analysis.

Results

With regard to the first research question, supervision impact scores were
normally distributed for participants that engaged in supervision via cyber-
supervision, but not those who participated in traditional face-to-face
supervision as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p <.05). Further, there was
homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Leven’s test for equality of variances
(p=.363). The impact of supervision upon online participants (M = 6.60,
SD =0.41) was similar to face-to-face participants (M = 6.33, SD = 0.65). The
results for a two-tailed independent samples ¢-test were not statistically sig-
nificant, t (27) =-1.289, 95% CI [-.71, .16], p > .05.

In terms of the second research question, the correlation study involving
potential confounding variables (delivery modality, training level, supervisor’s

Table 1. Correlation matrix.

Impact Modality Level Status Gender
Impact —
Modality 0.24° —
Level -0.34° 0.25° —
Status -0.13¢ 0.17° 0.32° —
Gender 0.15° 0.11° 0.20° 0.17° —

Note. No correlation was significant, p < .05.
ot e
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status, supervisor gender) and supervisor did not produce any significant
relationships at the preset alpha level (see Table 1).

Discussion

This study was one of the first to consider supervisees” perception of super-
vision in reference to delivery modality. Results indicated no statistically
significant difference in the perceived usefulness of clinical supervision when
provided in an exclusively online environment versus that which occurred
face-to-face. The lack of statistically significant differences cannot be used to
declare an absolute nondifference exists (Lane, 2016). However, as evidence
mean differences and the confidence interval results, the actual differences
were quite minimal. Moreover, the findings align well with previous research
conducted in the fields of distance education, online clinical work, and hybrid
supervision. The results reflect the extensive research that exists indicating that
learning objectives that are achieved in a face-to-face environment might also
be mastered online (Bowen, Chingos, Lack, & Nygren, 2012). Further, the
results of this study support the work of researchers who found that clinical
work conducted online is comparable to that completed in a face-to-face
environment (Barak & Hen, 2008; Cook & Doyle, 2002; Fenichel et al., 2002;
Finfgeld, 1999; Hyler, Gangure, & Batchelder, 2005). Moreover, the results
of the present study also align well with past research specifically focused on
online supervision. Overall, the participants studied reported that they felt
cybersupervision was an effective form of clinical supervision that supported
their growth as counselors. These results corroborate previous researchers’
assertions that cybersupervision could effectively foster the development of a
counselor’s professional identity (Luke & Gordon, 2011; Perry, 2012) and serve
to strengthen the claim that cybersupervision is a valuable and viable form of
clinical supervision (Chapman et al., 2011). Finally, the elicited results from the
present study mirror the conclusions drawn by Conn and colleagues (2009)
which suggest that the outcomes of supervision that utilize online interactions
do not vary greatly from traditional face-to face-supervision.

Four limitations to this study should be considered. The first limitation
involves the researchers’ inability to randomly assign participant supervisees
to the experimental and control conditions. As such, it is not clear if the
nonresults were because of unknown systematic variations between the two
groups. For example, it is possible that those whom selected to engage in
cybersupervision exclusively maintain a higher level of self-efficacy regarding
technology as compared to those in the control condition. As such, it is not
possible to determine whether the results elicited from the current study
are likely to be reflective of all supervisees, or if they are limited to those with
higher technology proficiency levels. A second limitation concerns that it is
unclear how professional maturation affected the results, if at all. Could it
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be that simply engaging in clinical training may have acted upon the
dependent variable in a way independent of the dependent variable (Martella,
Nelson, Morgan, & Marchand-Martella, 2013)? It is also important to note
that the results obtained were based upon supervisee participants’ self-reports.
Third, the participants in this study were predominately White. The extent to
which the results can be generalized to supervisees of Color is not clear.
Finally, it should be noted that this study may be somewhat underpowered
according to Cohen’s classical definition (Cohen, 1992). The results of this
study did align with previous research. Still, the study being statistically
underpowered does exist as an alternative explanation for the nonsignificant
results encountered.

Keeping the aforementioned limitations in mind, the results of this study
suggest that there is not a difference in supervisees’ perceptions regarding the
usefulness of supervision in reference to delivery modality (i.e., cybersupervi-
sion vs. face-to-face). Given the perceived effectiveness of this mode of
supervision, it may be that cybersupervision is an alternative to traditional
face-to-face supervision. This modality of supervision provides increased access
to clinical oversight to those whom are otherwise unable to access it due to
location, travel costs, or other factors. Cybersupervision may also provide coun-
selors and other types of mental health professionals with access to an increased
pool of qualified clinical supervisors. Rather than be limited to the credentialed
supervisors in their area, counselors and similar professionals are empowered
by the prospect of cybersupervision to seek out highly-skilled supervisors whom
are qualified to address any particularly nuanced diagnosis or treatment
modality that may be of interest. As such, counselor preparation programs
may want to further investigate the efficacy and pragmatic practicalities of
implementing cybersupervision in training circumstances that warrant it.

Further expansion of this delivery modality to in-service counselors should
also be considered. Three benefits to this expansion stands out. First, busy
preservice counselors and in-service counselors are alike in their desire to gain
flexibility in terms of the location of supervisory sessions. Second, cybersuper-
vision allows both groups access to a wider pool of professional counselors as
supervisors. Thus, cybersupervision creates the opportunity to seek more
appropriate guidance for specific issues at hand. Third, this modality frees
supervisees from the often-extensive time and expenses of traveling to face-
to-face supervision. This, in turn, may allow counselors to more effectively
use their time and serve the mental health needs of more individuals without
compromising the integrity of the process of clinical supervision.

Future research efforts should be directed towards randomized control
studies of cybersupervision efficacy. Such studies should aim to tease out
systemic and personalogical variables likely affecting supervisory dynamics
and subsequent perceptions of supervision modalities. Understanding these
factors may further enable counselor educators and those in similar roles to
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determine how to best leverage technology in the professional development of
emerging helping professionals.
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