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ABSTRACT

Supervisee Experiences of Impression Management,glSupervisory Working
Alliance, and Counseling Self-Efficacy

Jennifer M. Haist

Supervision plays a vital role in fostering competethical and effective counseling
psychologists. However, studies have shown thagrsisees act in ways that counteract the
benefits of supervision. Trainees manage suparingaressions to the detriment of their
professional growth; they withhold information thabuld help supervisors promote learning,
clarify misunderstandings, gain insight into supsze weaknesses and strengths, and provide
feedback that would enhance supervisee competeScpervisee nondisclosure is a particularly
prevalent impression management behavior documemtée supervision literature (Hill,
Thompson, & Corbett, 1992; Ladany et al., 1996)yand other forms of impression management
may be particularly related to counseling selfezfly and the supervisory working alliance.
Recent evidence does suggest that impression nraeag s related to counseling self-efficacy,
but its role in the supervisory working allianceshmot yet been examined. Given research
findings that doctoral level supervisees in coungehnd clinical psychology programs withhold
information from their supervisors and are conceénvéh their supervisors’ impressions of them
impression management at this level of trainingdsde be understood. This study examined
the nature of the relationships among supervisaasaing self-efficacy, supervisory working
alliance, and impression management. With moriglim$to impression management
behaviors as it relates to the experiences of sigass, the findings of this study provided
evidence of how further research into impressionaggament is important to preparing effective
counseling psychologists.
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Chapter 1

Although supervision is just one aspect of psycicll training, it plays a vital role in
fostering counseling psychologists who are compgeethical and effective (Behnke, 2005;
Bernard & Goodyear, 1998; Bernard & Goodyear, 2008loway, 1987; Smothers, 2010).
Often referred to as the link between theory artgre, supervision helps counseling
psychologist trainees apply learned concepts irclihecal setting. Supervisees learn to monitor
and more accurately review the quality of theifpenances and the progress of their clients.
Supervision serves, furthermore, both as a pretatiechanism and as a gate-keeping function.
As a protective mechanism, supervisors ensurdridiates provide ethical and culturally
sensitive treatment to their clients. As a gateplkeg function, it ensures that trainees who fail
to demonstrate professional competence are bawaddntering the profession (Bernard &
Goodyear, 2009).

Consistent monitoring and feedback are importasutxessful supervision. They
promote the effective application of knowledge]lskiheoretical conceptualizations, clinical
judgments, and techniques. As Bernard and Good2680) pointed out, supervision “provides
a means to impart necessary skills, to socializeces into the particular profession’s values and
ethics, to protect clients, and finally, to monisapervisees’ readiness to be admitted to the
profession” (p. 3). Given the importance of supgon to the profession, a careful examination
of those elements that may promote or deter thiegsmnal growth of trainees is warranted.
One of those elements is impression managementhwdthe specific focus of this study.

A great deal of literature concerns the influeatsupervisors (e.g., intervention, style,
feedback) on trainees (Bernard & Goodyear, 2008\ dver, given the dyadic nature of

supervision, there is also reason to suggest tipargisees similarly influence the process. A
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review of supervision literature revealed that sujgees attempt to manage supervisor
impressions (Ward, Friedlander, Schoen, & Kleir83;9Nebb & Wheeler, 1998). The

literature, however, does not always associateetattempts with impression management. For
instance, studies have demonstrated that supesvidgts withhold information from

supervisors but only some of them refer to supeevizon-disclosure as an impression
management strategy (Callis, 1997; Ladany, Hillthett, & Nutt, 1996; Schwartz, 2008;
Yourman & Farber, 1996). The extant research qréssion management nevertheless
suggests that supervisees are especially liketyaimage impressions due to the hierarchical and
evaluative nature of supervision (Jones, Gergedoiges, 1963).

Given the hierarchical and evaluative structurggestision operates in, the question
arises as to how cognizant supervisors need td ingpoession management. For counseling
psychologists to qualify as supervisors, they ndieshonstrate a certain level of expertise, a level
that trainees have not yet reached. Furthermapgrsisors conduct regular evaluations on
supervisees to provide them feedback and to moti&dr progress. In terms of hierarchy,
however, supervisees are lower-status professioaadsJones et al. (1963) demonstrated,
however, that lower-status individuals (supervisees especially likely to use impression
management. It is also the case that superviseesaepend on positive recommendations from
their supervisors for entry into internship progsaon for employment purposes. Therefore,
supervisees are aware of the importance of prawviegselves to be valuable and competent
trainees, which can mean, among other things, niagaige impressions supervisors have of
them.

Empirical findings have demonstrated that theselitimms, the increased awareness of

one’s lower status (expertise) and dependency oermuand future evaluations, are linked to an
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increase in impression management (Jones et &i3; I§ler, 2009). These conditions give
shape to the primary components of the supervisaagionship, hierarchy and evaluation,
which are inevitable and even necessary to propratiessional growth. However, another
component of supervision, the supervisory workiligrece (Bordin, 1983; Efstation, Patton, &
Kardash, 1990), has been shown to alleviate sortfeedension associated with these
components of supervision (Callis, 1997; Gnilkaafdp & Dew, 2012). Agreement on goals
and tasks and the development of an emotional betwleen supervisors and supervisees, in
particular, can counteract the potential consegegen€a hierarchical and evaluative
relationship, such as supervisee anxiety (Mehrabgd& Caskie. 2010; Smothers, 2010) and
reduce the need to manage supervisor impressioaisr(&t al.).

Evidence suggests, moreover, that a strong invelatonship exists between the
strength of the supervisory relationship and supeevnondisclosures (Callis, 1997). That is, the
stronger the alliance between supervisor and sigggrvthe fewer the nondisclosures. This
suggests that the supervisory working allianceatan mediate the need supervisees feel to use
impression management strategies.

Studies need to be conducted to examine the natdings relationship. The extant
research does reveal mixed findings regardingetegionship between supervisory working
alliances and supervisee self-efficacy, that sy@ervisee’s belief in his or her ability to
effectively counsel. Some researchers have demavedtthat supervisee self-efficacy levels
tend to increase with stronger working alliancefstdion et al., 1990; Humeidan, 2002; March,
2005; Smothers, 2010; Strauss, 1994) while othave Failed to find a significant relationship

(Ladany, 1992; Ladany, Ellis, & Friedlander, 1988rgon, 2007).
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Given that motivation to convey favorable impressi@s heightened when individuals
lack confidence in their abilities to perform tas&sd given that supervisee counseling abilities
are the primary focus in supervision, it is impatti consider whether supervisee self-efficacy
relates positively or negatively to the use of isggion management. Likewise, an
understanding of the nature of the relationshipsragrall three variables (supervisee self-
efficacy, supervisory working alliance, and impreesnanagement) should offer more insight
into those factors that promote or hinder the gbalupervision to promote competent and
effective counseling psychologists. To understidwednature of these relationships, this
literature review seeks first to review the thei@adtgroundings of these concepts and secondly

to examine the empirical findings regarding thelation to supervision.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
Self-efficacy

Social cognitive theory.Albert Bandura (1977a) hypothesized that humambehis
best understood in terms of the reciprocal relatgm between behavior, environmental
influences, and cognitions. This hypothesis seagethe foundation for Social Cognitive Theory
(SCT). This theory suggests that learning andayaés result from cognitive interpretations of
the environment, the behavioral reactions to it} imeractions among behaviors, cognition and
environmental influences. Self-efficacy, an esséobmponent in this reciprocal relationship, is
defined as “people’s judgments of their capabsitie organize and execute courses of actions
required to attain designated types of performdn@sendura, 1986, p. 391). In short, self-
efficacy is the degree to which individuals beli¢kemselves to be capable of performing a
desired behavior. Beliefs one holds about onelgyto perform behaviors influence the
likelihood that one will attempt a particular adtyy how the activity is approached, and how
well it is performed (Bandura, 1977a, 1977b, 1986)pressed another way, self-efficacy
impacts the decision to attempt an activity, the@am of effort put forth, and the degree of
perseverance sustained throughout the activity {Biam 1986).

As a cognitive mechanism, self-efficacy influent®s quality of social, cognitive and
affective functioning (Bandura, 1977b, 1982, 19B81). More specifically, it mediates the
impact of skill proficiency and ability level on fermances. “Different people with similar
skills, or the same person on different occasioresy perform poorly, adequately, or
extraordinarily” (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). Bandacaounted for these variations by explaining

that positive efficacy beliefs lead to an incre@mswillingness to attempt tasks, to persevere, and
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to put forth effort on tasks. Conversely, low edity expectations are associated with increased
avoidance of tasks and decreased perseverancédfard ©n account of avoidance behaviors,
individuals who engage them are not exposed t6ethieching environments and activities” that
serve as the foundation for potential growth (Baadu986, p. 393). Without the opportunity to
demonstrate capability to the self, one’s efficagpectations remain unchallenged and one’s
perceptions of incompetence persist. The chanseadessfully performing a task increases
when individuals put forth more effort and perseveuring difficulty (Bandura). The self-doubt
inherent in low self-efficacy leads to longer pnegien times but also prevents successful
completion of performances. “By restricting chommhavior and undermining effort, self-
disbeliefs can create their own validation” (Baradyr. 401). Put another way, low efficacy
levels can lead to a kind of self-fulfilling proptye by avoiding tasks and giving up when faced
with obstacles. When that happens, individualaaldive up to their potential and in a sense,
prove their efficacy beliefs to themselves.

Appraisals of efficacy. According to Bandura (1986) there are four majmurces of
information that contribute to the development efgonal efficacy expectations: mastery
(performance accomplishments), modeling (vicariexjgeriences), social persuasion, and
physiological arousal. Performance accomplishnedag referred to as mastery, is successful
performance of behaviors required to complete la tds general, mastery experiences raise self-
efficacy and repeated failures lower it (Bandu@/7b, 1986). The determination of success or
failure of performances, however, is subject taviaiial perception. Whether behaviors are
considered to be mastery experiences rests ontoagappraisals of performances. When
cognitive appraisals result in perceptions of sascthe information gained from these

experiences is highly likely to be integrated iatbcacy beliefs. Out of all the social learning
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experiences, self-efficacy is most strongly infloet by mastery experiences (Bandura, 1977b,
1982, 1986).

Bandura (1986) explained that mastery experienoasve repeated exposures to
previous threats, reductions in emotional arousihements in coping skills, and
reinforcements of efficacy expectations. Thuseeted experiences of mastery strengthen self-
efficacy beliefs and reduce the negative impadaitdres. Individuals who develop strong,
favorable efficacy beliefs from mastery are mokelly to attribute failures to external factors,
such as the use of inadequate strategies. Orthibelmand, low efficacy beliefs are associated
with internalized failures; failed performanceghise cases are likely to be attributed to
personal characteristics, such as personal albyititiger than external factors or insufficient etffor
(Bandura). This cognitive interpretation of fagdsrdecreases the likelihood of future success.

Bandura (1986) suggested that sustained effogygd raising low efficacy levels.
Persistence in the face of obstacles and successfaltions of previously failed tasks are what
reinforce efficacy expectations. The enhancededélfacy generalizes to other, similar areas
previously considered to be beyond personal capabilaken together, Bandura hypothesized
that efficacy beliefs developed from mastery exg@es are the most reliable and last for the
longest periods of time.

Modeling, or vicarious experience, refers to theestation of others executing
successful performances (Bandura, 1982, 1986) diarconsidered this informational source
to be the second strongest influence on self-affidavels. Modeling has a direct influence on
whether individuals pursue personal accomplishmientbtain additional efficacy information.
“A given mode of influence can thus set in motisogesses that augment its effects or diminish

the effects of otherwise powerful influences” (Baral 1986, p. 400). Bandura hypothesized



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT

that efficacy levels raised from modeling leadgiteater persistence on difficult tasks, which
increases the likelihood of mastery experiencesaveat, however, is that for modeling to have
an effect, the models must be similar to the oleserif models are comparable in skill level and
perform well then individuals conclude that theg tan perform well on similar tasks.
Therefore, social comparisons of self capabiliteesimilar models are associated with changes
in self-efficacy (Bandura, 1982).

A lack of knowledge about the modeled behavior luedabsence of performance criteria
make it difficult to gauge the quality of the perftance. Without this, information from
modeling is useless because there is no way farebss to know whether performances are
successes or failures or what models correctipaorrectly model. When this information is
available, however, vicarious experiences can pejtinfluence low efficacy beliefs in the
sense that individuals learn additional strategres$ adaptive ways to approach future
performances. Unlike mastery experiences, howeedrefficacy levels influenced by
modeling are more vulnerable to change, do notaasbng as those developed from mastery,
and are less reliable predictors of self-effica8gr{dura, 1977b).

Social persuasion is the state of being convinbatldne possesses the capabilities to
successfully perform a desired behavior (Bandw@/h, 1982, 1986). It is the third strongest
influence on self-efficacy and is most benefictatiiose whose actual capabilities reflect a rise
in self-efficacy. If individuals are persuadedtttieey are capable and then fail, then their self-
efficacy will fall to a lower level than beforeust as individuals can be persuaded that they
possess skills, they can also be persuaded thaatkencapable. Bandura (1986) hypothesized

that it is probably more likely that social perdoaswill create lasting effects by lowering
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efficacy levels rather than enhancing them. Eéfjcheliefs based on social persuasion are
unstable and as a result liable to change aftbod period of time.

Physiological arousal has the least influence tfre$iecacy and, similarly, changes in
efficacy resulting from physiological arousal tanchave the shortest time span. It is typically
induced by situations that have the potential twitpely or negatively influence personal
performance (Bandura, 1982). Bandura (1977b) rmmet that self-efficacy is enhanced with
minimal levels of arousal. High levels of physgikcal arousal are associated with low self-
efficacy, and vice versa. When arousal is attedub personal ineptitude individuals pay more
attention to their symptoms, which further heigistémeir physiology. Similarly, symptoms of
autonomic (e.g., anxiety) and somatic arousal (&atgue) associated with the assumption that
something is awry produce negative interpretatafrtbe performance (e.g., incompetence).
“Fear reactions generate further fear through goatory self-arousal. By conjuring up fear-
provoking thoughts about their ineptitude, peole muse themselves to elevated levels of
distress that produce the very dysfunctions thay f@Bandura, 1986, p. 401). Therefore,
cognitive appraisals of arousal impact motivatitmpersevere and behavioral responses (ability
to perform and outcome) which ultimately influerefécacy levels.

Cognitive appraisals determine whether informagamed from social learning
experiences will influence efficacy expectationarfBura, 1977b, 1986). Bandura (1977b)
contended that contextual factors (i.e., situaticleaporal, social) impact the degree to which
successes are generalized to personal efficacyenWfficacy judgments are strong, credible
information is likely to be discounted or, if efficy expectations do change, it will be minimal.
The reasons ascribed to successes and failureskasyecomponent of cognitive appraisals. For

instance, people with low self-efficacy typicallycaibe failures to personal ability rather than to
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situational factors (e.g., external aids) and ascsuccesses to external factors (e.g., easy task).
Stronger low self-efficacy is related to greaterfeof erroneous judgments because of the
potential risks of future failures. “Those who gtien their coping efficacy are more likely to
distrust their positive experiences than to riskoemters with threats they judge they cannot
adequately control” (Bandura, 1986, p. 401). liimals with high self-efficacy, on the other
hand, are likely to attribute failures to circunmtas (e.g., low effort) and successes to skill and
ability level. In sum, individuals use mastery expnces, modeling, social persuasion and
physiological arousal to determine personal legélsompetency but it is their cognitive
appraisals of efficacy information that ultimatelgtermines whether self-efficacy levels are
affected.

Counseling Self-efficacy.The Social Cognitive Model of Counselor Training
(SCMCT), one theory that developed out of Bandu&sial Cognitive Theory (SCT), has
proved to be a valuable tool for understanding seling psychologist trainees (Larson, 1998).
Larson translated SCT to the field of CounselingcRslogy to explain how supervision could
foster competency in counseling psychologist tregneln particular, Bandura’s concept of self-
efficacy provided the basis for Counseling Selfig#ty (CSE) which is defined as “one’s
beliefs or judgments about her or his capabilitiesffectively counsel a client in the near
future” (Larson & Daniels, 1998, p. 180). Larsdrak (1992) demonstrated that trainees base
their efficacy beliefs on five counseling relatedas, which are counseling microskills,
therapeutic process, difficult client behaviordfuwal competence and awareness of values.
Consistent with SCMCT, efficacy beliefs concernihgse skills influence the emotional,
motivational and cognitive processes of traindagurn, delivery of therapeutic services

(performance) is affected because of the result@pdct of the processes on trainee decisions to
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“engage in a counseling task, to put forth effartg to persevere under failure” (Larson, 1998,
p.231).

In supervision trainees are exposed to two of dle $ocial learning experiences outlined
in SCT, modeling and social persuasion. Accordingarson (1998), modeling experiences,
social persuasion and feedback are the three salctions of the supervisor. In regards to
modeling experiences, supervisees observe suctdssfapeutic performances of themselves
(e.g., behavioral rehearsal), their supervisorstioer counselors (e.g., taped sessions). Through
social persuasion, supervisors act to persuadestaiof their capability and to provide them
with support and learning opportunities. In linghathis model, social persuasion is defined as
“the extent to which the supervisor provides re@lisupportive encouragement and structured
learning situations that increase the chance ofigeling success for the counselor” (Larson, p.
240). Lastly, supervisor feedback impacts how supees cognitively process their
performance. That is to say, trainees learn endtto specific aspects of their performance and
to accurately judge the quality of their work (ihether performance can be classified as a
mastery experience). Taken together, the role@ttpervisor is to provide social learning
experiences to trainees and in turn, each experiefiers supervisees additional opportunities to
advance their competency level and to refine thiicacy beliefs.

The absence of a supportive supervisory relatignstawever, renders the
accomplishments of modeling, social persuasionfeedback ineffective (Larson, 1998).
Supervisory relationships characterized as saf@tipe, and supportive generate conditions that
are conducive to learning. Not only are supergsaere likely to take advantage of learning
opportunities but they are also more receptivaufesvisor messages and feedback. Thus, when

supervisors bring up sensitive content, such aseieacompetency level on a particular skill,
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supervisees are more likely to interpret the feekllas it was intendedlhe relationship, then,
plays an essential part in fostering efficaciousns®ling psychologists; it provides a safe
context for supervisees to discuss their weaknessshe support that they need to improve
their counseling skills.

Supervisee willingness to examine and work on celimg skills is a function of the
perceived environment, which, according to the SGMGmMprises one half of the supervisory
environment (Larson, 1998). The other half, reférto as the objective environment, reflects
the actual events that occur in supervision sessitmother words, the perceived and objective
parts of the environment provide an anchor forsthigiective and objective accounts of
supervision.

Of these two parts, the perceived environmentasrized to have the greatest impact on
CSE. Research findings suggested that superveseepdions, in particular, influence CSE
(Larson, 1998; Efstastion et al., 1990). It cdoédargued, then, that trainee perceptions of
supervisor communications and trainee receptivetoegse messages (i.e., changes in their
efficacy beliefs) reflect the perceived qualitytioé supervisory relationship. Put another way,
supervisee self-efficacy levels may be a functibtheir perceptions of the supervisory
relationship.

A major component of SCMCT rests on the premiseadhaciprocal influence occurs
among the environment (e.g., supervision), persagahcy variables (i.e., CSE and cognitive,
affective, and motivational processes), and actafribe supervisee and supervisor. In addition,
this interaction can be influenced by other contakvariables, such as trainee characteristics
(personal context) and social, cultural and envirental variables (larger context) (Larson,

1998). Therefore, according to the SCMCT, bothstiygervisory relationship and trainee

12
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counseling self-efficacy should influence and Heianced by each other. In line with this
reasoning, it should also be the case that sugerwisotivation to manage impressions, CSE
(personal agency variables) and the supervisoafioalship (environment, context) also
influence one another.

Up to this point, researchers have explored nudinlye hypotheses outlined in SCMCT.
With respect to CSE, multiple studies have offeseplport for the proposed relationships (e.g.,
Daniels & Larson, 2001; Kocarek, 2002; Kozina, Gnadri, Stefano, & Drapeau, 2010; Larson
& Daniels, 1998). In lieu of these findings, a pige correlation appears to exist between CSE
and stable trainee characteristics (e.g., perdghadelf-reflective variables (e.qg., feeling like
imposter); outcome expectancy (i.e., beliefs tmat'® actions will produce the desired
outcomes); evaluation of completed performanced;aatual performance level as measured by
trained raters and supervisors (for full reviewe tarson & Daniels). Importantly, CSE appears
to have a negative relationship to emotional aroflsason & Daniels). Therefore, theory and
research have shown CSE to be a construct of aratibne that significantly impacts
counseling psychologist trainees.

Research that pertains to the relationships of @8Esupervisee training level, the
quality of supervisory relationship, and impressioanagement has important implications for
this study. Supervisees are, by definition, tragnand according to the research, the amount of
training that they receive will influence CSE. @&ivthat the training level will be a controlled
variable, that is, all trainees will be at the awat level, it is important to take into considévat
those findings that pertain to doctoral traine€ke nature of the relationship of CSE to training
level and to the supervisory relationship is ldeaic Research pertaining to training levels

suggests that either a linear, positive relatigmsinia curvilinear relationship exists for training
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level. With respect to the proposed relation betw€SE and supervisee perceptions of the
supervisory relationship, some researchers foupdati for this hypothesis (Efstation, et. al.,
1990; Smothers, 2010), while others failed to destrae that a significant, positive relationship
exists (Humeidan, 2002; Ladany, 1992; Ladany etl8P9; March, 2005; Mirgon, 2007).
Likewise, little to no research exists concerning potentially reciprocal influence of CSE and
impression management. Therefore, it is essewoti@view and examine the relevant research
on each of these relationships before arrivinglatmothesis concerning the dynamics of
impression management.

Counseling self-efficacy and training.In line with Bandura’s Self-Efficacy theory,
additional experience and training should raisdidence in one’s ability, which in turn, should
promote competency. For the most part this hymmheas held true for CSE: training and
experience (counseling and supervision) have bssoceated with CSE and, likewise, CSE has
been related to trainee performance (as measureliglny outcome). However, a review of the
extant research on the relationship between CSHEramihg level yields mixed findings. On the
one hand, there is evidence to suggest that aymmdihear relationship exists (e.g., Johnson,
Baker, Kopala, Kiselica, & Thompson, 1989; Tanglet2004) while other results suggest that a
curvilinear relationship is more accurate (Sippsggden, & Favier, 1988). Similarly, there are
multiple variations on how researchers operatiaedine professional level of trainees. For
instance, several studies examine this relationshigrms of supervision experience (e.g., Leach
& Stoltenberg, 1997), counseling experience (dahnson et al., 1989; Melchert et al., 1996),
professional developmental level and/or level aining (e.g., Larson et al., 1992; Sipps et al.).
Likewise, these variables are all related in sorag.wFor example, training in master’s and

doctoral programs typically offer practicums anteinships where students concomitantly
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receive supervision and gain counseling experiefit@ddition, measures of developmental
levels have been found to be significantly reldtettaining level and experience (e.g., Leach &
Stoltenberg, 1997). What follows is a review cf findings regarding the relationship between
supervisee training and CSE.

One of the first studies to explore the trainingeleof supervisees in relation to CSE
demonstrated an inverse relationship. Sipps €18988) conducted a study on the relationship
between graduate training level and counselingeféfacy. The authors hypothesized that
increases in outcome expectations would correspatidincreases in basic counseling skills
usage whereas efficacy expectations would demaesiraurvilinear relationship with these
skills over the course of graduate training. Rguéints included 78 graduate counseling students
who were grouped according to their level of gradumining: ' year, 2% year, ¥ year, and 4
year.

The participants were instructed to watch a videetaf a fictitious client who made 19
statements. After each statement, the participactsrded how they would respond and the
desired outcome of their responses. These resparese followed by a self-efficacy
guestionnaire in which students rated their outcerpectations and efficacy expectations for
each response.

The findings of the statistical analyses (MANCOWemonstrated a significant
relationship between graduate training level affidaafy expectations and between response type
and efficacy expectations. In other words, Sigpa.g1988) found support for their hypothesis
that efficacy expectations for basic counselingjskisage and graduate training level have a
curvilinear relationship. First year students mgad significantly higher efficacy expectations

than second year students whereas the third amthfpear students demonstrated the highest

15
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efficacy expectations. The authors proposed tiefitst year trainees’ high levels of efficacy
were likely due to underestimations of the compleaf therapy and due as well to a mistaken
belief that common sense is a sufficient methaith@mapy. Sipps et al. (1988) attributed second
year students’ low efficacy levels to failed attésnfp apply methods of common sense. They
contended that third and fourth year students’ lefficacy levels were due to the greater amount
of mastery experiences. The findings also sugdehltt outcome expectations were higher for
fourth year students than for first or second wtadents. Therefore, the students with the
highest level of training also reported the mostfictence that their counseling skills would
produce the desired outcome, which was client chang

Overall, Sipps et al. (1988) demonstrated that @sdEgraduate training level have a
curvilinear relationship. The results of this stwiliggested that supervisees who are at the
beginning and final stages of their training wiie high CSE. The cognitive processes of the
two groups however, are entirely different. Unlikere advanced trainees, the study implies
that beginning trainees have a false sense ofeffic Supervisees in the middle stages, however,
will have low CSE due to the progression of cogmié concerning counseling. Sipps et al’s.
study was the first to explore how CSE varies hih different levels of training; which to date,
has provided the most extensive analysis of thaioglship between training level and CSE.

A study that was conducted recently after the Sgid. (1988) investigation, however,
found that training and CSE had a linear relatigmslohnson et al. (1989) investigated CSE
over the course of a master’s level pre-practicoomseling class. The authors also examined
the relationship of CSE to supervisee personalrepee as a client and to overall counseling
performance. The authors predicted that self-&fffdevels would consistently increase

throughout the eight weeks of training and thaihges in post-training efficacy levels would
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correlate with changes in generalized efficacye @&bthors measured generalized self-efficacy
by asking students to imagine counseling a reahtli In addition, Johnson et al. expected that
personal counseling experience would increaseaeffitevels and that post-training efficacy
levels would positively correlate with the qualdfcounselors’ performances.

The participants were grouped according to ing&lf-efficacy scores and random
assignment to counseling services. Data collectiethods for students’ performances were
obtained through the use of the Responding Praigiéndex (initial interview) and the
Challenging Skills Rating Form (second interview) measure self-efficacy levels across
training levels, students were first asked to imagheir performances in a role play and then to
conduct a role play while being videotaped. Therm3eling Self-Efficacy Scale was
administered to students prior to training and énafter training. Pre-training efficacy levels
were assessed after students imagined a role layeas post-training efficacy levels were
collected both prior to the videotaped role playr(teasure perceived capability of basic skills)
and after the role play (to measure generalizedazly).

Results indicated that low and high efficacy lealpre-training consistently improved
with training. The findings from the analysis @rance revealed increases in efficacy from the
first to second post-trainings for the low efficagripup and increases in efficacy from pre-
training to the first post-training for the highfiecy group. There was no change in generalized
self-efficacy for either group. Correlational ayssds indicated that increases in efficacy levels
positively correlated with students’ expectatiohgffectiveness when working with clients in
the future (generalized efficacy). There wereigaificant differences in self-efficacy between
students who received counseling services. Silyjlafficacy levels measured at post-trainings

were unrelated to performance quality.
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The findings of this study demonstrated that skil&&cy levels can change over a
relatively short period of time (one semester) arate specifically, that training is directly
related to changes in efficacy levels. In additibappears that initial efficacy levels may
determine how much training impacts future chandéswever, what is less clear is the nature
of the relationship between self-efficacy and penfance. While this study offers support for
Bandura’s hypothesis that exposure to experiersaasslto increases in self-efficacyi, it fails to
demonstrate that the additional exposure and subséincrease in efficacy levels enhances
performance. What it does suggest, however, iftiséering CSE in trainees may be just as
important as enhancing their performance abilities.

In the process of developing the Counseling Seliilrtege Inventory (COSE) Larson et
al. (1992) conducted a series of studies, one aflwinsed the inventory to explore the
relationship between training level and CSE. Mgpecifically, the authors examined the
relationship between CSE and level of training flegdars, masters, and doctoral degrees), years
of experience (none, two to eight, and nine to 88§l the amount of supervision experience in
semesters (none, one to three, four to six, anensew17). They hypothesized that the master’s
level counselors and the doctoral level counsgisyrhologists would have higher CSE levels
as measured by the COSE. They expected that cthailg with advanced degrees would have
more exposure to mastery experiences, modelingsacidl persuasion, and less physiological
arousal than those with less training.

The results were as the hypotheses predicted. WsenGOSE scores as the dependent
variable, Larson et al. (1992) conducted an ANOdAdach level (training, counseling
experience, supervision experience) and then exaimiithin group differences using post hoc

analyses. The findings revealed a significant nefiect for the level of training and a post hoc
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pairwise comparison demonstrated that master’'s auenselors and counseling psychologists
had significantly higher CSE than bachelor’'s lex@linselors. Similarly, there was a main effect
for years of experience and further post hoc aeslysdicated that participants with no
experience had significantly lower CSE than thog&h wo to eight years or nine to 39 years of
experience. A main effect for semesters of supaniwas also found, with post hoc
comparisons yielding a significant difference bedwéhose with no supervision and those who
received supervision on all three of the remainévgls. Taken together, these findings suggest
that the level of training, counseling experienad aupervision experience should be used to
predict whether counseling psychologist trainedshave high or low CSE: the more advanced
training and experience should reveal higher effidavels.

Since the previous studies only found differencasvben two groups of professional
development (little to no experience versus advari@@ning), Melchert et al. (1996) examined
CSE across the entire range of professional dem@dop To assess CSE, the authors developed
a self-efficacy scale which they labeled the Colorseelf-Efficacy Scale (CSES). The
participants included first and second year mastrdents, doctoral students, and professional
psychologists. Counseling psychology studentstdated the largest portion of the sample.
Years of experience ranged from none to more thayears.

Melchert et al. (1996) hypothesized that self-eiffiz would correlate positively with
training and experience. To test this hypothd®ssaiuthors conducted a multiple regression
using level of training and experience as the iedeent variables, analyses of variance with
CSES scores as the dependent variable, and poanafses. The findings from the multiple
regression demonstrated that both level of traimimg) experience significantly predicted self-

efficacy. The level of training accounted for bliy more of the variance in self-efficacy scores
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than did the amount of experience. Increaseslirefecacy gained through the additional
training provided in doctoral programs were nole@tkd in participants’ scores who had
additional years of clinical experience with a neastdegree. The results from the ANOVA and
post hoc analyses revealed significant differemresng professionals who had different levels
of training and experience. There were significanhsistent increases in self-efficacy scores as
the training levels increased. Likewise, partiaifgavho reported five to ten years, ten to 15
years, and 15 or more years of experience hadfisigmily higher counseling self-efficacy
scores than those who reported less than five ygagperience. The authors pointed out that
the mean scores demonstrated a consistent indreaeacy levels as the years of experience
increased. This study contributed new informatmthe field of counseling psychology. It
demonstrated that there are significant increasssli-efficacy levels throughout training and
after employment. Furthermore, the finding thaeleof training accounted for more variance
than experience may speak to the importance ofsisggtraining level over experience.

Similar results were obtained during the developneéthe Career Counseling Self-
Efficacy Scale (CCSES). To demonstrate the rditgitzind validity of the CCSES, O’'Brien,
Heppner, Flores, and Bikos (1997) compared a saaigeunseling psychology graduate
students enrolled in career counseling coursesyohplogists who were employed at APA-
approved internship sites. The authors predidtatithe psychologists’ self-efficacy levels
would be higher than the graduate students and/daas of career counseling experience would
positively correlate to the scores. The scale adhsinistered to the graduate students and the
psychologists six different times in 16 week insv Dependent t-tests revealed significant
differences between pre- and post-test scorehéogtaduate students. There were consistent

increases in efficacy levels across time. LikewiBere were significant differences between the
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scores of the students and psychologists, witlpsiyehologists scoring highest. The statistical
analyses failed to demonstrate a significant @tetnip between efficacy levels and years of
experience in the post-test scores. The authggested that this finding could reflect the
significant impact that training has on efficacydks. In sum, O’Brien et al.’s (1997) research
further corroborates the hypothesis that trainevgl is related to CSE and that training may be
more influential than years of experience on CSE.

Leach and Stoltenberg (1997) examined the reldtetween CSE and developmental
level using Stoltenberg and Delworth’s (1987) Iméegd Developmental Model (IDM) of
supervision as a framework. Using the CounselielfySstimate Inventory (COSE) and the
Supervisee Levels Questionnaire-Revised (SLSQHRR)authors assessed master's and doctoral
counseling practicum students’ self-efficacy lewaisl developmental levels. Developmental
level was assessed through the SLSQ-R, which tiessesponses as either low (Level One) or
high (Level Two). These levels are based off efriain structures in Stoltenberg and
Delworth’s model: self and other awareness, mabtwatand dependency-autonomy. The
selected participants had experience with eithactieely depressed or sexually abused clients
and were grouped according to the amount of clidgreg had seen and the number of semesters
they had been practicing. Consistent with the rmasumptions of IDM, the authors
hypothesized that trainees would exhibit greatiresBicacy levels in anticipation of working
with clients with whom they had previous experien&milarly, higher developmental levels
were expected to positively correlate with seligzf€y levels.

Correlational analyses revealed a significant i@hship between the developmental
scores to semesters taken and number of clients dewel 2 related to participants with greater

numbers of clients and semesters completed and Leetated to those with less experience



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 22

and training. As expected, the statistical fingdifigm a Multivariate Analysis of Variance
(MANOVA) revealed significant differences betweeaarfipants classified as Level 1 and
Level 2 and among the number of clients seen & #to 6; 7 or more). Additional univariate
analyses found significantly higher self-efficaeyéls for Level 2 participants than Level 1.
They reported greater understanding of processssand greater confidence in their abilities to
work with difficult client behaviors. The statis#il analyses also demonstrated a significant
difference in efficacy levels when trainees repmbiecvious experience with sexually abused
clients but not for those who had experience wetictively depressed clients. According to
Leach and Stoltenberg (1997), this difference nedigct the novice counselors’ assumptions
about depressed clients. They suggested thae&mimay believe that reactively depressed
clients are easier to work with than sexually adusees and as a result, have more initial
confidence in their ability to bring about chandgéhe authors’ failure to control for potentially
confounding variables limits the generalizabilifitlnis study. For instance, this study would
have benefited from specifications regarding themnmeeof the participants’ training. If their
training was specifically geared towards treatnoémtepression or sexual abuse (e.g., evidence
based treatments) then they may have been mofg fkeake on clients with those presenting
concerns. Without this information, it is impodsibo know what factors contributed to the
differential efficacy (i.e., assumptions regardatignts, type of training, etc). In sum, the
findings of this study offer evidence to suppos tklationship of professional developmental
level to CSE, suggesting a significant, positidatienship, but the relationship between
experience and CSE remains unclear.

In her dissertation, Kocarek (2001) examined thetieships among CSE, anxiety,

developmental level, training level (courseworlguseling experience and counselor
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performance. Master’s level counselor students fdifferent training levels (pre-practicum,
counseling practicum, and field practicum) wereeasto complete the Counseling Self-Estimate
Inventory (COSE), State Trait Anxiety Inventory (&), and the Supervisee Levels
Questionnaire — Revised (SLQ-R). In addition,ghelents’ supervisors completed the
Counselors Evaluation Rating Scale (CERS) to astadents’ levels of performance.

Correlational analyses revealed CSE to have afgignt relationship with
developmental level (SLQ-R scores), anxiety (STARd training level, but not with counseling
experience. Out of all the variables, the develeptal level had the strongest, positive
relationship. Anxiety level was found to be the@® strongest relationship but was inversely
related to CSE. Interestingly, the findings intchthat counseling experience negatively
correlated with training level (number of coursehe same pattern of findings occurred for
counselor performance level as measured by the CER&d a significant relationship with all
variables except for experience and was inversated to anxiety. In addition, the findings
from regression analyses demonstrated that CSIe|ajemental level, amount of coursework,
and experience level are all significant predictdfrsounselor performance.

Consistent with previous research findings, CSEdaunificant, positive relationship
with trainee developmental level. Contrary to poes findings, CSE reports (COSE), ratings of
anxiety (STAI), and developmental levels (SLQ-R) dot predict performance (CERS) above
and beyond all other variables. On the other heodnselor developmental levels were
significantly different at each level of trainingre-practicum trainees had the lowest mean
efficacy scores and field practicum trainees hadilghest mean efficacy scores.
Developmental level was not found to function asalerator variable between amount of

training and CSE.
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One potential limitation of this study is that #ethor measured training in terms of
courses, which is a different degree of measurethantused by previous studies. Notable
limitations mentioned by the author pertain to essof multicollinearity, measurement, and its
overall design. Even though two of the predictarables, developmental level and CSE, were
highly correlated, it is impossible to know how rhuather of the variables contributed to the
results of the multiple regression analyses. ¢rargs to measurement of performance, the
author indicated that the use of CERS may havdyxted accurate assessments of overall
student performance at the different levels. Kekg2001) explained that the supervisors’
frames of reference could have been different wéimees of different levels. Also, the design
of the study was correlational in nature which prdes causal inferences regarding the nature of
the relationship between the explored variables.

In an exploratory study, Tang et al. (2004) examhifaetors that influence counselor self-
efficacy levels. Participants were separatedtwtngroups according to their training
backgrounds, which included CACREP and non-CACRé&tdPedlited programs. The authors
administered a demographic questionnaire and thi€8racy Inventory (SE-I) to all
participants. The statistical findings of a MANOV&vealed a significant difference between
the two groups in terms of the amount of coursksrtand the number of internship hours.
Although there was no significant difference in @teself-efficacy levels between the two
groups, there were moderate to strong positiveetaiions between self-efficacy and prior
experience and training. More specifically, théhaus found that course work, internship hours
and clinical hours are positively related to CSHe findings of this study led Tang et al. to
conclude that both trainee experience and ongoivmglvement in counseling activities help

trainees to develop more confidence in their aédito be effective.
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More recently, Kozina et al., (2010) examined clesnig counseling psychology
masters’ level students’ self-efficacy beliefs asra 16 week period of training. The authors
also explored whether changes would occur in e&tiedive skill development areas as
assessed in the COSE: micro skills, process, citalig client behaviors, cultural competency,
and self-awareness of values. Training was operalized as weekly academic instruction and
supervision in micro skills and case conceptudbimat Kozina et al., administered the COSE to
the participants on two separate occasions, withigint week time lapse. A paired two-tailed t-
test indicated a significant difference in scoresaeen the two testing times, although the effect
size was small. A MANOVA for repeated measures alestrated that there was a significant
difference among the five skill areas but followwpvariate tests only revealed a significant
increase in micro skills. Based on these findinigs,authors concluded that training can boost
efficacy beliefs over a short period of time anattherceptions of micro skills in particular are
especially susceptible to change. The generaliaabf these conclusions, however, are limited
by the insufficient sample size (n = 20) and honmegty of the sample with respect to gender
(female), ethnicity (Anglo-European), and trainlagel (novice counselors). In hindsight, the
authors acknowledged that the use of the COSE raay precluded accurate reflections of
efficacy beliefs. They contended that the COSEss=s efficacy beliefs regarding tasks with
which counselors are assumed to be familiar. Bealthat novice trainees may not be
knowledgeable in the assessed areas, the scoresangflect trainees’ perceptions of their
capabilities since they have no past experiencsecas a basis for their conclusions.

A relatively recent investigation into the singuildpact of supervision on CSE was
conducted on practicing counselors and doctoral Istudents (Cashwell & Dooley, 2001).

Cashwell and Dooley hypothesized that counselasiving supervision would have higher
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levels of CSE than the ones who were not receisuggrvision. The majority of the participants
were working at a community agency and four wera aounselor education doctoral program.
After the authors received permission from the camity agency to contact the staff members,
they asked the volunteers to fill out and retupaeket of questionnaires. Cashwell and Dooley
used the COSE to obtain measures of self-efficdayindependent t-test revealed a significant
difference in self-efficacy ratings between supsedi counselors and non-supervised counselors.
These results are consistent with the researclstiygests supervision positively impacts
counselors’ efficacy levels. From these findingg, authors argued for the necessity of
continued supervision upon completion of trainimg.addition to the corroboration of previous
findings, this study provided new information iretbense that clinicians who were not enrolled
in graduate programs or receiving additional tregnilemonstrated increases in CSE levels. In
other words, supervision alone improved CSE levelswever, the insufficient sample size in
this study and the homogeneity of the sample vasipect to professional level (graduated
clinicians) precludes generalizability of the fings to trainees in supervision. On the other
hand, additional research that recruited trainegsaplicate the results of this study.

Additional data suggested that the style of theestipor may impact perceptions of self-
efficacy in supervisees. Fernando and Hulse-Kyg@005) explored supervisor styles in
relation to supervisee satisfaction with supervisaad perceived self-efficacy levels. They
predicted that a relationship would exist amondhake constructs. The participants were
master’s level counseling students who receivedkiyesmipervision and were enrolled in an
internship class. Fernando and Hulse-Kilacky (3@3ked the counseling program directors to
distribute packets containing the inventories ®ghpervisors, who then distributed the surveys

to their supervisees. The participants complétedSupervisory Styles Inventory (SSI), the
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Supervisory Satisfaction Questionnaire (SSQ) ardX®SE. Multiple regression analyses
indicated that all three supervisor styles (ativagtinterpersonally sensitive and task-oriented)
explained over half of the variance (53%) of sups® satisfaction levels. More specifically,
interpersonally sensitive styles were significar@dictors of supervisee satisfaction. With
respect to self-efficacy, supervisor styles sigaifitly predicted perceived efficacy levels after
controlling for the following variables: supervisdevelopmental level, supervisee experience,
and supervisor type (faculty supervisor or doctstatient supervisor). However, subsequent
correlational analyses suggested that only thedaskited style had a strong, positive
correlation to perceived efficacy, with superviatiractiveness style being the weakest
correlation of all. The analyses failed to findeationship between supervisee satisfaction
levels and perceived self-efficacy. Taken togettierse findings suggest that a relationship
exists between the style of the supervisor andrsigee perceived self-efficacy when the
supervisor assumes a task-oriented style. How#nvsrstudy suffers from several limitations.
As indicated by Fernando and Hulse-Kilacky, seffemts of supervisor styles may have been
influenced by supervisee biases towards supervisdirailarly, the failure to control for
potential confounding variables, such as past sugien experience, precludes generalizability
of the findings.

In summary, the previous studies consistently destmated that the training level,
amount of experience, and developmental leveladhées are related to CSE, although the
nature of that relationship is still in questiddimilarly, the findings suggest that supervisees
who are at the doctoral level should have relaginggh CSE. The majority of the studies
reviewed up to this point examined how the amotittaining related to CSE with the inclusion

of supervision as a level of measurement. Howewernecessary to also explore how the
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quality of supervision impacts supervisee efficksels, not just the amount that trainees
receive. The supervisory relationship, also reféto as supervisory working alliance, is
considered to form the basis of supervision argetee as a major impetus to trainee
development. In line with this reasoning, the gyalf supervision can be explored through the
supervisory working alliance.

Supervisory Working Alliance. Initially, ‘working alliance’ was a psychoanalytierm
that was used to denote the relationship betwgmyehoanalyst and a client. However, Bordin
(1979) introduced the term ‘therapeutic workingaaite’ which encompassed all therapeutic
relationships, not just psychoanalytic ones. lorsitlient change was proposed to be a function
of the strength of the three aspects that constlttite working alliance: mutual agreement, tasks,
and bond. A strong working alliance requires agrea on goals (i.e., mutual agreement),
mutual understandings about the nature of the pleertac tasks necessary to fulfill those goals
(i.e. task), and shared feelings of trust, carefandness (i.e., bond). Later, the working allanc
was extended to the supervision of counselors sordee the change process of trainees (Bordin,
1983).

Similar to the proposed aspects of the therapailtance, the supervisory working
alliance encompasses mutual agreement on goalsneomnderstanding of the tasks at hand,
and the presence of an emotional bond. Giveniffexidg objectives of supervision and
therapy, however, the nature of the supervisorgralke is inherently more didactic. The aim of
supervision, to promote competency and to helpées reach professional goals, is reflected in
each constituent of the alliance. Goals and taskgeared towards enhancement of skills and
knowledge and similarly, the supervisory bond asssimmore professional quality than the

therapeutic bond: “the bonds required in the supery alliance typically fall somewhere

28
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between those of a teacher to class members arapisieto patient” (Bordin, 1983, p. 38).
Bordin indicated that several obstacles impedal#éwelopment of bonds in supervision,
including the evaluative component of supervisite, supervisor’'s gatekeeping role, and the
tension associated with the status difference batvgepervisees and supervisors. To transform
these obstacles into learning opportunities, Bond@intained that it is necessary to address all
three components of the alliance. Furthermorsdtobstacles speak to the importance of
fostering a strong working alliance: “all of thisakes the trust necessary for confronting one’s
innermost experiences and its impact on a ther@pgrdin, p. 38). Taken together, Bordin
(1979, 1983) was the first to offer a working défon of the supervisory alliance and to
highlight the impact that these relationships canehon trainee professional development.
While more precise and practical than past refeagmna working alliances, this
conceptualization is incomplete without the suppbdempirical research. As if in response to
this concern, Efstation et al., (1990) developedeasure of the working alliance, which resulted
in a revised definition.

The more recent conceptualization takes into adciwensocial influence process that
occurs in supervision. Efstation et al., (1990)ral supervisory working alliance as “that
sector of the overall relationship between theigigents in which supervisors act purposefully
to influence trainees through their use of tecHrkoawledge and skill and in which trainees act
willingly to display their acquisition of knowledgend skill” (p. 323). The studies conducted
during the construction of the Supervisory Work&itiance Inventory (SWAI) demonstrated
support for this definition. The authors foundttharceptions of the supervisor and supervisee
characterize the working alliance. Their findimgdicated that the working alliance can be

measured from both supervisor and supervisee peigge although the two are not identical.
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Factor analyses demonstrated that supervisorsdesiiphasize three components of the
alliance (client focus, rapport, and identificalievhereas supervisees consider the relationship
to be composed of two aspects (rapport and clasud). In brief, client focus refers to the
promotion of trainee understanding of clients; @ppeflects supervisor efforts to build a bond
through support and encouragement; and identifingiertains to supervisor perceptions of
trainee identification with them. Efstation et #L990) attributed the additional dimension
(identification) from the perspective of supervsto their greater knowledge and experience
with the profession. In addition to the provismiran empirically-based conceptualization of the
supervisory working alliance, the authors demotetr#hat the alliance is a significant predictor
of trainee self-efficacy levels. This was also oféhe first studies to examine how the
supervisory working alliance relates to variablesogiated with trainee development.

Research on the supervision process as it re@E€SE has demonstrated a relationship
with performance feedback, supervisor style (¢iglloway & Wolleat, 1981; Fernando &
Hulse-Killacky, 2005; Friedlander & Ward, 1984) psuvisor self-efficacy, and supervisor
behavior (Heppner & Roehlke, 1984). Even thoughdewe suggests the supervisory working
alliance plays a significant role in fostering siyigee competence and, similarly, that CSE is a
significant predictor of supervisee performanceyehhas been little empirical research on the
relationship between CSE and the supervisory wgrkihance.

Efstation et al.’s (1990) research included inwgzdtons into the relationship between
supervisory working alliance and counseling seficaty. The authors asked training directors
from internship programs and graduate programsumseling and clinical psychology to solicit
participation from supervisor-supervisee dyadseiiftesultant sample consisted of doctoral

level psychologists (supervisors) and studentsliearan professional psychology internship
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programs, counseling psychology programs, andcaimsychology programs. The trainees
were all at advanced levels in their training vathaverage of 5.7 years of experience. All
participants completed the Supervisory Styles Itmgn(SSI), the Self-Efficacy Inventory (SE-

) and the SWAI. Comparisons of supervisor styld aelf-efficacy to the supervisory working
alliance demonstrated positive correlations ofattience to supervisor styles and to self-efficacy
scores. More specifically, hierarchical regressioalyses revealed the rapport and client focus
of the SWAI to be significant predictors of supeea self-efficacy. Thus, from these findings it
appears that the supervisory working alliance stpely related to efficacy levels of advanced
level trainees. Subsequent research, howevezgdftol replicate this finding.

In his dissertation research, Ladany (1992) exathBardin’s (1983) hypothesis that
supervisee perceptions of the supervisory worklhgnae are predictive of changes in self-
efficacy levels and satisfaction with supervisidthe predicted that the supervisory working
alliance would have a positive correlation withqesved self-efficacy and satisfaction with
supervision both before and after controlling fourseling experience. He conducted his
investigation on students from counseling psychplaggrams (58.9%) and clinical psychology
programs (36.4%) who were at the doctoral (71%phaster’s (29.0%) level. The training level
of the students varied as they were either claskds beginning practicum (29.9%), advanced
practicum (19.6%), or internship/post-doctoratendl of the participants received individual
supervision from their supervisors prior to thedstuLadany asked participants to complete the
Working Alliance Inventory — Trainee Version (WAl Tthe Self-Efficacy Inventory and the
Trainee Personal Reaction Scale (perceived sdimfidon two separate occasions. He
collected the scores once after three to five weéksipervision and again after eleven to sixteen

weeks of supervision. To determine whether chamgtdee working alliance subscale scores



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 32

(Goals, Tasks, and Bond) from the first and sedestitimes were predictive of changes in self-
efficacy and satisfaction scores, he conducted lavadate multiple regression analysis. The
results indicated that the supervisory workingaaltie was a significant predictor of the
combined scores of perceived self-efficacy andstattion levels. More specifically, the
findings of univariate multiple regression analydemonstrated a significant, positive
relationship between the bond subscale of the sigmey working alliance and supervisee
satisfaction levels.

With respect to self-efficacy levels, the resuditeild to demonstrate that a significant
relationship existed between supervisory workiniguate and self-efficacy. Instead, Ladany
(1992) found that self-efficacy levels significanthcreased over time, which replicated previous
research findings that demonstrated a positiveioglship between self-efficacy levels and
experience. Taken together, Ladany’s findings sagthat there is not a significant relationship
between CSE and supervisory working alliance.

Another possible explanation, however, may bett@afindings of this study are
indicative of the limitations of this study rathtean the actual relationship between these
variables. To begin, Ladany (1992) relied on igiextive ratings of the supervisory
relationship. This data collection method in cowjiion with the time lapse between ratings
increases the chances that other potential modgradiriables influenced the scores. For
instance, although self-efficacy ratings signifitamcreased, the author could only conjecture
about the variables that may have been relatduetottange. Also, none of the participants had
previous experience with supervision. This seyerettricts the generalizability of the results to
trainees with any supervision experience. Congidehese points, further research was needed

to investigate the relationship between trainekefétacy and the working alliance in order to
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address the limitations of this study and explha¢ontradictory findings of previous research
(Efstation et al., 1990).

To do this, Ladany et al., (1999) conducted a eelatudy which also explored whether
supervisee perceptions of the supervisory worklhgnae is predictive of self-efficacy levels
and supervisee satisfaction with supervision. dmtrol for factors found to account for changes
in self-efficacy levels, the authors measured arpee levels and observed whether self-
efficacy expectations varied with changes in thekimg alliance at different time intervals. Pre-
supervision self-efficacy expectations were asskgsensure an accurate estimate of changes
resulting from supervision. The participants weneolled in doctoral and master’'s Counseling
and Clinical Psychology programs whose trainingelewere beginning practicum, advanced
practicum, and internship/post doctorate. Eachigqgant completed a pack of questionnaires
once between the third and fifth week of their suig@n and once again between the eleventh
and sixteenth week of supervision. The completedsures included the Working Alliance
Inventory — Trainee Version, the Self-Efficacy Intary, and the Trainee Personal Reaction
Scale. Overall, the ratings from these measures wansistent with Ladany’s (1992) earlier
research.

More specifically, supervisory working alliance hadignificant, positive correlation
with trainee satisfaction levels whereas no sutdtiomship emerged with trainee self-efficacy.
In other words, when the emotional bond betweerstipervisor and supervisee strengthened,
the trainees’ perceptions of their supervisory eigmee and themselves improved: “[W]hen the
emotional bond was viewed as becoming stronger towey, trainees also perceived their
supervisors’ personal qualities and performanceerpositively, they judged their own behavior

in supervision more positively, and they were ety more comfortable in supervision”
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(Ladany et al., 1999, p. 452). Although the pgraats’ self-efficacy levels changed
significantly over time, the findings indicated thainee experience level was not the reason for
this change. In other words, experience levelsmifdefficacy levels were not significantly
related. Taken together, these results contradstation et al.’s (1990) findings that a positive,
significant relationship exists and instead sugtfestthere is no such relationship. However, it
is important to note that Ladany et al.’s attengptdntrol for potential moderating variables was
unsuccessful: the experience level of traineesidicexplain the increase in efficacy levels.
Because of that, interpretations of the resultsrappropriate since other unknown variables
may have influenced the results.

Prior to Ladany et al’'s (1999) study, Strauss (3@®hducted dissertation research to
investigate the relationship between supervisatiofa and CSE factors. In particular, Strauss
studied the five common supervisory factors foun8ordin (1983), Efstation et al. (1990), and
Friedlander and Ward’s (1984) supervision theoti@sk-oriented, interpersonally sensitive,
attractive, client focus, and rapport. He expldtesirelationship among these factors to the five
self-efficacy factors that are assessed in the C@®é&toskills, attending to process, handling
difficult client behaviors, cultural competencedawareness of values. Strauss recruited
participants from a master’s level counseling paogr All students were enrolled in their first
practicum class and received weekly group supemvisindividual supervision was provided
two times over the course of one semester by time sapervisor who provided group
supervision.

To obtain measures of self-efficacy and supervisaciors, Strauss (1994) administered
the COSE, the Supervisory Styles Inventory (S, the Supervisory Working Alliance

(SWAI) to the participants nine weeks after the sst@r began. Strauss reasoned that this time
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frame allowed the students time to be exposed leaat two clients and one individual
supervision session. A total of 69 students cotefléhe study. Participants’ ratings of these
factors produced significant findings.

Specifically, Strauss (1994) found that four sdfieacy factors had a significant,
positive relationship to two of the supervisor tast The trainees’ perceived competence levels
with respect to using microskills, attending toqess, dealing with difficult client behavior, and
cultural competency were positively related to suiger emphasis on understanding of clients
(client focus) and on content (task-oriented).haltgh none of the relationship factors
(attractive, interpersonal sensitivity, and rappasre significantly related to self-efficacy
factors, the author pointed out that these fact@n® moderately skewed. That is, all
supervisors were perceived as supportive and toudty

To that end, it could be that relationship factemild have demonstrated a stronger
correlation if this element of the relationship wext as common. This corresponds with an
underlying premise of SCMCT, that the context & talationship (e.g., support) influences the
extent to which trainees are open to social legrexperiences, such as feedback concerning
client conceptualization or content related matdgtiarson, 1992). Strauss, however, came to a
different conclusion regarding this finding. Heintained that a focus on client and content in
supervision was more highly valued because thigigea more opportunities for trainees to
experience mastery. Similarly, Strauss referreBandura’s (1982, 1986) assertion that
“supportive and persuasive comments offered byrsigmes would not enhance self-efficacy
unless the individual actually experienced perfarogaaccomplishments” (p. 128). However,
none of the participants of this study had more thyae individual supervision session with their

supervisors, which is an insufficient amount ofeito develop a supervisory bond. Taken
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together, the lack of adequate exposure to sumegielationships makes it inappropriate to rely
on supervisee insight of the importance of an eonadi bond with supervisors. Furthermore, the
generalizability of these findings are limited bynmogeneity of the sample with respect to
ethnicity (Caucasian), gender (female) experiefde @ clients), supervision experience (half a
semester) and graduate level (masters). Altholugbetlimitations make it difficult to draw any
valid inferences, the similarities of these findirig previous research (Efstation et al., 1990)
necessitated further investigations into the reteghip between the working alliance and CSE.

Dissertation research conducted by March (2005)igeal mixed findings with respect
to the relationship between self-efficacy and tingesvisory working alliance. The primary
purpose of the study was to investigate the ralah@ps among supervisee self-efficacy, the
supervisory working alliance and supervisee seltldsure in counselor education students. The
participants had all completed at least one semets&ipervised practicum or internship and
their counseling experiences ranged from 100 t®10@rnship or practicum hours. Measures
of self-efficacy and the supervisory working alkenvere the COSE and the WAI-T,
respectively. A measure of self-disclosure wasetigped specifically for use in this study, the
Intern Self-Disclosure Questionnaire (ISDQ). Hoeethe use of this questionnaire produced
slight complications.

Due to the frequency of ‘Not Applicable’ (NA) resmes to half of the items on the self-
disclosure questionnaire, March (2005) deletedstemth the most NA responses and obtained a
new Cronbach’s coefficient. The researcher founadl 32 out of the 71 participants responded to
17 items without selecting NA. This finding led Mh to use two separate forms of the ISDQ, a
34-item ISDQ and a 17-item ISDQ. Identical analysese conducted on both samples, which

consisted of the original 71 participants (34-ittSDQ) and the 32 participants (17-item ISDQ).
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It was on account of these two separate samplédtinazh’s (2005) study produced
opposite findings. Linear regression analysedherotiginal sample indicated that the
combination of self-disclosure and supervisory wugkalliance explained a significant amount
of variance of supervisee self-efficacy. The tvaoiables were positively correlated to self-
efficacy levels. When the same analyses were pae on the revised sample (n = 32), the
results failed to demonstrate a significant relagtop among the three variables. On the other
hand, similar to findings from the original samelf-disclosure and working alliance were
positively correlated with self-efficacy. With pect to self-disclosure and self-efficacy, the
results of linear regression analyses failed toaestrate a significant relationship for both
samples although further analyses revealed a mwegadrrelation for both data sets.

To determine how much influence the supervisorykimgy alliance had on self-
disclosure and self-efficacy, March (2005) conddgiartial and correlation analyses. The
results from both the original and revised sampgi@anstrated a significant, negative
relationship between self-disclosure and self-affic That is to say, greater levels of self-
efficacy led to significantly less self-disclosumgtrainees. To explain this finding, March
posited that increases in supervisee confideneaddaway also lead to a false sense of
competence which, in turn, would cause supervigepsrceive disclosures or discussions of
counseling related issues as less important or eneacessary. With respect to supervisory
working alliance and self-efficacy, a significapgsitive correlation emerged from the original
sample whereas the revised sample’s findings redeat insignificant, positive relationship. To
account for previous research findings and thetidel®f items that frequently elicited the ‘not
applicable’ response, March (2005) concluded tmatésults from the revised sample may be a

more accurate depiction of the nature of the rahstiip.
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Such conclusions are inappropriate, however, giliedimitations of March’s (2005)
study. March failed to provide evidence for théidity of the self-disclosure questionnaire.
Although he indicated that face validity was deteed, there were no reports to substantiate
this claim. Furthermore, although item responsseahstrated strong internal reliability, with
Cronbach’s coefficient alphas of .88 and .91, trestenates were based on the participants’
responses in the current study, and no relial@ktymates existed beforehand. The self-report
measures of supervisees may have further weakbreadlidity of the results since participant
responses could have portrayed themselves in ayaoksght to the researcher. In addition,
March’s (2005) sample consisted solely of counsetlucation students, thus restricting
generalizability of these results to superviseeslk in different but similar programs.

Lastly, March’s (2005) conclusion that the revisedsion of the ISDQ questionnaire was
“a more accurate reflection of reality” is unfouddg.70). Without information regarding the
validity of the measure, it is inappropriate to maonclusions about the relationship between
supervisee self-disclosures and self-efficacy pesusory working alliance. There is no way to
determine which of the two datasets best represamsrvisee experience. With that said, the
contradictory findings regarding the relationshgivieeen self-efficacy and the supervisory
working alliance warrants further investigationo¥#ded that supervisee non-disclosure is
considered to be a form of impression managemieatimexpected negative relationship
between self-disclosure and self-efficacy offenmisansight into how impression management
strategies might correlate with CSE.

Humeidan (2002) sought to clarify the relationdbgbween counseling self-efficacy and
the supervisory working alliance by including aretkiariable, social influence, in his

investigation. He hypothesized that supervisorykimg alliance and perceptions of supervisor



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT

social influence would be significant predictorsG8E. For the most part, participants were
enrolled in counseling psychology programs (92%) were either master’s level students
(47%) or doctoral level students (51%). The doratf supervisory relationships at the time of
the study ranged from one to 24 months and coungsekperience ranged from one to four
years. Humeidan asked participants to complet&tipervisor Rating Form — Short Form
(SRF-S), the COSE, the SWAI-T, and a supervisosgdptor form developed specifically for
use in this study.

Humeidan’s (2002) dissertation research findingaatestrated support for his
hypothesis. Correlational analyses revealed aipeselationship of CSE to the supervisory
working alliance and to experience level and, lils®ya positive correlation emerged between
supervisory working alliance and social influende.other words, supervisees who reported
higher levels of CSE also reported a strong worldiignce. Similarly, supervisees who
indicated that they had strong working alliancethwheir supervisors also perceived their
supervisors as having a significant, positive ieflage on them. Neither counseling self-efficacy
nor experience level demonstrated a relationshgotmal influence and no relationship was
found between supervisory working alliance anchaiexperience level. Hierarchical
regression analyses indicated that supervisory workiliance, perceptions of social influence,
and experience level were each significant presatd counseling self-efficacy. Likewise, the
combined effect of all three variables emerged sig@ficant predictor of CSE, with the
working alliance as the strongest predictor. Témalts of this study suggest that supervisory
working alliance and self-efficacy are related #mefefore, should be taken into consideration

when investigating supervisee confidence in theimseling-related abilities.
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However, an exploratory study that examined thati@iship of supervisory working
alliance and CSE to supervisee development dighromtuce similar results (Mirgon, 2007). The
secondary purposes of this dissertation researoh twenvestigate the relationship between the
supervisory relationship and CSE and to study tmvergent and predictive validity of the
Supervisory Working Alliance Inventory-Trainee Viers (SWAI) and Supervisee Levels
Questionnaire-Revised (SLQ-R). Mirgon administateel COSE, the SLQ-R, and the SWAI to
current students and graduates of master’s comgsglograms. The participants were
practicum students, internship students, postsistep counselors or licensed counselors. Based
on the results of the discriminant function anayghe author concluded that there were three
trends within the data: counselor skills and caerfick, supervisor helpfulness, and rapport with
supervisor. Correlational analyses demonstratedienade to strong, positive relationships
among the subscales of the SLQ-R and the COSEelthandicating a correlation between
developmental level and CSE and demonstrating extedoncurrent validity between the two
measures. On the other hand, the findings fadedveal a significant relationship between
supervisory working alliance to developmental lewmeto self-efficacy. It is likely that Mirgon’s
findings were influenced by the restricted samalkeparticipants were enrolled in the same
master’s program from a medium sized universityaled in the southwest. Therefore, the
findings cannot be generalized to students enraligntograms that are part of larger or smaller
universities; in a different location; or are oéttloctoral level.

Smothers (2010) attempted to reconcile the disertefpadings by exploring whether the
supervisory working alliance would be related taEG#hen supervisee attachment styles were
taken into account. Put another way, the authgrstigated how supervisee attachment style

influences the supervisory working alliance andumm, how the alliance then impacts CSE.
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Using the Experience in Close Relationship ScaleRE), the WAI-T, and the COSE, Smothers
assessed the attachment style, working allianaksalf-efficacy levels of master’'s and doctoral
level students. The majority of the students veemmlled in APA-accredited counseling
psychology programs (54%) from universities actbsscountry. The length of supervision
relationships were either less than one semes3éb)8r two to five or more semesters (62%).
Smothers asked the training directors of the usities via email to forward an invitation to
participate to the current students. The partidipaompleted the measures through an online
website.

Overall, Smothers’s (2010) study corroborated masiresearch that implied a
relationship existed among the proposed variabldé®e author hypothesized that years of
graduate training would be significantly relatedX8E and, as predicted, a significant difference
emerged between CSE and training. Fourth yeaodaatudents reported the highest efficacy
levels followed by fifth, third, second, first apde-doctoral level students, in that order.
Similarly, greater levels of experience reflectedager CSE. The results of the structural
equation model indicated that attachment stylesi@@nt and anxious) influence counseling
self-efficacy levels through the supervisory r@aship. Put another way, the bond and task
components of the supervisory alliance mediatesdla¢ionship between attachment styles and
CSE.

With respect to the relationship between superyistiance and CSE (separate from
attachment styles) only the supervisory task waadao significantly predict; a positive
correlation emerged. In other words, the percestgeervisory task appeared to facilitate higher

levels of CSE, which offered partial support foe iroposed relationship. This contradicted
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previous findings that the perceived bond betwegevisor and supervisee is significantly
related to CSE.

Smothers (2010) posited that the relationship teebaccounted for by supervisee
attachment styles; however, the methodology ofghidy (data collection at a single point in
time) makes causal inferences such as this inapptep With that said, it appears that a
relationship between CSE and supervisory workifigrade exists, but the extent of that
relationship still remains unclear. Furthermohe tise of self-report measures and homogeneity
of the sample with respect to gender (female) andigty (Caucasian) in this study limit the
generalizability of findings. Therefore, it is uear as to whether other supervisees would rate
their experiences similarly to the participantsio$ study.

In summary, both theoretical and empirical reseiahhighlighted the importance of
the supervisory working alliance on superviseegssibnal development. However, what is less
clear is the relationship between the supervisargkimg alliance and CSE. On one hand, there
appears to be a significant, positive relationstmg on the other, no relationship at all. Due to
the numerous limitations of the studies (e.g., métthogy, sample, different measures of CSE),
it is impossible to conclude that one finding imare accurate depiction of the relationship over
another. To add to that, the majority of the stgdire dated; all but one study was conducted
prior to the year 2003. Given that both of thesgables have been related to the use of
impression management, an understanding of theentiteir relationships would provide useful
information. However, it is important to first iew the theoretical background of impression

management.
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Impression Management Theory

Impression management is a relatively new constitsctonception can be traced back
to only as late as the1950s. Impression managetieeived from ideas that formed the basis of
symbolic interactionism. Symbolic interactionipt®posed that behaviors carry symbolic
meanings that influence how others respond to iddais (Cooley, 1902; Mead, 1934). Erving
Goffman (1959) was the first to propose that indlixls strategically manipulate behaviors to
convey specific meanings to others and, likewisierpret others’ behaviors as a reflection of
the self and of the perception others form of thassing theatrical performance as a metaphor
for social interactions, Goffman (1959) applied phimciples of these theories to analyze
interpersonal relationships. His theory on theirebdf self-presentation became the theoretical
foundation for research on impression managemenédifter. Subsequent research
demonstrated support for impression managemenkythdach, in turn, produced more studies
that led to additional, in-depth explanations opression management. Script theory and
attributional theory, for example, have contributedknowledge regarding how and why
individuals engage in impression management (Skklerd980).

Goffman. Through a dramaturgical analysis of interpersoeakdtions and interactions,
Goffman (1959) demonstrated that behaviors witbitiad settings reveal how individuals wish
to be perceived and treated. Using qualitativenodd, he devised classifications for the various
elements of social encounters and framed thesesaksnm terms of a theatrical performance.
He labeled individuals in social encounters acemgdo the analogous parts they would play if
they were at a play. That is, individuals who ngenanpressions would be the actors, or
performers, whereas the individuals to whom there@apions are targeted would be the

audience.
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Goffman (1959) suggested that all individuals uspression management to convey the
meaning of their actions and to express their itetd others. He claimed that the transmittance
and acceptance of impressions is essential foalsimteractions to flow smoothly. Individuals
are hypothesized to act out a line, which is “dgratof verbal and nonverbal acts by which
[they express their] view[s] of the situation ahdough [their] evaluation[s] of the participants,
especially [themselves]’ (Goffman, 1967, p. 5). Goffman, the question of whether
individuals intend to act out a line is irrelevakie asserted that a performer’s involvement in a
social interaction implies that a stance has bakert “The other participants will assume that
he has more or less willfully taken a stand... iido deal with their response to him he must
take into consideration the impression they hawasibdy formed of him” (Goffman, 1967, p. 5).
Thus, others ascribe particular images to persassdon the impressions that are emitted, and
performers in turn lay claim to the positive valassociated with the respective roles. Goffman
also suggested that individuals associate themselith these images by putting on a face, or
mask. He used the term “face” to refer to the aspbof images portrayed in social interactions:
“Face is an image of self delineated in terms giraped social attributes — albeit an image that
others may share” (Goffman, p. 5). All participamt social interactions seek to maintain face
and to act out their respective lines becauseadbtso would break the natural progression of
social interactions.

Goffman’s (1959, 1961a, 1961b, 1967; 1971, 197dywof impression management
rests on several fundamental suppositions (Branah®8v). First, he maintained that the self is
formed through social interactions. In other wottie self is a product of public performances
that are accepted and validated by others. Thrpedglormances individuals make public claims

about the self and, in turn, public validation loé¢ respective claims leads individuals to integrate
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these claims as a valid conception of the selfividdal performances are hypothesized to be
constrained, however, in deference to ones that@rsistent with their respective social statuses
and roles in society. Failure to be constrainedeteses the likelihood of public validation.

In that same vein, impressions are limited by thestraints of reality. That is,
personality traits, physical attributes, and peas@ossessions must be consistent with the
portrayed image to be accepted by others. Higalyed images, as accorded by societal
standards, are not always attainable. For instand&iduals may value education but not have
the access to the necessary resources to obtaugation. In addition to resources, individual
claims are restricted to images associated withdbpective roles, statuses and relationships.
Adherence to the societal expectations of the pmdo self serves to maintain the ritual order of
social life, and in turn individuals are able todimtain face.” Acceptance and validation of
others’ claims further promotes the maintenandaaé; this establishes a norm of reciprocity in
which individuals work under the understanding #eth will support the other’s claims. This
unspoken agreement, and therefore social ordstrgegthened by adherence to social norms.
With that said, Goffman (1961b) also emphasizede¢hdency to act in ways that will bolster
self-esteem and noted that if an opportunity ayigesn this tendency will take precedence over
maintaining the status quo (Branaman, 1997).

Another key element the dramaturgical theory séelexplain is why individuals engage
in impression management. In line with this viawdividuals are driven by the desire to act
according to moral values and by the desire to mdaie others. According to Goffman (1959),
these drives cannot be examined independently beaateciprocal relationship exists between
the two. On one hand, Goffman recognizes that Imgntend to be concerned with upholding the

moral standards of society. When this is the camagerns arise out of the social self. However,
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individuals are not necessarily concerned withrgcitn ways to uphold the moral standards;
rather, the greater emphasis is placed on givihgrofmpression of morality (Goffman, 1959).

Goffman’s (1959) depiction of the nature of sodifal therefore entailed constant
vacillations between morality and manipulationkd.the self, morality is presumed to be a
product of social life; customary social exchanfyetion as an affirmation of the innate right
to respect and to ethical treatment. These verabkotuals that bolster the moral principles
governing society are preserved through face-wibik, is, through manipulation of impressions.
Even when individuals are driven by internal staddaf morality, to fulfill these standards they
must give off the impression that they are moral belp others to do the same. Therefore,
individuals claim images of morality through setfhr@ancement and manipulation and can be
driven by the desire to benefit the self, othersamiety as a whole.

Lastly, Goffman (1974) proposed that the meaningoafal experience depends on the
frame, which is the context of social events. Traene gives significance to events by placing
them into context which then gives meaning to tttevay, that is, to all of the impression
management related activity (Branaman, 1997)s ilnportant to know that how social
experiences are framed not only gives meaning timqmeances but defines the identities of the
performers as well. These identities are social,sotial structures and social organizations,
however, strongly influence the framing of socigberiences (Branaman; Goffman). The
images associated with socially constructed vaemlduch as gender and class, are predefined
by societal standards, and assumptions about dtlheesl on social constructs also frame
individual experiences in social interactions. &m@nces can contradict these assumptions,

however, and influence social structures. Takegetteer, Goffman theorized that the overall
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context of social experiences guides how thoserestpees will be interpreted by performers and
audiences alike.

Furthermore, he held that individuals use impressi@anagement as a means to construct
their identities. The assumption is that the auckés impressions of the performers become a
reality for the audience, and therefore, a redditythe performer. Individuals enact multiple
roles with their audiences through the masks, cafathey wear when in the company of
different audiences and in different contexts. c&ssful portrayals of favorable images are
integrated and failed ones are discarded. Likewistavorable images can also become
integrated, such as when individuals consisteiailyat eliciting a favorable impression. For the
most part, however, individuals work to maintaioaasistent mask across similar types of
encounters (Goffman, 1959).

There are two certain conditions that make impogssianagement possible. The first
condition applies to the individual level: the nvatiion and impetus that drives individuals to
impression manage. The second condition applidsetdynamics between persons, which is
also the condition that makes it possible for imdlials to maintain face in social interactions.

In Goffman’s (1959) view, all participants in a sdanteraction seek to maintain
equilibrium and operate under the assumption ttiedre share the same intention. In line with
this view, all interactions are governed by an igiphgreement that each will help the other to
maintain the desired face. Individuals rely oneoshto cooperate with them and enter social
situations prepared to support each other’s pedages. On account of this approach to
interactions with others, individuals are thoughbe generally successful in their endeavors.
Goffman indicated that individual awareness isrded towards others and towards the self,

which he labeled as defensive and protective atemnts, respectively. An individual assumes
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“a defensive orientation toward saving his own fand a protective orientation toward saving
the other’'s face” (Goffman, 1959, p. 216). In sumdjviduals not only manage impressions but
are also respectful and accepting of the impresdioat others wish to elicit in them.

In line with the dramaturgical perspective, two gaments drive the dynamics of
relationships. First, by force of circumstancéatienships are upheld through individuals
establishing a reciprocal dependence. Individoemtain relationships with one another by
supporting their roles in performances and by emggign complementary roles. In other words,
performers are able to form and maintain relatigpgsshecause they are each able to trust that the
other will respect their chosen performance (daéniof the situation). Second, participants in a
relationship cooperate with one another to perftoman audience. Since each recognizes that
together they are putting on a performance forrstfeudience), they also acknowledge that they
cannot put on that same performance for one anotheffman (1959) labeled this component
reciprocal familiarity and described it as “a kioidintimacy without warmth...a formal
relationship that is automatically extended aneing as soon as the individual takes a place on
the team” (p. 83). In sum, both components arergsd for relationships to survive. Reciprocal
dependence allows respect to develop and recipfacaliarity enables empathy and acceptance
to occur.

Just as individual roles can vacillate betweengrerér and audience, individuals can
also consider themselves and imaginary others tbdeaudience. Thus, performer and
audience can be one in the same. For example, wtemduals come to believe performances
they previously questioned, their newly acquirdftiseliefs can lead them to act in ways that are
consistent with these beliefs in the absence a@rsthWhile beliefs regarding the self often

guide presentations to the self, Goffman (1959psested that the internalization of societal
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values and social norms of propriety also leagwitaate performances. “When a performer
guides his private activity in accordance with irpmyated moral standards, he may associate
these standards with a reference group of some #ind creating a non-present audience for his
activity” (Goffman, 1959, p. 81). In this case @n&dience is referred to as an imagined
audience. The idea is that through socializatmo the dominant culture’s norms, individuals
come to understand the rules of conduct, whetlesr plertain to the law, morality, ethics, or
etiquette. Similarly, Goffman (1967) later indiedtthat “the rules of conduct transform action
and inaction into expression and whether the inldizi abides by the rules or breaks them,
something significant is likely to be communicat€p’51). Thus, when dealing with others,
imaginary or real, there are implicit rules of cantiregarding how individuals should relate
with one another. Awareness of who comprises titgeace offers insight into the behaviors of
performers, but social exchanges are best understben the context of the interaction is also
taken into consideration. According to Goffmansiimpossible to understand the structure of
social interactions among characters without takmg account the context of the exchange.
Just as individuals change their ways of relatitgmvthey interact with different
persons, they also change their goals. Thus,sagoals and social performances change to fit
the situation and the audiences with whom theyagate It is important to note, however, that
individuals differ as to whether they adjust th@rformances according to the audience’s
reactions. For some, the audience’s reactions aaleect impact on subsequent behaviors.
These individuals closely monitor the audience&t®ns and then incorporate this feedback as
a means to determine how they should proceed. r@ttiiduals’ performances, however, are

based on personal estimations of which behavidiaitray the desired images, regardless of
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others’ responses to them. According to Goffm&b@), the goals of performers are best
understood when the performers ‘definition of theation’ is identified.

Performers elicit favorable impressions by impnegsheir definition of the situation
onto their audiences. When individuals defineditgation they succeed in conveying their
conceptions of the self, the audience, and thesdthat governs the rules of decorum and
politeness. These self-presentations provide mmédion about the self which, in turn, serves as a
guide for others. To illustrate, individuals conmzate their views of themselves, their
evaluations of others, and their personal defingiof the situation to one another. If by these
means they control the definition of the situatimwljviduals succeed in conveying how they
expect to be perceived and treated and, similadw they intend to treat others:

[Clontrol is achieved largely by influencing thefidéion of the situation which the

others come to formulate, and [the performer] cdluénce this definition by expressing

himself in such a way as to give them the kindhgbriession that will lead them to act

voluntarily in accordance with his own plan. (Go&#m 1959, pp. 3 -4)

In line with this view, a key component of impressimanagement clearly involves controlling
the definition of the situation; it influences bdhe roles of the actors and the impressions made
on the audiences. The definition of reality isabished through a continuous series of
negotiations in which performers accept or rejelsers’ portrayals within a given performance.
In sum, the types of impressions individuals rayrdepend on a complex interplay
between the characteristics of the person, thelpewpmages with whom they interact, and the
particular situations in which they perform. Indiwith Goffman’s (1959) theory, impression
management is present in all interpersonal deahngsoperates through an implicit agreement

among the participants in the interaction. Sinylarelationships are maintained through
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reciprocal dependence and reciprocal familiaritipveng for social interactions to flow
smoothly. To elicit a particular impression, indvals associate their personal images with the
symbolic meanings attached to the setting. Thelkentiaeir appearance consistent with the
desired image, and they act in a manner that wiifiom that image. In so doing, individuals
strive to impress upon others their definitiontwé situation. That is, they convey their view of
reality and how others should perceive and treanthTo define the situation, according to
Goffman’s (1959) theory, is to manage impressions.

Definitions of Impression Management.In the literature, the ternfsmpression
management” and “self-presentation” are either usedchangeably (e.g., Jones & Pittman,
1982) or are referred to as separate but relatestiewts (e.g., Leary, 1996; Schlenker, 1980).

In most cases, references to impression managearedtawn from a comprehensive definition
that covers all attempts to control others’ penceyst  Self-presentation, on the other hand,
refers most often to a specific form of impressimnagement; it refers to attempts to control
information directly related to the self. Thuspirassion management represents all attempts to
control impressions, regardless of the contenhefinformation controlled, whereas self-
presentation concerns only the presentation o$élfe So for purposes of this literature review,
the terms will be treated as separate construdis. separate definitions are more suitable than a
single, generic definition for both concepts beedlrey provide greater clarification and are
generally considered to be separate terms witl@nnipression management literature.

A generally accepted definition of impression mamagnt is that it is the attempt to
control the type of information conveyed about$k#, an idea, an object, or an event (Goffman,
1959). However, there is little consensus regarthe nature and scope of impression

management. Two perspectives are presented thoatighpression management research.
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Depending on which perspective is adopted, thetoartss either depicted as a ubiquitous and
natural part of the interpersonal process or asaipalative and deceitful control strategy
employed by certain types of individuals. Moreafieally, there is disagreement in the
literature concerning whether the use of impressi@nagement is genuine or egoistical, and
whether it is ubiquitous.

Impression management has been conceived botea@sah behavior that occurs under
limited conditions (Buss & Briggs, 1984; Jones &tfAan, 1982) and as a permanent underlying
feature of social interaction (Goffman, 1959; Ledr§96; Schlenker, 1980; Schlenker &
Weigold, 1992; Schlenker & Pontari, 2000; SilveS&hlenker, 1981; Snyder, 1983). These
separate viewpoints are related to factors ateibtd increased self-awareness and the
motivation to manage impressions (e.g., personatignvironmental factors). In line with
Schlenker and Weigold’s description, these viewfsoame best categorized as restrictive and
expansive positions.

Researchers who argue in favor of a more resteatigw of impression management
suggest that there are specific situational ansigmeity variables that lead to impression
management. To illustrate, Buss and Briggs (198dpested that impression management
occurs only when the following conditions are pregsextrinsic rewards are dependent on
individual performance, such as a positive evatutihe formality of the setting requires
decorum; and individuals are the center of attentibhese authors also argued that certain
personality characteristics (shyness, public saffsciousness, and self-monitoring) increase the
likelihood that individuals impression manage unii@se conditions. Jones and Pittman (1982)
expanded on these specifications and listed camditinlikely to evoke impression

management, including the following: intellectuadks that demand undivided attention;
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preoccupation with emotional arousal; customaryad@xchanges that are habitual; and intimate
relationships. Based on these parameters, impreasanagement can be hypothesized to be
elicited only under specific conditions and by widuals who are characterized as self-monitors,
self-conscious, and shy.

Those in favor of an expansive view, on the otlard) argue that impression
management cannot be conceived of as a behavioodbars under limited conditions until
impression management related behaviors are difieted from non-related ones. This is a
noted limitation of the restrictive position (Schker and Weigold, 1992; Schlenker & Pontari,
2000). As Schlenker and Pontari pointed out, tlsasegories (expansive and restrictive) help to
specify factors that are indirectly related to iegsion management, such as motivation and self-
awareness. Thus, impression management cannepbeased from social interactions; it is a
ubiquitous feature of interpersonal exchanges.

In contrast to the restrictive view, the amounatiéntion paid to impression management
concerns is hypothesized to determine the natutteeoinage presented. Attention, according to
the expansive view, is directed towards relevantems when self-awareness is heightened.
Increased awareness is hypothesized to occur ftiiphewreasons, including evaluative
conditions and lessened confidence in one’s alibityuccessfully execute a given task.
Consistent with the restrictive view, attentionaedtion towards impression management
reflects a personality trait; when individuals héwe levels of self-consciousness, they are
unlikely to impression manage because their atinatare not geared towards making specific
impressions. The expansive view, however, argugsattention only influences whether

impression management behaviors are consciouscongaious acts (Schlenker, 1980).
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To emphasize this point, researchers who takexpansive perspective have
distinguished between conscious and unconsciousatsans of impressions. For instance,
Schlenker and Weigold (1992) labeled impressionlegmpn as the “goal-directed activity of
controlling information about some object or evemtjuding self” and impression management
as the actual behaviors employed to regulate floenmation (Schlenker & Weigold, p. 138).
Impression regulation requires self-awareness,vatbn to manage impressions, and conscious
effort. The absence of impression regulation iegh lack of conscious awareness, not the
absence of impression management. Likewise, LaadyKowalski (1990) proposed that two
separate processes, impression motivation and ssipreconstruction, underlie self-
presentational behaviors. Impression motivaticthésdesire to create a specific impression of
the self in others’ minds and involves processasldad to a heightened awareness of others’
perceptions and increased motivations to contaselperceptions. Impression construction
involves the processes used to determine whichdsgwns will be portrayed.

In sum, there are two opposing views on the roleetffawareness and attention in
impression management. One viewpoint assertattettion towards impression management
is a function of individual makeup while the otlmeaintains that impression management occurs
regardless of whether individuals are self-consgi@awareness only impacts the degree to which
individuals are motivated to make impressions &edypes of impression that are made.

The expansive and restrictive positions also refléterences of view regarding the
authenticity of impression management. On one hamglession management is regarded as
deceitful (Buss & Briggs, 1984; Jones & Pittman82Pwhile on the other hand the genuineness
of presentations is recognized as existing on &rmamm. Honest and dishonest presentations

are likely to take place in social interactions, éaample (Baumeister, 1982; Goffman, 1959;
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Schlenker, 1980; Schlenker & Weigold, 1992). Witht said, the expansive view holds that
most conscious attempts to impression manage tedad to portray accurate, consistent
images of the self (Leary, 1996; Schlenker, 198Dy on rare occasions will the portrayals be
outright deceptive or exaggerations of the tru®ather, individuals seek to portray themselves
according to their self-view, although this chandepending on the types of person in the social
exchanges and on the circumstances (Leary; Schlel®®0,1992; Silver & Schlenker, 1981).
For example, the desire to manage others’ imprassiad responses toward them results in
different behaviors than those guided by valueslzatiéfs.

Arguments concerning the veracity of impression ag@ment are related to hypotheses
regarding the motivations associated with it.nipression management is deceptive then it
follows that there must also be self-serving, mébmtions. Advocates of the restrictive view
propose that individuals manage impressions onlgdétf-serving reasons, such as to gain power
and control over others or to get specific persaralts and needs met (Buss & Briggs, 1984;
Jones & Pittman, 1982 On the other hand, when impression managemeagjgsded as an
inherent part of social life and, in general, athantic then it is hypothesized to be related to
both personal gain and/or the benefit of otherdf{@an, 1959; Leary, 1996; Schlenker, 1980;
Schlenker & Britt, 1999; Schlenker & Pontari, 20@¢hlenker & Weigold, 1992; Silver &
Schlenker, 1981). The latter view, that of bemiefit others, was initially proposed by Goffman
in his preliminary discussions regarding impressiaanagement. He indicated that individuals
help others to ‘save face’ when others are faceld svthreat to their identity or are in the midst
of an embarrassing situation. In line with theangve view, then, concerns about the self and

others are both possible explanations for the iisamession management.
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Similarly, the expansive viewpoint holds that tleéf & not merely a product of social
life; rather, the self is thought to play an intggrart in determining social behaviors. In
particular, self-concepts, categorizations of #lé (self-constructs) and beliefs in the self to
successfully carry out behaviors (self-efficacy estptions) influence the use of impression
management:

The images people have of themselves shape asth@ved by social interactions. If we

know what people think about themselves, how theyuate their attributes, and what

they believe they can accomplish given their aftes and the situation, we can make
predictions about how they are likely to preseetntkelves to others, we can sometimes

make inferences about what they privately thinkheimselves. (Schlenker, 1980, p. 47)
Therefore, social experiences influence the setiuph reflected appraisals and comparative
appraisals. Reflected appraisals are perceptibothers’ impressions of the self which, in turn,
are integrated into the self-view. Likewise, comgpize appraisals are comparisons of the self in
relation to others that offer information about s®df relative to others. On account of social
experiences individuals categorize and evaluatasleé/es which then influences their self-
concepts. Taken as a whole, the self influencemisbehaviors, especially those motivated by
impression management concerns, and likewise, lsaq@riences influence the self. In sum,
theorists and researchers are divided in their viemwwhether impression management can be
regarded as a pervasive part of social life, ontiadrat is a genuine or deceptive attempt to
portray the self, and on whether it is a behawhat teflects purely selfish motives or both self-
serving and pro-social motives.

In this paper, impression management is definedrdowg to the expansive view. The

reason is that impression management is an inhpaghof social interactions involving both
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genuine and inauthentic portrayals of the selfgunded by either selfish or altruistic intentions.
The restrictive view recognizes only impression agement strategies related to inauthentic
self-portrayals that are motivated by selfish ititams. Consistent with the expansive view,
moreover, the factors hypothesized to influencéviddal sensitivity to the impressions that
others form include factors other than intentiarghsas increased levels of awareness and
attention, as well as motivation to manage impogssi The expansive perspective maintains
that the relationships among environmental faciatsrnal processes, and the actions of the self
and others play an important role in the use ofréepion management. That is, impression
management cannot be reduced to a single detemgrfeator, such as personality traits.

For these reasons, the expansive perspective dmeesponds with Bandura’s (1986)
Social Cognitive Theory (SCT), a theory that hasvpd to be applicable to counseling
psychologist trainees (Larson, 1998). Compatibte ®CT, the expansive perspective makes it
possible to treat supervision as the environmdatabrs, qualities such as self-efficacy, self-
awareness and motivation as internal processeshanélationship between the supervisor and
the supervisee as actions of the self and otleosial Cognitive Theory and the expansive view

show the role all these factors can play in usenpfession management.

Impression Management Research

Impression management had negative implicationssigarch until theoretical revisions
proved it to be a viable construct that was capabtdfering insight into the human condition.
Initially regarded as a nuisance variable in resgasuch as when participants responded in
socially desirable ways, researchers took measarglgminate it. At that time, given its
association with Machiavellian power schemes, ¢hiscept was of interest only to politicians,

advertisers and business persons (Schlenker & Wki§y892). Since the 1980s, however,
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different conceptual analyses provided a new out{@ehlenker, 2003). The earlier, restrictive
view of impression management was evidenced byesubat explored ingratiating behaviors
(Jones, 1964) and manipulation tactics (Buss & @id984). These studies were the first to
corroborate some of Goffman’s assertions. Them®iguestion that Goffman’s theoretical
propositions were a novel and invaluable souraafofmation; however, his narrative essays
were limited to his personal observations and amtéccounts. Thus, his theoretical
propositions lacked the objectivity and exactnbss $cientific research demands.

This missing component was first addressed by Jehals (1963), whose seminal
research on the nature of self-presentations pemtitie first empirical evidence to support the
existence of impression management. These resFarcise of objective measures and
controlled studies allowed for replication and #fere, validation of the proposed constructs.
Leary (1996) asserted that “Goffman tried to pedsuais readers whereas Jones tried to
“confirm and disconfirm particular theoretical idgethrough controlled experimentation” (p. 8).
Subsequent research uncovered factors that deeardifferent types of self-presentations.
Such factors included, but were not limited to,iglbstatus, interpersonal goals, personal
expectations of future interactions, others’ eviatues, and feedback (Leary, 1996). With the
expanded ability to connect self-presentationsiése¢ and other factors, impression management
theory proved to be valuable in understanding $@tianomena (Jones & Pittman, 1982; Leary,
1992; Schlenker & Pontari, 2000; Schlenker & Weilgdl992). Consequently, this area of
research began to be investigated by other profesisdomains, including clinical and
counseling psychology (Leary; Leary & Miller, 1986)

Numerous studies focused on providing evidenceithatession management is a

legitimate construct and a valid topic for futuesearch. As a result, there are now four general
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areas of research on impression management (LE29¢). One area of research establishes a
relationship between impression management andldoshaviors. A second area focuses on
motivations underlying impression management. i®tuih this area are based on the
assumption that behaviors are related to impresa@mmagement concerns. A third area
concerns factors that influence the types of ingogs that individuals aim to elicit. Not to be
confused with the second body of research, this efeesearch does not examine ‘why’
individuals impression manage, but rather, whaseaundividuals to choose certain impressions
over others. The fourth and final area examinesrtipact that impression management related
concerns have on individuals, both emotionally bekaviorally. In particular, this area
addresses the negative impact of impression maregesuncerns on affect and behaviors.

The concerns of this paper are centered on, arddet to add to the second area of
research mentioned above, motivations underlyingé@ssion management. The review that
follows covers studies that fall into this categanyparticular studies that offer insight into the
relationship between impression management ansughervision of upcoming counseling
psychologists. More specifically, consideratiofl Wwe given to research relating to supervisee

use of impression management, CSE, and the supgrwi®rking alliance.

Supervisee Impression Management

Conditions specific to supervision, evaluationtistehierarchy (power differential), and
dependency have a tendency to heighten concerhselitpresentations (Jones et al., 1963;
Jones & Pittman, 1982; Schlenker & Leary, 1982dn€&rning supervision, a supervisor’'s
impressions of a supervisee will, in part, deteentime supervisee’s passage into the profession.

According to impression management theory, wheividdals believe that important outcomes
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(including entry into the counseling psychologyfpssion) rest on others’ perceptions, they will
be more motivated to manage those impressions gJomittman; Schlenker & Leary).
Similarly, impression management motivations afswease when others are perceived
to be experts, high in status, or powerful (e.gpesvisors) because their opinions are perceived
to have more value (Schlenker & Leary, 1982). kespion management is especially likely to
occur in relationships in which a power differeh&aists, as in the supervisory relationship.
Jones and Pittman (1982) even described impressamagement as an attempt to boost or
uphold one’s power within a given relationship:
Formally, we define strategic self-presentatiothase features of behavior affected by
power augmentation motives designed to elicit @pghothers’ attributions of the actor’s
dispositions. Features of course include the malstie aspects of style and nonverbal
expressions, as well as the contents of overt Vedmamunications...such features
typically involve selective disclosures and omissiomatters of emphasis and toning
rather than of deceit and simulation (p. 233).
Given that trainees in graduate counseling psydyotwograms are required to receive
supervision and that their future employment parsts on supervisor evaluations of their
clinical performance, it is likely that they woub@ motivated to impress their supervisors.
Impression management theory predicts this byingjavaluation and hierarchy, two necessary
and unavoidable aspects of the supervisory relgtignto an increase in the likelihood that
persons will manage impressions.
Accounts of supervisee management of supervisoragspons are present in the
supervision literature; however, not all of thera Ebeled impression management. For the

most part, discussions concern supervisee resestart supervisee failure to disclose important
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information (Kadushin, 1968, 1992; Ladany et é98@; Yourman, 2003; Yourman & Farber,
1996). Terms used to describe these behaviommalegous to dated accounts of impression
management that portray it as manipulative anditfeceAs an example, Kadushin (1968,
1992) maintained that supervisee resistance andiseosure are manifestations of the games
that supervisees play to manipulate the level afaed placed on them; to change the dynamics
of the relationship; to reduce the power disparty] to gain control over the supervisory
situation. Similar depictions of supervisee bebes/continue today, as evidenced in Delano and
Shahs’ (2011) “modern version” of “games playedupervision” (p. 177). Interestingly, some
researchers demonstrated that impression managemsémtaites supervisees to withhold
information even though nondisclosure was not ifiedtas such (e.g., Ladany et al.). Other
researchers, however, have explicitly labeled sugpee nondisclosure as a self-presentational
strategy, that is, as impression management &cwartz, 2008). Taken together, the multiple
accounts of supervisee nondisclosure have significaplications for this study. First, they
suggest that supervisees do manage supervisorssipns and, second, that the nature of this
phenomena in the context of counseling psychologgss/ision remains unclear.

Supervisee NondisclosureSupervisee nondisclosure is a particularly prevaed
problematic behavior documented in the supervibterature (Hill, Thompson, & Corbett,
1992; Ladany et al., 1996). Supervisees withhaoldrmation that has important implications for
their training. To name a few examples, reportsasfdisclosures include situations or
conditions that negatively impact supervisee leayrfHsu, 2007); incidences that elicit shame
(Hahn, 2001; Yourman & Farber, 1996); perceivechgea in the style of the supervisor or

supervisory relationship (Hsu); and relationshifficlilties with the supervisor (Ladany et al.).
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This vital information would help supervisors pramdrainee learning, clarify
misunderstandings, gain insight into superviseekwesses and strengths, and provide feedback
to enhance supervisee competence. Ladany e©8b)suggested that the effectiveness of
supervision “rest[s] on the willingness of supeedas to share their concerns with their
supervisors” since “supervisors cannot help supees with concerns they do not know about”
(p. 10). Put more succinctly, “the unexaminedasdho fix” (Schwartz, 2008). With that said, it
is essential to review the nature of supervisealisoiosures according to the extant research.
To date, there are only six empirical studies aerntional nondisclosures by supervisees (Callis,
1997; Gulla, 2008; Hess, 2008; Ladany et al.; W&Miheeler, 1998; Yourman & Farber,
1996).

One of the first large-scale investigations intpexvisee nondisclosure explored the
nature, extent and importance of what superviskesecto withhold from their supervisors
(Ladany et al., 1996). Ladany et al.’s sample =ted of 108 trainees, the majority of whom
were from counseling psychology programs (63%)atrttie doctoral level (65%). All
participants were receiving individual supervisiorhe authors reported a mean of 15.73
supervision sessions. Ladany et al. (1996) adkedupervisees to give up to four examples of
nondisclosures for five areas of possible nondsaie; to indicate their reasons for the
nondisclosures; to rate the importance of the nieckmsed material; and to disclose whether
they discussed their nondisclosures with anyoneadtition, the researchers administered the
Supervisory Styles Inventory (SSI) and the SuperyiSatisfaction Questionnaire (SSQ).

The results indicated that the majority of supeess(97%) withheld information from
their supervisors. With respect to the contemtarfdisclosures, supervisees did not disclose

negative reactions to their supervisors (90%),geabissues (60%), clinical mistakes (44%),
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evaluation concerns (44%), general client obseyuat{43%), negative reactions to clients
(36%), countertransference issues (22%), posigaetions to supervisors (18%), and to a lesser
degree, supervisee-supervisor attraction (9% )neteunselor attraction (4%), and positive
reactions to clients (5%). Typical supervisee saador nondisclosures included “perceived
unimportance, the personal nature of the nondisoépsiegative feelings about the
nondisclosure, a poor alliance with the supervideference to the supervisor, and impression
management” (Ladany et al., 1996, p. 18). Theastfound that many supervisees believed
that disclosing information would not be helpfublahat supervisors lacked the competence to
help them. In addition, negative feelings (e.game, embarrassment) and a weak supervisory
alliance significantly influenced supervisee demisi to withhold information. In particular,
supervisees reported fears of being hurt by superyiand a general lack of trust. Concealment
of the withholding of information was achieved painty through passive attempts (i.e.,
avoidance of topic) (83%). Diversionary approa¢isesh as discussing other topics to divert
the supervisors’ attentions, were less common (1&9d)active approaches (informing
supervisors that they do not want to discuss sanggtiwvere rare (4%).

The findings also revealed a significant negatelatronship between supervisee
nondisclosures and supervisee satisfaction. lermgériess satisfied supervisees withheld more
information. When satisfaction levels were lowpervisee reasons for nondisclosures included
a poor supervisory alliance, supervisor incompeteand political suicide (i.e., concern about
negative consequences for evaluations and futwoeuerters). In addition, the authors
discovered that the nondisclosures were directited to both the perceived quality of

supervision and whether supervision was gearedrtsntheir developmental needs.
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Although all nondisclosures were significantly tethto the reasons mentioned earlier,
further analyses specifically revealed impressi@magement as underlying several types of
nondisclosures. To begin with, impression managemeasons were associated with
uncertainty or uneasiness about supervisor assassingupervisees (evaluation) that led to
nondisclosures. As indicated in an example praVioethe authors, a typical concern listed by
supervisees dealt with their reliance on supersigar future letters of recommendation. The
study also found that clinical mistakes and negateactions to supervisors were not disclosed
due to impression management reasons. Put ane#lyesupervisees withheld information
regarding evaluation concerns, clinical mistakes @@gative reactions in order to manage their
supervisors’ impressions of them. In fact, basethese findings, Ladany et al. (1996)
concluded that “supervisees may, at times, neéthibthe extent to which they disclose issues
that put them in a critical light. To this endpswvisees may use impression management

strategies” (p.18).

In addition, the content of the nondisclosuresteeldo impression management appear to

have similarities with the variables relevant ts 8$tudy: self-efficacy and the supervisory
working alliance. To illustrate, clinical mistake®re defined as “thoughts related to perceived
errors or inadequacy as a counselor” (Ladany 1986, p. 14). This definition resembles
Banduras’ (1986) conception of efficacy beliefsedple’s judgments of their capabilities to
organize and execute courses of action requirattan designated types of performances” (p.
391). The authors also found that supervisee isoladiures were related to the involuntary,
evaluative, and hierarchical aspects of supervisiReports of poor supervisory alliances and
negative reactions to supervisors underscoredghgatity of the supervisory relationship in

reducing behaviors associated with impression mamagt concerns.

64



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 65

Although the findings appear to suggest a relahgmbetween impression management
behaviors, specifically between a poor supervisasyking alliance and low efficacy beliefs, the
authors’ use of a different terminology preclude®aclusion of this kind. To add to that,
Ladany et al.’s (1996) research appears to havtetinvalue. The correlational nature of this
study and the failure to control for potential mading variables, such as the supervision
setting, makes it inappropriate to make causatemees.

A related study on supervisee nondisclosures wagwszied in the same year that Ladany
et al.’s (1996) findings were published. Yourma &arber (1996) explored common types of
conscious distortions by supervisees. In parti¢tiee authors sought to determine the
frequency of nondisclosures and the extent to wb&tain factors were predictive of conscious
omissions. They presented the Supervisory Quesion (SQ), a self-report questionnaire
developed for the study, to 93 doctoral studentslka in clinical psychology programs in the
New York metropolitan area. On average, the stisdead received 11.2 months of supervision
and 3.3 years of training.

Using a 7-point Likert scale, students rated hoterotind how likely they were to
disclose information, to intentionally withhold distort information, and to feel comfortable
discussing material that pertained to a rangesafas. The authors found that although
supervisees typically communicate an honest acaafutheir experiences, they reported frequent
use of conscious nondisclosures to distort infolmmat Students indicated that they withheld
perceived clinical errors at a moderate to highuency (39.8%) and that they told their
supervisors what they wanted to hear at a modardtgh frequency (47.3%). Similarly,
students chose ‘never’ or ‘infrequently’ when askétether they informed their supervisors

when they thought they (supervisors) were wrongl@) and when asked whether they felt
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comfortable disclosing negative feelings towardrteepervisors (59.1%). In total, 30 to 40% of
the sample reported that they withheld informaba moderate to high frequency and
approximately half of the sample reported that tle#ytheir supervisors what they think they
(their supervisors) wanted to hear.

In addition to replicating Ladany et al.’s (1996)dings, Yourman and Farber (1996)
also demonstrated that supervisee nondisclosueesgnificantly related to supervisee
satisfaction level and discussions of countertienesice in supervision. The more satisfied
supervisees were with supervision, the less likedy were to withhold important information.
Likewise, greater incidences of countertransferehseussions were related to lower reports of
conscious nondisclosures by supervisees. Givdrothar research findings have demonstrated
a significant, positive relationship between satiibn levels and the supervisory working
alliance (Ladany, 1992; Ladany et al., 1999; Ster2@09; Ting, 2009), it could be argued that
the working alliance may also be related to theafssn impression management tactic, such as
supervisee nondisclosure. Similarly, frequentussons of countertransference could be
indicative of the level of communication that takd¢sce between supervisor and supervisee,
which is essential to a strong working alliancea alld to that, Yourman and Farber’s findings
indicated that most nondisclosures pertained tatsviea supervision and the supervisory
relationship. In consideration of all these fast@n open line of communication and a strong
working alliance may play an important role in hoften or how infrequently supervisees
employ this tactic.

A critical review of this study does suggest thkofeing limitations. The homogeneity
of the sample with respect to training level (thartt fourth year students) and region (New

York metropolitan area) restricts the generalizgbdf these findings to other doctoral students
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with different characteristics. The authors’ faduo demonstrate that the self-report
guestionnaire was a valid measure creates addifpooblems. Without established measures of
validity, it is not possible to know whether thestiument actually measures what the authors
intended. In addition, the authors did not meastiner factors that may have been related to
supervisee nondisclosure, such as the supervisorking alliance. Yourman and Farber’s
(1996) success in replicating Ladany et al.’s (398@lings does suggest that open
communication and the strength of the working atewmay be factors that are relevant to
impression management.

Given that a direct relationship between supervisgisfaction and the supervisory
working alliance has been demonstrated in previmagsngs (e.g., Ladany, 1992), it could be
argued that the working alliance may have servagghiticular as a mediating factor between
satisfaction levels and supervisee nondisclosAseif to address this limitation, dissertation
research conducted by Callis (1997) explored mtatiips among the quality of the supervisory
relationship, supervisee nondisclosures, and teaieactance.

Using impression management theory as one of theipal explanations for supervisee
nondisclosure, Callis (1997) investigated whethgresvisee nondisclosures could be predicted
through differential levels of reactance to curteght in freedom and through the perceived
quality of supervisory relationship. Callis re¢adl 76 pre-doctoral psychology interns who
were enrolled in clinical and counseling psycholpgygrams by contacting training directors of
predoctoral internship sites that were membera®ftssociation of Psychology and
Postdoctoral Internship Centers (APPIC). On aweraginees had 4.8 years of experience and

20 supervision sessions with their current supervi€allis asked participants to complete the
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Withholding Scale, Relationship Quality Scale, Hperutic Reactance Scale, and a demographic
guestionnaire.

Overall, the findings revealed that nearly allloé supervisees (97%) withheld some
information from their supervisors and that thelquaf supervisory relationship had a
significant negative relationship to superviseedisciosure. In other words, when perceptions
of the supervisory relationship were stronger, suipees were less likely to withhold
information from their supervisors. Converselypaivisees who reported a weak relationship
indicated that they withheld more information. Jhinding led the author to conclude that
individuals who are evaluated “will be less likétyengage in impression management strategies
when ... [they] are in a satisfying relationship wilieir supervisor” (Callis, 1997, pp. 44 — 45).
The quality and strength of the supervisory relalop was determined to be a better predictor
of supervisee nondisclosure than supervisee reaetamel. A significant negative relationship
also emerged between the responses of superviseemedicated that they were conforming
(low-reactant), and nondisclosures. The less a@a¢te., more conforming) they were, the
more they withheld information. Thus, “low readtaopervisees tend to be more concerned
with conforming and making a good impression toié®ing harshly criticized or judged by
the supervisor” (Callis, 1997, p. 45).

Although these findings suggest that the superyisglationship is significantly related
to impression management strategies, the corrakdtimature of this study precludes causal
inferences. One cannot conclude that the qudlitg@supervisory relationship will cause
supervisees to disclose or withhold more infornmatido add to that, the author did not provide

information on the validity or reliability of thecale used to assess the supervisory relationship.
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In addition, the small sample size and homogerwitiie sample with respect to training level
(predoctoral psychology interns) limits the geneeddility of these findings.

Overall, however, Callis’ (1997) dissertation resbademonstrated the value of using
impression management theory as a framework foerstahding supervisee nondisclosure.
“Trainees will engage in self-enhancing behaviohemwthey want to gain approval, respect or
admiration from another. This tendency increaslesnia person is being evaluated or when ...
people are trying to gain a professional image’ll{§a. 44).

In a related study, Webb and Wheeler (1998) exannine relationship between
supervisee self-disclosure and the supervisory mgrélliance. Unlike Callis (1997), however,
the authors did not conceptualize supervisee noladigre in terms of impression management.
Instead, the authors explored a range of factatsnitay influence supervisee nondisclosure,
including the number of supervision participant® type of training, the location of supervisors
relative to supervisee, and the sensitive natuthefssues withheld. A total of 96 counselors,
44 of whom were in training, completed the SupemyisNorking Alliance Inventory (Efstation
et al., 1990) and a scale was designed to meaattieipants’ sensitivity to disclosing certain
issues in supervision and the strength of idewtifiarriers. The sensitivity scale was designed
specifically for use in this investigation.

Overall, Webb and Wheeler’s (1998) findings cornmatbed previous research regarding
supervisee nondisclosure and its relationshipecstipervisory working alliance. On all
accounts, trainees were significantly likely tohiold sensitive information about the
therapeutic and supervisory relationship due togieed risks to the self and anticipated
difficulties with supervisors. Some conditionswaver, were related to these nondisclosures.

For instance, supervisees were more likely to valthisensitive issues in group supervision than
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in individual supervision. Additionally, the quigliof rapport between supervisees and
supervisors played an important role in whethené@s withheld or disclosed information. In
general, rapport was positively correlated to disates pertaining to the therapeutic and
supervisory relationship. A negative correlatiomeeged when supervisees expected to ‘clash’
with supervisors and a risk to the self was angitad.

The findings also suggested that counselors whe twestraining” and required to
participate in supervision were significantly |é&ely to disclose sensitive issues surrounding
their clients and supervisors than counselors waewot “in-training.” This was also the case
for trainees who were receiving supervision inthark setting. When supervision was
provided in counseling settings, trainees wereiggmtly less likely to disclose perceived
difficulties (i.e., with clients and supervisorgph trainees who received supervision in separate
locations. The authors found that trainees wheewepervised at the counseling settings and
who withheld information from their supervisors@lgeported fears of clashing with their
supervisors. Conversely, supervisees who weretaldeoose who supervised them were more

likely to disclose sensitive issues.

This study’s findings regarding the nature of supg®e nondisclosures have potentially
relevant implications for supervisee impression ag@ment. It could be argued that the
conditions found to be related to the frequencyamidisclosures are ones that would increase
supervisee motivations to manage supervisor imgness The significant relationship between
rapport and supervisee nondisclosure suggestththamotional bond of the supervisory
working alliance will be particularly relevant wheramining supervisee uses of impression

management strategies. Although Webb and WheE&8] did not conceptualize supervisee
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nondisclosures as impression management, the guttworclusions regarding supervisee

reasons for withholding information are analogausripression management motivations:

Consideration of perceived inhibitors of disclosteeeal fears about being thought badly
of by the supervisor and of abilities being assgssgatively...The extent to which
supervisees report being inhibited by such fearng imdicate ...the need to alter certain
conditions of supervision which contribute to thx¢emt of the perceived threat. (Webb &

Wheeler, p. 520)

Taken together, the supervisees in Webb and Whestedy were motivated to withhold
sensitive information for impression managemens@aa and, in addition, their motivation

levels appeared to be related to perceptions giarapvithin the supervisory relationship.

The limitations of this study call into questioretheneralizability of the findings. The
sample consisted of participants with homogenebasacteristics, such as theoretical
orientation (psychodynamic) and training level (teeslevel), and training location (United
Kingdom). Therefore, the findings of this studyymet generalize to supervisees with different
orientations, training levels, or to those whoséning took place elsewhere than in Britain.

Nonetheless, a subsequent study similarly demdedtthat supervisee willingness to
disclose mistakes to their supervisors is reladea mutual relationship existing between
supervisee and supervisor. Walsh, Gillespie, GaadrEanes (2002) presented 75 pastoral
counseling students from two separate master’'s tmeaseling programs with four instruments:
Factors Affecting Supervisee Disclosure to Supergisthe Self-Disclosure of Clinical Mistakes
Form, the Mutual Psychological Development Questzore, and the Relational Health Indices.

The first two measures were developed specifidallyhis study. The authors explored factors
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related to supervisee willingness to self-discltise type of persons to whom supervisees do
disclose clinical mistakes, and the relationshipvieen supervisory relationships and supervisee
disclosures.

Walsh et al. (2002) discoverd#uatsupervisees rated factors related to the supewvisor
relationship as most important. That is, a positelationship emerged between disclosure of
clinical mistakes to supervisor style, investmenthe supervisee success, willingness to share
personal experiences, and willingness to discloe&al mistakes. Likewise, the level of
mutuality in supervisory relationships was posityyelated to supervisee disclosures. Almost
all participants reported that they disclosed chhimistakes to their on-site supervisors or in
other supervisory relationships and trainees wholadsed clinical mistakes to their supervisors
reported mutual relationships with supervisors.

Due to the small sample size and specific subsebafiseling students (pastoral focus)
the generalizability of these findings is restritte similar populations. Given that the authors
failed to provide information on the validity ottleer the Mutual Psychological Development
Questionnaire or the Relational Health Indicesruraents, the inferences drawn from these
findings are problematic. Therefore, while thelfimgs of this study suggest that supervisees are
likely to disclose clinical mistakes in a superviscelationship where feelings of mutuality are
present, further research needs to be conducteattoborate these results.

So far, only one of the above studies on nondiscéosxplored the phenomenon from the
perspective of supervisees enrolled in their irglenm year. For this reason, Hess (2008) sought
to determine whether this phenomenon was an experighat was prevalent among pre-doctoral
interns through a mixed methods study. Additignalboses included explorations of the

content of nondisclosures, the underlying reasonadndisclosures, the perceived impact of
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nondisclosures, and the factors that may facilibatenitigate the tendency to withhold important
information, such as supervisor style and supeevssisfaction with supervision. Hess
recruited 14 pre-doctoral interns, the majoritywbiom were enrolled in counseling psychology
Ph.D. programs (13). Data were collected from ghiaterviews (audiotaped), the Supervisory
Styles Inventory (SSI; Friedlander & Ward, 1984)d dhe Supervisory Satisfaction
Questionnaire (SSQ). The phone interviews, whictk fplace during the last two months of the
pre-doctoral internship year, elicited informatepout nondisclosures. This included details
regarding specific incidences of nondisclosure;aulythg reasons for withheld information;
factors that may have facilitated disclosures; tiedpersonal and professional effects of
nondisclosures.

Using the Consensual Qualitative Research (CQRhadelogy to analyze the data, Hess
(2008) identified two groups, which were identifiasl good and problematic supervisory
relationships. Eight of the participants were aod supervisory relationships and six were in
problematic ones. Supervisees exposed to goaiibreships were significantly more satisfied
with supervision and their ratings of supervisaraativeness and interpersonal sensitivity were
significantly higher.

Qualitative analyses revealed six categories af aeas that occurred for more than half
of the supervisees involved in both good and proble& supervisory relationships. The six
categories were: (a) context of nondisclosuressipervisory relationships, (c) content of
nondisclosures, (d) reasons for nondisclosuresa@rs that would have facilitated disclosure,
and (f) perceived effects of nondisclosures.

The first category, context, refers to charactessdf supervision and supervisors that

contributed to supervisee experiences: supervigts, supervisory relationship quality, and
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supervisee awareness of the supervisor’'s powar¢onggative evaluations, for example.
Supervisees in the problematic group reported nvasigients of nondisclosure whereas those in
the good group generally described one incidenighwyas associated with “one difficult
moment within the context of an overall satisfyangd positive supervision experience” (Hess,
2008, p. 406). Problematic relationships alsoltedun low ratings of safety, satisfaction,
supervisor attractiveness, and supervisor integpaissensitivity while good relationships
resulted in reports of feeling safe and satisfveoich was associated with greater disclosures.

Although context encompasses quality of the superyialliance, Hess (2008) found that
the supervisory relationship warranted a sepai@tgory. Similar to characteristics of the
context, good supervisory relationships were assediwith feelings of safety, comfort
disclosing personal and professional issues, vauedrvisory styles, and perceptions of
supervisors as supportive, present, collaboratieechallenging. Problematic supervisory
relationships were associated with feelings of@hsiort and a general lack of safety with
disclosing information, perceptions of the relasibips as critical and evaluative, and
perceptions of supervisors as incompetent andwestied in the relationship.

The third category, content of nondisclosures, atagdifferences in the type of
information that supervisees withheld. Internghi@ good group withheld information about
clinical issues, such as countertransference arcgped mistakes. Interns in the problematic
group withheld information related to problemshe supervisory relationship, such as
supervisor expectations and mixed messages. Blens for these disclosures, the fourth
category, revealed that interns in both groupsefdalisclosures would risk negative evaluations

and even cause supervisors to form negative impressf them. Reports of negative feelings,
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such as self-doubt and feeling insecure, and akdses in self-efficacy appeared to contribute
to intern nondisclosures and to have a negativaaingn the supervisory relationships.

The next category, factors that would have fat¢édeadisclosure, differed between the
two groups. Supervisees in the good relationsmight have disclosed information if their
supervisors specifically asked about the incidemtisclosed personal information about a
similar event. Supervisees in the problematic gn@ported that nothing would have helped or
that they did not know of any facilitative factors.

The final category perceived effects of nondisaesuVith respect to the supervisory
relationship, interns in the good group reportedtrae effects. Nondisclosures neither weakened
nor strengthened the relationship. On the othedhsupervisees with problematic relationships
reported negative effects only. In particularytle&perienced frustration and disappointment,
they felt unsafe in the relationship, and theyldised even less or became less invested in
supervision. As for the personal impact of nondisares, all supervisees reported negative
feelings, such as a loss of confidence and a desdesense of competence. Supervisees from
both groups also indicated that nondisclosuresnegative effects on their clinical work.

Taken together, the findings of this study dematstt the nature as well as the
prevalence of pre-doctoral intern nondisclosuresuipervision. The qualitative analyses of the
interviews, in particular, supported the proposgtlience of the supervisory relationship on
supervisee nondisclosure, with significantly fewegorts of nondisclosures by interns who were
in good supervisory relationships. In fact, supes in the good group indicated that they felt
more comfortable disclosing personal and profesdimsues and that it was ‘safe’ to disclose
such information whereas those in the problemaba viewed disclosure as a risk to their

future.
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Many of the distinguishing characteristics of swmeres’ relationships with their
supervisors bear a close resemblance to compooktits supervisory working alliance. Interns
in good supervisory relationships indicated thatrteupervisors offered support and
encouragement, fostered equal and collaboratiienats, promoted understanding of clients,
and communicated their expectations clearly. Athese elements align closely with previous
descriptions of components underlying the superyismrking alliance, such as the bond, task,
and mutual agreement elements proposed by Bor@B8{land Efstation et al.’s (1990)
empirically supported factors of rapport and clifr@us. Relationships marked by these
components appeared to reduce supervisee desirartage impressions by alleviating tensions
related to the hierarchical and evaluative nat@iupervision. When supervisory relationships
lacked such components, however, these charaaterjgpwer differential, hierarchy,
evaluation) appeared to be in the forefront of supee minds. Similarly, interns in problematic
supervisory relationships attributed the majorityondisclosures to problems in supervisory
relationships, negative feelings (low sense of cet@pce) and to concerns over negative
impressions that could result in poor evaluations.

The findings also suggested that supervisee attetaphanage supervisor impressions
through nondisclosures had an impact on theiradinvork, self-perceptions, emotional
experience, and the supervisory relationshipsermistwith problematic relationships found that
their relationships with clients and supervisorkeasuffered, that they experienced negative
feelings such as shame, and that they lost cordfelanthemselves and felt less competent (i.e.,
decreased self-efficacy). From this finding, HEX¥08) concluded that supervision at the
internship level may create more anxiety “becabsdarternship takes place in a heightened

evaluative setting in which the interns’ percepsionay be that exemplary performance is the
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norm” and that “distress about [supervisee] stathgscompetence may then increase their
feelings of doubt and shame, thus decreasing sledfiefficacy and possibly inhibiting
disclosure” (p. 409). Therefore, the results af #tudy indicate that advanced level students,
such as doctoral candidates at the internship,levay be even more likely to use impression
management strategies given the high stakes emveon To add to that, the use of impression
management strategies appears to be located sugeevisory relationship and related to self-
efficacy levels.

The qualitative approach taken in this study alldvied a more in-depth analysis of
supervisee experiences; however, the small sangadlsat accompanied this methodology
means that other supervisees may have differemrxmes. The reliance on retrospective data
further complicates matters given that the intemsmories of supervisory relationships and
events may have been faulty. In addition, givenitbmogenous sample, the results can only be
generalized to doctoral level supervisees who ankiwg at counseling center internship sites.

The previous investigations on nondisclosures sotagéxplore the phenomenon while
supervisees were still enrolled in training progsaand were mandated to supervision. As
demonstrated by this research (e.g., Hess, 206&ualuative nature of supervision and the
power differential can lead supervisees to perceiselosures as a risky action, if supervisors
were to form a negative impression, that could miaély jeopardize their ability to obtain future
employment. On account of this expressed con€autia (2008) sought to remove potential
barriers to complete and honest disclosure abeugtberiences of supervisees, such as the fear
of reprisal for participation in such a study. fgh, Gulla conducted his dissertation research
on older (45 to 60 years), clinically experiencsegghologists who completed internships and

were no longer part of evaluative supervisory retehips.
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Using a grounded theory methodology, Gulla (200@Jaed interviewees’ reflections
of nondisclosures upon completion of internships,reasons for withholding information,
conceptualization of decisions to withhold follogimternship completion, and the influence of
age on nondisclosures and the supervisory reldtipndviore specifically, the author explored
“the what's, why’s, how’sandso what’sof supervisee disclosure and nondisclosure” (Gplla
2). Gulla interviewed a total of 11 graduatese¢éhof whom were used for the pilot study.
Experience levels prior to internship entry ranffed five to 15 years. Participants completed
their internships either two to four, three to sgyen to 10, or 25 years prior to the study.

The data collected from the interviews revealedreéthemes that involved supervisor
and supervisee attributes, desire to learn, safdtye supervisory relationship, the need to
survive, and willingness to allow vulnerability.uQof the 18 supervisory relationships that were
discussed, ten were viewed as positive and theinemgaeight were negative. Likewise, ten
participants indicated that they had positive leagrexperiences whereas eight did not. Reports
of nondisclosures occurred in ten relationshipsgdneral, the content of nondisclosures
pertained to either clinical case material or tospeal information, such as thoughts, feelings
and concerns supervisees viewed as pertinentricaliwork.

When asked how perceptions of supervisors and gispey relationships influenced
decisions to withhold information, participantsspenses indicated that nondisclosures were
directly related to the supervisory relationshgsyervisor attributes, and to self-descriptions.
Personality traits, interpersonal skills, degreleswestment in supervisee and supervision, and
competence levels were supervisor attributes tea¢ wommonly attributed to decisions to
disclose or withhold information. Supervisors’ aoitment to the relationship and supervision

was related to the extent and content of discl@sangl to the perceived quality of the
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supervisory relationships. When the perceived cament of supervisors was greater,
supervisees indicated that they had more posiéilaionships and disclosed more information.
Commitment to the supervisory process was alsacagsd with memories of being encouraged
and supported. According to Gulla’s (2008) anadysdl of these factors appeared to form a
common theme, a sense of safety in supervisortior&hips, which was found to play a major
role in whether information would be shared witpewisors.

A subjective sense of safety appeared to amelisigiervisee experiences of fear, shame
and vulnerability, which were emotions found to Wwagainst their desires to learn. Participants
reported fears of identified risks that were asseci with supervisors, supervisory relationships,
and their abilities to perform clinical roles (j.eounseling self-efficacy). Relationships labeled
unsafe were perceived as unmanageable or as Hagimgisk levels. To establish a sense of
safety, supervisees indicated that they withheldootrolled information. “Most participants
ultimately associated their perceptions of relatlop safety with their decisions to disclose or
withhold information” (Gulla, 2008, p. 81).

Feelings of fear and shame were associated withebd to protect oneself and to
survive, respectively. Thus, to establish a sehsafety supervisees alleviated fears through
protection against risks associated with supersissupervisory relationships, and exposure to
vulnerability. The need to survive, however, arogeof “challenges to one’s sense of
competency” (Gulla, 2008, p. 138). Thus, shamemnakded to negative self-perceptions of
supervisee abilities. Experiences of shame afeeinced the type of information withheld or
disclosed and, in turn, prevented supervisees &aimg in ways that would fulfill their desire to
learn. “That sense of not knowing, of not feelomgnpetent, and the struggle of exposing the

shame in order to begin the learning process” @upll 97). Overall, participants acknowledged
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that allowing vulnerability in the relationship wascessary to learn; however, self-protection
and survival needs superseded this when supervistatyonships were perceived as untrusting
and unsafe.

In sum, supervisee conceptualizations of their supars, supervisory relationships, and
supervisor attributes were positively associateth wieir sense of safety in the relationships.
Similarly, participants’ conceptualizations of thestves as supervisees were positively related
to their subjective sense of safety, perceptionth@kupervisory relationships, and willingness
to risk being vulnerable. When supervisory relagitips were perceived as unsafe and
untrusting, supervisees’ experiences of fear aathghwere heightened, which in turn increased
the perceived risks associated with vulnerabilBreater perceptions of risks led supervisees to
act in ways they felt would help them to surviva@mprotect themselves even though these
actions went against their desires to learn. Eparticipant who felt the need to survive or
protect themselves used nondisclosure, among stiagegies, to establish a sense of safety.

This study did suffer from limitations. The smsdimple size and homogeneity of the
participants with respect to programs (APA accest)iind location (Northeastern) limit the
generalizability of these findings to other supse@s. Also, all participants were over the age of
30, which means that these findings could have beejue to supervisees from this particular
generation. Second, the use of retrospectiverdatas inferences regarding the accuracy of the
findings inappropriate. For instance, it is pokstbat participants’ recall of the events changed
over time. As with all qualitative research, thesalso the risk that the researcher’s bias may
have impacted the findings.

Impression Management StrategiesSelective attempts to withhold or disclose

information in supervision are but one form of iggion management. Nondisclosures
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typically reflect supervisee desires to be viewethe best possible light by their supervisors.
However, individuals employ multiple other strategto elicit particular impressions which vary
according to what they value and the outcomes llogg to attain. For instance, supervisees
may place greater value on being viewed as competiter than likeable. Perceptions of
outcomes (e.g., favorable) depend on individualivestand can involve immediate or delayed
gratification (Jones & Pittman, 1982). Given tloenplex nature of impression management,
Jones and Pittman compiled all impression managestextegies which in turn, led to the
development of one of the most complex taxonomigkis phenomenon.

According to Jones and Pittman (1982) the strasegie classified in terms of the kinds
of attributions sought by individuals. They maint that self-presentational strategies can be
classified under five general areas: ingratiatintimidation, self-promotion, exemplification,
and supplication. However, the authors cautiohatithese strategies are not mutually exclusive
since “the same act can serve different functionslifferent audiences” (Jones & Pittman, p.
250). With that said, the classifications of thesategies serve to distinguish the goal behind
the act.

One class of impression management strategiesfiddrity Jones and Pittman (1982)
reflects the desire to be liked by others (i.egratiation). Jones and Pittman indicated thatethre
factors determine the use of ingratiating strategiecentive value, subjective probability, and
perceived legitimacy. Incentive value, the extentvhich being liked by others is desired,
depends on the nature of the relationship. Grekglpendence on others increases incentives to
be liked. Likewise, ingratiatory desires are geeathen one’s influence is less than the other in
a relationship. Subjective probability refershe tikelihood that one’s attempt to elicit approval

and acceptance will be successful and will not fisck The success of ingratiation strategies are
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subject to the relationship between incentive valoé subjective probability, which Jones and
Pittman (1982) refer to as the ingratiator’s dilemanfiThe ingratiator’s dilemma is created by
the fact that as the actors’ dependence on thettgages up, his motivation to ingratiate goes up,
whereas the subjective probability of its successsglown” (p. 237). The perceived legitimacy
of a given presentation also determines whethavishaals decide to act on their desire to be
liked. Presentations are viewed as legitimate whew are consistent with prior depictions of
the self and they are compatible with the situati@ontext. Common strategies of ingratiation
include conformity, other-enhancement, performiangpts for others, and self-enhancement
(direct or indirect self-descriptions).

Self-promotion differs from ingratiation insofar #ee ultimate goal is for others to view
oneself as competent. Self-promoters point owt@eal abilities, accomplishments and
achievements; they try to take control of conveosat they avoid discussions that highlight
others’ capabilities or one’s own weaknesses (@@ndisclosure); and they either act confident
or simply express their self-confidence. Accordingones and Pittman (1982), self-promotion
is especially likely to occur when individuals @mea hierarchical context where attention is
drawn to the power differentials and when the oatéor competence are slightly ambiguous,
such as in supervision. The authors suggesteddbiatpetence claims are more likely when
competence is shaky than when it is high and sbcsiog’ a feature they label as the “self-
promoter’s paradox” (Jones & Pittman, p. 243).

Similar to self-promotion, the underlying goal aleenplification is to be respected and
admired. However, instead of achieving this thiougpressions of competence, individuals
seek to elicit perceptions of integrity, moraligyyd dedication. Exemplifiers do more than what

is required of them, but to an extreme degree,imsd doing they sacrifice their needs.
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When individuals use intimidation strategies, tpeytray themselves as people who are
willing to cause emotional or physical harm to ethé&or example, supervisees could make a
scene, such as having an emotional breakdown, hegal or demonstrating to others that
they have a low threshold for anger. Accordingdaes and Pittman (1982), intimidation
strategies are more prevalent in relationshipsahanot voluntary (i.e., supervisory
relationships) but are just as likely to be usegéssons in low positions of power (i.e.,
supervisee) and in high positions of power (i.epesvisors).

In contrast to intimidation, supplication strategare designed to elicit impressions of
dependency, weakness, and neediness. In the tohtaxpervision, then, a supervisee may
advertise their helplessness and incompetences stitdtegy is designed to elicit a sense of
obligation and responsibility from the supervisoren their greater position of power in the
relationship (Jones & Pittman, 1982).

In sum, Jones and Pittman (1982) theorized thatiohahls use ingratiation, self-
promotion, exemplification, intimidation, and suigption strategies to elicit impressions of
likeability, competency, dedication, power, andelggency, in that order. To date, this remains
the most thorough classification of self-presentsdi strategies. Furthermore, subsequent
research substantiated Jones and Pittman’s taxgmeinigh, in turn resulted in an empirically-
supported impression management measure (Bolinar&ldy, 1999).

Impression management in counselor supervisio.o date, there are only two
empirical studies that directly tested the natdnenpression management in counselor
supervision. Ward, Friedlander, Schoen, and K([&885) took a different approach than prior
research on nondisclosures and examined the inp#oe evaluative component of supervision

on supervisors. That is, given the impact of sugery evaluations on supervisees, the authors



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 84

sought to determine how supervisee reactions soctiinponent affected supervisors’
impressions.

Given the evidence that supervisors observe andateahe work trainees do with
clients, that supervisees are typically investetth@ir success, and that strategic self-
presentations occur under similar conditions, Waral. (1985) based their study on an
assumption that trainees present themselves strallggo their supervisors. Based on previous
research findings that individuals under evaluatioaditions attempt to influence others’
perceptions of their competence levels, the autassamed that supervisees use self-promotion
tactics with supervisors. Self-promotion strategee defensive tactics whereby individuals take
credit for success and deny responsibility fori@lin order to impress others with their
abilities. In contrast, Ward et al. also assunied supervisees offer counter-defensive
explanations, denying credit for success and acggsponsibility for failure, when their self-
presentations could be invalidated through superabservations of future performances.
Ward et al. expected that supervisors would viemg&es who offer counter-defensive
explanations as more likable and trustworthy buaeking more confidence than supervisees
who offer defensive ones.

A secondary purpose of this study was to invesitfae degree to which participants
(supervisors) attribute client progress or detation to clients, trainees, or supervisors. The
authors made no hypotheses regarding responsiaitiifputions.

Using an audiotape of a fictitious supervisory segsVard et al. (1985) asked a sample
of 80 experienced supervisors to imagine themsefvedee role of supervisor as they listened to
the tape. They then completed instruments thaisassl their impressions of the supervisees.

On average, supervisors had 5.85 years of exper@mt provided 7.4 hours of supervision per
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week. The authors presented four seven-minutaikigrapes to the participants. Supervisors
heard a trainee reporting four previous sessiofis mar depressed client. The trainee’s report of
the final session varied for each recording. Respoirsignificant change in the client’s status
were associated with conditions of improvementeaiedoration and explanations for client
change were related to attributional explanatiamd@mns. Participants’ perceptions of
supervisee competence, social skills and self-denfie levels were assessed through their
ratings on Tetlock’s (1980) trait scales. Wardle{E985) also administered the abbreviated
form of the Counselor Rating Form (CRF-S; Corriga8chmidt, 1983) to assess supervisor
perceptions of supervisee expertness, attractigeaesl trustworthiness. To determine to whom
supervisors attributed responsibility for clienpravement or deterioration, participants rated
client, trainee and supervisor on a 7-point Lilsedle.

Overall, Ward et al. (1985) found that supervisgganations significantly influenced
supervisor impressions of them. The results o AN©VAs indicated that client progress had a
significant effect on supervisors’ perceptionsrafriee competence, self-confidence, expertness,
and attractiveness. The means of the supervisooses revealed more favorable ratings on
competence, self-confidence, expertness, and téaess after reports of client improvement
than after client deterioration.

Supervisors’ ratings also differed according tinea explanations. The results indicated
that trainees who offered defensive explanation® weted significantly higher on the dimension
of self-confidence than those who provided coudtfensive explanations. Ratings of social
skills were “marginally significantly higher” forozinter-defensive explanations than for
defensive ones. With respect to responsibilitylaitions, univariate ANOVAs demonstrated

significant main effects for each person (clierdirtee, and supervisor). Further examination,
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however, demonstrated that supervisors attribuggdfieantly more responsibility to clients
after improvement than after deterioration. Sujg@ng and trainees were credited with
significantly more responsibility after client detgation than after client improvement.
However, further analyses indicated that supersis@wed clients as significantly more
responsible than trainees and supervisors. Theetavas perceived to be significantly more
responsible than the supervisor. Taken togethesetfindings suggest that supervisor
evaluations of trainees are largely based on cpergress, or lack thereof. In this study, client
deterioration led to lower evaluations of the tesrand clients were credited with the most
responsibility after improvement.

Based on these findings, the authors concludedstiprvisors perceive trainees to be
more socially skilled when they offer counter-dedfige explanations for client progress but more
confident when defensive explanations are giveantary to their hypothesis, perceptions of
supervisee competence level and trustworthiness m@rinfluenced by either explanation.
Also, regardless of which approach the trainee ubedclient’s status ultimately determined the
type of evaluation given. Client progress resuitethore favorable impressions of trainees and
client deterioration led to less favorable ones tkie other hand, clients were viewed as
significantly more responsible for their succesmttrainees. Thus, when the client’s status
worsened, trainees were viewed as responsible e wWhey improved, clients were deemed
responsible. Likewise, evaluations of traineesewexgative when the client symptoms
worsened.

In general, supervisors’ impressions appear todséipely influenced by supervisee self-
presentational tactics when their clients are imjpr@. In this case, supervisors will give

favorable ratings on social skills if counter-defme explanations are given and favorable
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ratings on self-confidence if defensive explanaiare provided. However, if clients’ symptoms
worsen, then supervisor evaluations of superviggleébe unfavorable.

The design of this study did suffer from limitatsonFirst, the authors did not report
information on validity and reliability for the deaused to assess ratings of competence, social
skills, and confidence. Second, the authors udatit@ous session in which the supervisor was
not involved in the interaction. Given the compieture of relationships, inferences regarding
supervisor evaluations are unfounded. Thus, thergénability of these findings is limited to
third party raters, not to supervisors who are imwed in the actual supervisory relationship.
Also, Ward et al. (1985) based their study on gsumption that supervisees primarily use
counter-defensive and defensive explanations &pedentational tactics. For these results to
be generalized, empirical support for this premsiseuld be provided. For instance, there may
be other tactics that are more influential thaantlistatus.

This study offered insight into the potential impatsupervisee self-presentational
tactics on supervisors. Research has yet to exfdators related to supervisee use of
impression management, however. An understandisgpervisee impression management in a
naturalistic setting, including both the tacticedisnd the factors related to it, would be more
valuable to supervisors. Awareness of how supeegisnanage supervisor impressions and their
respective goals would offer supervisors more Hmsigto supervisee behaviors.

Two decades after Ward et al.’s (1985) study, Ritg007) used her dissertation
research to determine which factors could be useuedict practicum supervisees’ use of
impression management. More specifically Pitaraneined the relationship between anxiety,

self-efficacy, and impression management amongceadvainees. Pitariu expected that anxiety
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and self-efficacy levels would predict supervisee af self-promotion, ingratiation,
exemplification, intimidation and supplication tast

Pitariu (2007) recruited a total of 118 mastengelestudents enrolled in their first
semester of CACREP accredited counselor educatmgrgms. Participants completed the
Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE), the&Tatit Anxiety Inventory (STAI), and the
Impression Management Scale (IMS) in class dutwegnidterm week of the semester.

Multiple regression analyses demonstrated that &#Estate anxiety levels significantly
predicted different types of impression managenesiics. To add to that, the use of tactics
also varied according to self-efficacy beliefs atditferent clinical skills (i.e., microskills,
counseling process, difficult clients, cultural quetence, and awareness of values).
Specifically, supervisee efficacy beliefs pertagnto microskills, counseling process, and
difficult clients were significant predictors oflspromotion tactics. That is, supervisees
presented themselves in a favorable light (i.ecamspetent) and avoided discussing weaknesses
when they were confident in their abilities to extecbasic counseling skills, to actively engage
with the client and simultaneously attend to theraipeutic process, and to deal with difficult
client behaviors. Alternatively, efficacy beligiertaining to awareness of personal values and
of the impact of these values on clients (i.e.ugalwere negatively related to supervisee
attempts to be perceived as powerful and dangdr@usintimidation tactic) and to emphasize
their weaknesses to elicit perceptions of beingipdee., supplication).

The findings also suggested that supervisee anwiasyrelated to the use of impression
management strategies. State anxiety levels peetistipervisee use of favors or flattery toward
supervisors were used to portray an image of likial.e., ingratiation tactics) and the extent

to which supervisees went above and beyond thereznents to impress an image of dedication
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onto their supervisors (i.e., exemplification tarti Further analyses, however, indicated that
supervisee ingratiation tactics are better predibieanxiety levels than by self-sacrificing
behaviors (i.e., exemplification). None of the agraphic variables (i.e., gender, race, previous
counseling experience) were significantly relatethe use of impression management tactics.

Supervisees indicated that they had high selfa&ffrdoeliefs relating to microskills,
counseling process and difficult clients and yetitiajority of the sample had little to no
counseling experience. This finding corroboratevipus research (Sipps et al., 1988) that
demonstrated high self-efficacy levels existed agnegginning trainees until the complexities of
counseling became more apparent mid-training. § same trainees attempted to portray
images of competence to their supervisors throetfipsomotion tactics. That is, they discussed
their strengths and accomplishments and avoidetbdisres of weaknesses or failures, which, as
Pitariu (2007) pointed out, replicates previousliiys that supervisees use nondisclosures as an
impression management strategy (Ladany et al.,)198&his way, supervisees ensured that
their supervisors viewed them as competent. Sigees who had little confidence in their
abilities to discuss values, however, took a déferapproach.

When supervisees reported low awareness levelsrebpal values and of how their
values and biases might impact clients, they ephesented themselves as weak and dependent
persons in need of acceptance (i.e., supplicatioay powerful persons who are indifferent to
whether others like or accept them (i.e., intimiiat. That is, they either advertised their
weaknesses or their intimidating qualities to @yrtan impression of being needy or dangerous,
respectively. Taken together, it appears thatrsugees will use different impression
management tactics depending on how confidentfegmdyin their abilities to successfully

perform different types of counseling skills.
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Even though the relation between impression manageand the supervisory working
alliance was not explored in this study, Pitari0q2) concluded that the supervisory relationship
could serve as the vehicle through which supena$ests to manage impressions could be
moderated. The author suggested that supervisatd reduce supervisee use of impression
management through a strong working alliance wherfdllowing conditions are met:

Establish mutuality and collaboration to accomptestks; use self-disclosure to foster

openness, honesty, and willingness to admit mistatk openly about the hierarchy or

power and the means available to resolve problantsjnclude supervisees in setting

goals, planning, and the evaluation process. (p. 92
Pitariu’s recommendations emphasize the importahtee supervisory relationship and even
highlight specific components of the supervisorykirg alliance (e.g., mutual agreement,
rapport, client focus).

Similarly, the author’'s recommendations indicats thansitory anxiety, which was
found to predict ingratiation and exemplificati@ttics, could be adequately addressed through
agreement on tasks and goals in supervision. @i{a607) indicated that supervisees’ use of
favors and flattery likely masked or reduced tlagixiety but that their anxiety could be better
addressed through supervisor efforts to normalize experiences and through discussions of
the roles and expectations of supervisees. Glvarthe supervisory relationship might have a
negative relationship to trainee anxiety (Abern&&h@ook, 2011; Mehr et al., 2010) the
working alliance may offer a better explanationg$apervisee use of impression management
tactics. Given that the researcher did not coritnothis potentially moderating variable,

however, it is not possible to know the extenthafse relationships.
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Pitariu’s (2007) conclusions reinforced previouslfngs that supervisees manage their
supervisors’ impressions and that this behavioelsted to self-efficacy levels. However, the
exclusion of the supervisory working alliance irstbtudy raises questions about the inferences
that can be drawn from these findings. Impressi@nagement is a behavior that cannot be
taken out of context of the relationships in whiley occur. It is, by definition, a social
construct and is embedded in the dynamic naturelafionships. Therefore, it is inappropriate
to draw inferences regarding this phenomenon withraight into supervisee perceptions of
their relationships. Moreover, the emphasis of #tudy was specifically on master’s level
trainees who were enrolled in their first semeatet had little or no experience. To add to that,
the homogeneity of the sample with respect to ge(idmale) and race (Caucasian) further
restricts the generalizability of these finding3r these reasons Pitariu’s research cannot be
used to understand the use of impression managemmantg doctoral level supervisees. The
current study seeks to address the limitationstafiB’s study by exploring the relationship
between the supervisory relationship, counselitfgesicacy and impression management
tactics from the perspective of supervisees erdatiedoctoral level counseling psychology

programs.

Proposed Study

To date, no study has directly examined the kalatiip between three factors found to
be invariably related to the experiences of sugers in supervision: the supervisory working
alliance, supervisee CSE, and the use of impressammagement. Although there are several
studies that explore supervisee nondisclosureslyrahof them conceptualize this behavior as
supervisee resistance or manipulation, which cesfione’s understanding of supervisee

experiences to a very narrow and limited view. &pproach taken in this study seeks to gain a
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more comprehensive perspective by exploring what@ssions supervisees attempt to portray
and the behaviors that they use to elicit the respeimages. From previous findings (Pitariu,
2007) it appears that nondisclosure is but onéctased by supervisees and similarly, that
impression management tactics vary depending oohadounseling skills supervisees have or
lack confidence in. Investigations into supervieeadisclosures suggested that this behavior is
negatively related to the supervisory working altie. However, none of these studies explored
the relationship of impression management, spedificto the supervisory working alliance. In
addition, the exact nature of the relationship leetvthe supervisory working alliance and CSE
remains unclear. An understanding of supervisesetisnpression management in relation to
these two variables also requires insight into tloese variables interact with one another.
There are only two studies (Pitariu, 2007; Wardlgt1985) that specifically examined
impression management in counseling supervisiorahdone addressed the prevalence and
nature of this phenomenon among supervisees, whe lvaginning trainees in master’s level
counseling programs. Given the previous reseancings that doctoral level supervisees who
are enrolled in counseling and clinical psycholpgygrams withhold information from their
supervisors and are concerned with their supewigsopressions of them, it is necessary to
explore the use of impression management amongetaiat this level of training. However, an
investigation that simply verifies the prevalentéadehavior is insufficient. Theoretical and
empirical research on the supervisory working alfmand Counseling Self-Efficacy suggests
that these variables are particularly relevanh&experiences of supervisees and, to add to that,
may also be related to impression managementthioreason, this study also seeks to
understand how the supervisory relationship and @&iSibly relate to supervisee use of

impression management tactics.
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In sum, this study seeks to address the followasgarch questions:

1) Do doctoral level supervisees use impressionagement tactics in supervision?

2) Is counseling self-efficacy (as measured byttited score on the COSE) predictive of
impression management strategies (as measuree fiyéhsubscales on the IMS) when
taking into account the supervisory working alliantraining level and experience level?
3) Is the supervisory working alliance (as measimgethe two subscales on the SWAI-T)
predictive of impression management strategiesn@esured by the five subscales on the

IMS) when taking into account CSE, training levetiaxperience level?
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Chapter 3
Method
Participants

Given the dearth of research on impression managiestrategies used by supervisees
who are at the internship phase of their doctoeahing, the current study recruited pre-doctoral
trainees enrolled in internship programs that aeentrers of the Association of Psychology
Postdoctoral and Internship Centers (APPIC). Tdaresk this research gap, participants who
met the inclusion criteria for this study were tiees enrolled in American Psychological
Association (APA) and APPIC accredited pre-doctorrnship programs within the U.S. who
received supervision on a regular basis.

To reduce the risk of incorrectly asserting theglationship does or does not exist, an a
priori power analysis, using the statistical pragy&Power (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang & Buchner,
2007), was conducted to determine how many paatintgowould be needed to form an adequate
sample size (Cohen, 1992; Faul, Erdfelder, Buchfadrang, 2009). With respect to power and
significance criterion, Cohen (1992) recommendeédlae of .80 and .05, respectively, in order
to reduce the risk of Type I (incorrectly assertangelationship) and Type Il errors (incorrectly
denying a relationship). The selected effect siae based on the chosen statistical analysis for
this study, which is a standard multiple regressidhus, based on the recommended power
(.80), significance (.05), and effect size (Coheaty'sl5; small) values the analysis indicated that
92 participants would constitute an adequate sasipée In order to recruit this number of
participants, APPIC internship site training diagstwere asked to inform interns at their sites
about this study via email. Trainees who chogegarticipate were asked to complete several

forms, one of which was a demographic form thatiteld information regarding their gender,
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ethnicity, age, training program (e.g., counsebnglinical psychology), years of counseling

experience, and amount of supervision experience.

Procedures

The proposed study was first submitted to the tunsbinal Review Board (IRB) at West
Virginia University (WVU). In accordance with thieB protocol, this study must be approved
by the WVU IRB prior to data collection. FollowinBB approval, the researcher identified
training directors of internship programs throulge Association of Psychology Postdoctoral and
Internship Centers (APPIC) online directory. Aftdataining the list, an email was sent to every
training director to ask them for assistance imuigiig internship trainees from their programs.
Two documents were attached to the email: a cetmarladdressed to trainees that requested
their participation and described the purpose andgulures of the research and an informed
consent form for their records. The body of theagsked training directors to distribute the
forms to internship trainees via email and provideslimmary of the proposed research project.

Interested participants were directed to the UiRk included on the cover letter. The
URL link to the study first directed the participano the informed consent page that instructed
them to read the information on the page and chdwix to indicate whether they agree to
participate. The informed consent form also infedhparticipants to send an email to the
investigator, Jenni Haist, if they were interestedeceiving the final results. If participants
indicated that they agreed to participate, theyevelrected to a page containing the demographic
form. Once participants completed the demogragbeéstionnaire, they were directed to the
designated instruments where instructions for éspective measures were provided.
Participants completed the following measures: dgaphic questionnaire, Supervisory

Working Alliance Inventory — Trainee (SWAI-T), Imgssion Management Scale (IMS), and
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Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE). In ottdecontrol for potential order or carry over
effects, participants completed the measures suaterbalanced order. For the responses on
the SWAI - T and IMS, participants were instructedelect one supervisor for both scales.
Participants were informed that the selected sup@rghould be providing supervision to them
at the time of the study. Once the participanteleted all measures, they were directed to a
page that thanked them for their participation.

All responses were collected using Qualtrics, wihsch company that enables users to
create Web-based surveys. According to Qualtresturity statement and privacy policy,
participants’ responses are transmitted over aregeacrypted connection, only authorized
persons (i.e., researcher) have access to theahatall respondents’ email addresses are
safeguarded. To protect the confidentiality ottipgrants, the researcher designed the survey to
collect responses anonymously. No informationemdéd can be used to lead back and identify a

participant.

Measures

Participants were asked to complete a demograpiiestionnaire (see Appendix A) that
solicited information regarding gender, ethnicage, counseling experience, year of training,
type of doctoral training program, number of sup@on sessions with current supervisor, and
prior supervision experience. With respect to Ilewd ethnicity, because the final sample
reflected a small number of participants for thigedent ethnic groups the participants were
categorized as either White or Non-White. Thedwihg instruments provided measures of
supervisory working alliance, impression managemsaategies, and counseling self-efficacy.

Supervisory Working Alliance Inventory —Trainee. The Supervisory Working

Alliance Inventory — Trainee form is a measureugiesvisee perceptions of the counseling
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supervision relationship (Efstation et al., 1998)pervisory working alliance is defined as “that
sector of the overall relationship between theigi@dnts in which supervisors act purposefully
to influence trainees through their use of tecHrkoawledge and skill and in which trainees act
willingly to display their acquisition of knowledgend skill” (Efstation et al., p. 323). The
development of this scale was based on a samplévainced doctoral-level supervisees who
were primarily from counseling and clinical psyabgy programs.

The SWAI — Trainee Version consists of 19 items iamdlvided into two scales: rapport
and client focus. Efstation et al. (1990) definapport as supervisor efforts to build rapport
with trainees through support and encouragementafided client focus as supervisor
emphasis on promoting trainee understanding ohidieTwelve items measure rapport (e.g.,
“My supervisor makes the effort to understand nai)l seven items measure client focus (e.g.,
“My supervisor encourages me to take time to uidedswhat the client is saying and doing”).

The SWAI-T asks respondents to rate how frequeh#yr supervisors engage in specific
behaviors on a 7-point Likert-type scale rangirapfrone almost neverto sevenalmost
always Scores can range from 19 to 133 and scoreseosuliiscales can range from six to 42
for Client Focus and 13 to 91 for Rapport. The subscale scores are combined to calculate
the overall score for the SWAI-T. Higher scoredlos subscales and on the total scale indicate
perceptions of strong supervisory working allianaed lower scores denote perceptions of weak
supervisory working alliances (Efstation et al.9Qp

The SWAI — Trainee version appears to be an adelywalid and reliable measure.
Efstation et al.’s (1990) exploratory factor anaygelded the two subscales, Client Focus and
Rapport. The results of an orthogonal (varimaxatioh demonstrated that the Rapport subscale

accounted for approximately 30% of the variancethatithe 12 items loaded highly (> .40) on
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this factor. The Client Focus subscale accourdedpproximately 8% of the variance, with
seven items loading highly (> .50) on this factbising Cronbach’s alpha to estimate the
internal consistency reliability, the Rapport arlge@ Focus subscales were .90 and .77,
respectively. Item scale correlations for the sales ranged from .44 to .77 for Rapport and
from .37 to .53 for Client Focus.

Convergent and divergent validities were estabtislg@ng the Supervisory Styles
Inventory (SSI; Friedlander & Ward, 1984) and tledf-Efficacy Inventory (SEI; Friedlander &
Snyder, 1983). More specifically, correlationaébses revealed a significant positive
correlation between the Client Focus subscalead #sk-oriented subscale=x .52), Attractive
(r = .40) and Interpersonally Sensitive<.51) subscales of the SSI — Trainee Versiontartke
Task -orientedr(= .21) subscale of the SSI - Supervisor Versibhe Rapport subscale was
significantly positively related with scores on thetractive subscale of both the supervisor and
trainee version of the SSI and with scores on titerpersonally Sensitive subscale of the SSI -
Trainee version. Both the RappartH.22) and Client Focus € .15) subscales were
significantly, positively related to scores on &ef-Efficacy Inventory. Overall, the findings
revealed statistically significant relationshipgloé SWAI-T and the scales of the SSI and SEI.

As mentioned earlier, the SWAI-T was developed &asure the supervisory working
alliance from the supervisee perspective. As stehSWAI-T total scale and the scores on each
subscale were used in this study to measure irttigrivginees’ perceptions of their supervisory
working alliance. The reason for this is that idey to understand the nature of supervisee use
of impression management, it was also importanontterstand how interns perceive the

particular relationship in which they engage suehaviors.
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Impression Management ScaleThe Impression Management Scale (IMS) is a measure
of impression management behaviors (Bolino & Twnk999). Bolino and Turnley defined
impression management as “the process wherebygeepk to influence the image others have
of them” (p. 187). To develop a measure basednmdassion management theory, the authors
used Jones and Pittman’s (1982) taxonomy of immmeseanagement behaviors as the basis for
the IMS.

The IMS scale consists of 22 items and comprisesdubscales, which reflect Jones and
Pittman’s theoretical groupings of impression mamagnt: self-promotion, ingratiation,
exemplification, intimidation, and supplication.olBio and Turnleys’ (1999) definitions of the
subscales along with examples of the items refligdtiese constructs are as follows:

1) Self-promotionindividuals point out their abilities or accomplisants in order to be

seen as competent by observers (e.g., “Make pew@ee of your
accomplishments”).

2) Ingratiation: individuals do favors or use flattery to elicit attribution of likeability

from observer (e.g., “Take an interest in your suiger’s personal life”).

3) Exemplification:people self-sacrifice or go above and beyond tHeotduty in

order to gain the attribution of dedication fronselvers (e.g., “Arrive at work early
in order to look dedicated”).

4) Intimidation: people signal their power or potential to punisloider to be seen as

dangerous by observers (e.g., “Punish people wiendo not behave as you would

like”).
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5) Supplication:individuals advertise their weaknesses or shortngmin order to elicit

an attribution of being needy from observers (€Adyertise your incompetence in a

particular area or about a particular issue”) (Bol& Turnley, 1999, p190).
Supplication and intimidation subscales are eashss®d through five items whereas the
remaining subscales each consist of four itemsp&esdents are asked to rate how frequently
they engage in specific behaviors by checking driev® boxes on a Likert-type scale. The
measure consists of the following five-point sahehors: “(1)never behave this waf?) very
rarely behave this way(3), occasionally behave this wal}) sometimes behave this wayd
(5) often behave this wayBolino & Turnley, p. 192). The subscale sconebjch range from 0
to 25, are the sum of the ratings for each itertherrespective subscales.

There appears to be adequate evidence for thérgongalidity of this measurement.
Bolino and Turnley (1999) maintained that “the dounst validity of an instrument is supported
when confirmatory techniques indicate that thedastructure of the scale is consistent with the
constructs that the instrument purports to meadiel95). The Goodness of Fit Index (.97),
the Tucker-Lewis Index (1.00), and the Comparafiidndex (1.00) revealed a good fit between
the proposed model and the data. Each item signitily loaded on its appropriate factor (i.e.,
subscale)ff < .01), suggesting that the items in the respesiiNescales measure the intended
impression management category. To determine whétle combined subscales capture the
global impression management factor, the authardwtted a second-order confirmatory factor
analysis. These results also revealed a gooétiitden the five categories and impression
management (GFIl = .91, TLI = .92, CFl = .94). Tolowing factor loadings from individual
impression management tactics to the global impreseanagement factor were all significant

(p < .01): self-promotion (.48), ingratiation (.62xemplification (.78), intimidation (.46), and
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supplication (.65). Taken together, the resulthciated that the subscales measure the intended
constructs and offered support for the construlitiNg of the overall scale.

Convergent and discriminant validities were alst@llished using measures of loyalty,
obedience, and functional participation (Organaaai Citizenship Behavior Scale; Van Dyne,
Graham, & Dienesch, 1994), conscientiousness &f-g#cale of conscientiousness; Goldberg,
1992), perceived organizational support (Survel@ftceived Organizational Support;
Eisenberg, Huntington, Hutchinson, & Sowa, 198élf-sonitoring (13-item self-monitoring
scale; Lennox & Wolfe, 1984), and careerism (8-isale of careerism; Feldman & Weltz,
1991). With respect to convergent validity, selbtoring and careerism scores were
significantly positively correlated with the impsesn management scale. More specifically, the
self-promotion = .30), intimidation i = .80), and supplicationm € .24) subscales were all
positively and significantly related to scores ba tareerism scale. In other words, individuals
who tend to “pursue career advancement throughpeoiormance-based means” are more likely
to manage others impressions through tactics agedowvith self-promotion, intimidation, and
supplication (Bolino & Turnley, 1999, p. 201). Téelf-monitoring scale was significantly and
positively related to self-promotion € .32), ingratiationr(= .28), and exemplification & .20).
Thus, these strategies are likely to be used hyiohaals who change their behaviors according
to the social situation on account of their acutar@ness of the impressions they portray and the
appropriateness of those impressions.

In regard to discriminant validity, scores on tle@scientiousness and perceived
organizational support scales failed to demonsaaignificant relationship with any of the
impression management tactics. Furthermore, ascgxq the loyalty subscale on the

Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale was mgtificantly related to impression
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management. Scores on the obedience subscalesigeiftcantly negatively related to
supplication and scores on the functional particgmasubscale were significantly, positively
related to ingratiation and exemplification. Thimlividuals are less likely to portray an image
of being weak and dependent when they demonstrastey levels of respect for rules and
policies and greater willingness to exert efforttba organization’s behalf. On the other hand,
individuals who demonstrate greater willingnespedorm additional work and to promote their
own development are more likely to act in ways thiditportray images of likeability and
dedication.

Bolino and Turnley’s (1999) studies examining reili#y of items demonstrated good
reliability for the impression management scalée €oefficient alphas for all five impression
management subscales were as follows: self-prom@ii®), ingratiation (.83), exemplification
(.75), intimidation (.86), and supplication (.88 ccording to Nunnally (1978), Cronbach
coefficient alpha scores that are above .70 anginesdjto meet the criterion for acceptable
reliability. In sum, the psychometric propertiégtos instrument indicate that it is both a valid
and reliable measure of impression managemenegtest

Although the scale was not developed using a saofleunseling supervisees, it was
normed on diverse samples from multiple organizatioThese samples differed with respect to
gender, age, and hierarchical status. Furthernfegeguthors’ qualitative analyses during the
scale development process suggested that partisipagaged in strategies to create favorable
impressions with their bosses or supervisors. &tlie hierarchical and evaluative nature of the
organizations from which these samples were drévis scale should be applicable for use

across diverse organizational settings, includisyrhology internship sites.
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There is evidence to suggest, moreover, that taike ss a valid and reliable measure of
impression management strategies in counseling@sms. Using a sample of master’s level
counselor supervisees, Pitariu’s (2007) disseriaksearch revealed findings similar to those of
Bolino and Turnley (1999). For instance, an exatam of the correlation matrix revealed a
pattern of positive relationships among the varioysression management strategies and all of
the subscales correlated positively with the thi®. More specifically, positive correlations
emerged among the following subscales: self-pramngingratiation and exemplification;
ingratiation and exemplification; and exemplificatiand supplication. In addition, all of the
subscales proved to be sufficiently internally a¢stent, with Cronbach’s alphas of .70 or higher:
self-promotion (.87), ingratiation (.83), exemmddtion (.77), intimidation (.86), supplication
(.89). Taken together, Pitariu’s research confariat the IMS is a reliable and valid
instrument and more importantly, that it is an @ppiate measure to use with trainee counselors
in supervision.

For purposes of this study, only four subscalesewmssluded: self-promotion,
ingratiation, exemplification, and supplicationué®to the estimated time of completion, the
researcher first attempted to shorten the meagurenboving scales with insufficient factor
loadings; however, with the exception of one it¢éme, factor loadings for each item were high
(.65 and above). Therefore, the elimination ofitlienidation scale was based on theoretical
rationale. An exploration of the four subscalesvded useful information regarding whether
interns intentionally manage their supervisors’iegsions as well as a more in-depth
understanding of the nature of supervisee use pfassion management. More specifically,
analyses of the subscales offered insight intaythes of impressions supervisees seek to portray

and the behaviors commonly used to elicit thesgena
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Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory.Larson and colleagues (1992) developed the
Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE) to prevadmeasure of “counselor judgments of
their capabilities to counsel successfully in caling situations or their expectancies for success
in counseling situations” (i.e., counseling seligzicy) (p. 106). The construction of this scale
was based on counselor trainees enrolled in gradena! programs. According to Larson and
Daniels (1998), the COSE is the most commonly ssate of CSE with adequate measures of
validity and reliability.

The COSE consists of 53 items and is structuredanitikert scale format. Respondents
are asked to rate how confident they are in tr@inseling abilities on a scale that ranges from
one, strongly disagree, to six, strongly agreeor&can range from 62 to 222, with higher
scores reflecting higher levels of CSE and lowereg suggesting lower CSE levels.

According to the results of a principal-factorsraxtion (varimax rotation), the COSE
comprises five subscales: Microskills, Processfi@iflt Client Behaviors, Cultural Competence,
and Awareness of Values. Items on each subsceds@bow confident respondents are in their
abilities to perform the related skills. The Miskdls subscale assesses the quality of counseling
responses and the ability to track client respofeses, “| am certain that the content of my
interpretation and confrontation responses wiltbesistent with and not discrepant from what
the client is saying”). This factor consists ofiidns and has factor loadings that range from .41
to .64.

Process refers to the delivery of counselor resggooser time, ongoing client
conceptualization in session and the integratiorespponses and interpretations when working
with the client. This subscale is assessed thrddgkems and has factor loadings ranging from

43 to .58. An example of the items that refl&aes tonstruct is “I am worried that my
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interpretation and confrontation responses mayuwet time assist the client to be more specific
in defining and clarifying the problem.”

The third subscale, Difficult Client Behaviors, maees respondents’ confidence levels
in their abilities to effectively work with “cliestwho are unmotivated, suicidal, abused,
alcoholic, indecisive, or silent” (e.g., “I do nfeiel | possess a large enough repertoire of
techniques to deal with the different problems ngnts may present”) (Larson et al., p. 109).
There are seven items on this subscale with fa@#alings ranging from .46 to .63. Two items
pertain to the perceptions of knowledge and tearlescand one item concerns the ability to
perform effectively.

The Cultural Competence subscale concerns theipedcability to behave in a
competent way when providing therapeutic servioadiénts of differing ethnicities, cultural
backgrounds, and social classes (e.g., “In worlgrlg culturally different clients | may have a
difficult time viewing situations from their persgtese”). Four items measure respondents’
confidence in Cultural Competence. The factor llogsirange from .51 to .66. Awareness of
Values consists of four items and has factor loggliranging from .42 to .64. This scale assesses
how confident counselor trainees are in their lewélawareness regarding their biases and
values (e.g., “I feel confident that | have resdleenflicts in my personal life so that they will
not interfere with my counseling abilities”).

Larson et al. (1992) used Cronbach’s alpha coefiicio provide estimates of internal
consistency. Reliability estimates for the totadre and for the subscales all exceeded .70:
COSE Total (.93), Microskills (.88), Process (.837ifficult Client Behaviors (.80), Cultural
Competence (.78), Awareness of Values (.62). tteal correlations ranged from .32 to .65,

with the exception of three items which were .26, and .23. In addition, test-retest reliability
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over a three-week interval for the COSE proveda@tbequate: COSE Total=£ .87),
Microskills (r = .68), Process & .74), Difficult Client Behaviorsr(= .80), Cultural Competence
(r =.71), and Awareness of Values<.83).

Convergent and divergent validities were assessied) the Tennessee Self-Concept
Scale (TSCS), the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory AT the Problem Solving Inventory (PSI),
the Social Desirability Scale (SDS), the Graduated®d Examination (GRE), undergraduate
grade point average (GPA), and the Myers-BriggseTiyglicator (MBTI). With respect to
convergent validity, scores on the COSE were dcamtly, moderately related to self-concept
scores on the TSCS (.51). As expected, scorelseo8®SE were significantly negatively
related to state (-.42) and trait anxiety (-51jresasured by the STAI. In addition, the findings
revealed a significant negative correlation betwsmares on the COSE and the PSI (-.73). Since
lower scores on the PSI are indicative of percegtaf more effective problem-solving skills,
this suggests that higher levels of CSE are rel@teadore positive perceptions of problem-
solving abilities. With respect to divergent vélyd scores on the COSE were minimally related
to ratings of defensiveness on the SDS (.27) affiakiag on the TSCS (-.18). Likewise, the
COSE was minimally related to measures reflectptguwde (.16, Verbal; .10, Quantitative) and
achievement (.25). Personality type as measuredebliBTI was not related to scores on the
COSE.

In this study, the COSE was used to determineqipaints’ general CSE levels. Only the
combined score of three subscales were includedeps, cultural competence and awareness of
values. Due to the estimated time of completiba,researcher first attempted to remove scales
based on insufficient factor loadings; howeverpélihe items had relatively high factor

loadings. As a result, two scales were cut othefinstrument based on theoretical and
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empirical grounds. Research findings suggestdbiapetency in microskills and dealing with
difficult client behaviors are areas that have tgeeelevance for upcoming psychologists at the
beginning stages of their training (Larson etE92). Given that the participants of this study
were at an advanced level of their training, theroskills and difficult client behaviors
subscales were excluded. An analysis of this sedll@rovide valuable information on the
nature of the relationship between impression mamagt, the supervisory working alliance and
CSE.

Although supervisees in their final stages of ragrhave high CSE (Sipps et al., 1988),
the curvilinear relationship between graduate ingitevel and CSE necessitates consideration
of heteroskedasticity, which occurs when the vaxanf a variable is not constant. If this
occurred, then the researcher corrected for hdtedasticity by weighting each participant’s
score on the COSE by the inverse of the standasiattn of the error for that observation. The

use of this method allows for unbiased standamr&wf coefficients.

Design

To determine whether counseling self-efficacy antlie supervisory working alliance
predicted the use of impression management stestegistandard multiple regression analysis
was conducted. Since more than one variable s@d 10 predict supervisee use of impression
management, this was considered the most appremigsign. This test provided information
regarding the relationship of the demographic Ve (i.e., experience and training level), the
supervisory working alliance, and counseling s#itacy (predictor variables) to the criterion
variable (impression management strategies).

More specifically, this study sought to addressfdtlewing research questions:



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 108

1) Can we predict, using multiple linear regressenespondent's Self-Promotion score
based on a linear combination of their [SWAI-T gscerCOSE Total Score + Hours of
Experience + Gender + Ethnicity]? The predictaralades will be the total score on the
SWAI-T, the total score of COSE, experience level the criterion (dependent) variable
will be the Self-Promotion subscale on the IMS.

2) Can we predict, using multiple linear regressemnespondent's Ingratiation score
based on a linear combination of their [SWAI-T gscerCOSE Total Score + Hours of
Experience + Gender + Ethnicity]? The predictaialdes will include the total score on
the SWAI-T, the total score on the COSE, experidecel, gender, and ethnicity. The
Ingratiation subscale on the IMS will be the citiar(dependent) variable.

3) Can we predict, using multiple linear regresssmrespondent's Exemplification score
based on a linear combination of their [SWAI-T gscerCOSE Total Score + Hours of
Experience + Gender + Ethnicity]? The predictaialdes will include the total score on
the SWAI-T, the total score on the COSE, experidecel, gender, and ethnicity. The
Exemplification subscale on the IMS will be theterion (dependent) variable.

4) Can we predict, using multiple linear regressmnespondent's Supplication score
based on a linear combination of their [SWAI-T gscerCOSE Total Score + Hours of
Experience + Gender + Ethnicity]? The predictaialdes will include the total score on
the SWAI-T, the total score on the COSE, experidecel, gender, and ethnicity. The
Supplication subscale on the IMS will be the criter(dependent) variable.

5) Can we predict, using multiple linear regressenespondent’'s Total score on the IMS
based on a linear combination of their [SWAI-T gscerCOSE Total Score + Hours of

Experience + Gender + Ethnicity]? The predictaialdes will include the total score on
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the SWAI-T, the total score on the COSE, experidecel, gender, and ethnicity. The

total score on the IMS will be the criterion (degent) variable.
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Chapter 4
Results

Descriptive Statistics

In this study, the total number of participants &9 doctoral level interns; however,
only 157 of these participants’ scores were analyZEhe excluded participants’ responses for
experience level were more than two standard dewmgreater than the responses of the
sample. Their data were removed since the inclusion ofdtmsgliers resulted in a non-normal
distribution. Respondents provided demographiormftion regarding gender, ethnicity, age,
doctoral training program, degree of program, imglip site, experience level, amount of
supervision, time spent with current supervisod fiaquency of supervision. Descriptive
analyses were performed on the demographic infoom&b determine the percentages,
frequencies, means, and standard deviations.

The average age of interns who participated smshidy was 29 years; their ages ranged
from 25 to 50 (see Table 1). The sample const&d.5% (n = 128) female and 16.6% (n =
26) male participants. With respect to ethnicfi9% of the respondents were White (n = 124)
and 19% described themselves as African Americang)) Asian American (n = 4),
Hispanic/Latino (n = 8), Native American (n = 3)jddle-Eastern American (n = 3), Canadian
(n = 2), Biracial (n = 1), or Foreign National (nly» For statistical purposes, these participants
were labeled non-White (n = 30). The frequencieggender and ethnicity are presented in
Table 2.

Most of the interns were enrolled in Psy.D. (50.3)l Ph.D. programs (47.8%). Only
one participant reported being enrolled in an E@iogram (.63%). The majority of interns
were enrolled in Clinical Psychology (75.8%) andu@seling Psychology programs (16.6%).

Interns enrolled in different psychology prograr6s36) reported their programs’ orientations as

110
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one of the following: Combined Clinical-CounseliRgychology, Combined Counseling-School
Psychology, School Psychology, and Educational irdggy. Most of the respondents’
internships included Medical Centers and hosp(te9s1%), Community Mental Health Centers
(17.8%), Veterans Administration hospitals (16.68&b) College Counseling Centers (14.6%).
Additional internship sites included CorrectionalcHities/Prisons (8.3%), Outpatient Centers
and Practices (6.4%), Residential Treatment C€Bt8%0), Consortiums (3.2%), Psychiatric and
Inpatient Hospitals (3.2%), Private Practices (2,3%ilitary Medical Centers (2.5%) and
Military Internships (.6%). The data are presentediable 3.

The average experience level of interns was 1337028 with a median of 1000 hours.
The least and greatest levels of experience wesn8@1000 hours, respectively. This variable
was positively skewed (z = 5.75): most respondeysrted having less experience. On
average, interns reported 53.68 months (4 yed&8,rBonths) for total time spent in supervision
and 7.06 months for time spent with current suenvi In terms of frequency of supervision,
60.5% of the interns received supervision once ekw24.8% received supervision twice a
week, 12.1% received supervision more than twiseek, and 1.3% received supervision every

other week. The data are presented in Table 4.

Table 1

Descriptive Data of Participants Age

n Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Age 136 25 50 29.9 3.90
Missing Data 21
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Table 2

Frequencies of Gender and Ethnicity

Frequency Percent

Gender

Female 128 81.5

Male 26 16.6

Missing Data 3 2.0
Ethnicity

White 124 79.0

Non-White 30 19.0

Missing Data 3 2.0
Table 3

Frequencies of Degree, Training Program, and Insip Site of Participants

Frequency Percent

Degree

Ph.D. 75 47.8

Psy.D. 79 50.3

Ed.D. 1 0.6

Missing Data 2 1.3
Training Program

Counseling Psychology 26 16.6

Clinical Psychology 119 75.8

Other 10 6.3

Missing Data 2 1.3
Internship Site

Medical Center/Hospital 30 19.1

Community Mental 28 17.8
Health

Veteran’s 26 16.6
Administration

College Counseling 23 14.6
Center

Correctional 13 8.3
Facility/Prison

Outpatient Center 10 6.4

Residential Treatment 6 3.8

Consortium 5 3.2

Inpatient Hospital 5 3.2

Private Practice 4 2.5

Military Medical Center 4 2.5

Military 1 0.6

Missing Data 2 1.3
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Table 4

Descriptive Data of Counseling Experience and Suipem

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Hours of Experience 137 50 4000 1337.28 871.35
Missing Data 20

Months of Supervision 149 8 108 53.68 17.68
Missing Data 8

Months with Current Supervisor 151 1 72 7.06 6.32
Missing Data 6

Frequency of Supervision 151 1 4 1.54 .76
Missing Data 6

Inferential Statistics

Preliminary Analyses. Prior to analysis, hours of experience (Experiernsgpervisory
working alliance (SWAI), and counseling self-eftgg COSE) were examined for outliers. Two
cases with extremely high z scores on Experience Yeeind to be univariate outliers. Case
#128 had a score of 14,000, which is approximétdl$3 standard deviations above the mean
(1337.28) of this variable and case # 154 had seswio7,000, which is approximately 6.49
standard deviations above the mean. Both case®as@ered to be outliers since they are
beyond thep = .001 criterion of 3.29, two tailed, and they digconnected from the other cases.
Similarly, inclusion of the cases rendered the daténterpretable, as evidenced by Mahalanobis
Distance values exceeding the critical Chi Squataesof 20.52. Although both cases are
considered to be from the intended population aecewot found to be recorded in error, when
the cases were retained and their scores werenasisiggvalue that was one unit larger than the
next most extreme score, the two cases still prowdx outliers. Since the distribution of this
variable continued to be non-normal even afteicdses were assigned a value of 5,457, the
outliers were removed from the dataset, leavingddsés for analysis. With the usguaf .001

criterion for Mahalanobis distance, no additionatliers among the cases were found.
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Preliminary analyses were also conducted to erthatehe assumptions of normality,
linearity, multicollinearity, and homoscedasticityere not violated. Both of the dichotomous
independent variables, gender and ethnicity, meetebommended criteria with more than 10%
and less than 90% of the participants in theireespe categories. Gender consisted of 81.5%
females and 16.6% males. With respect to race, a1¥e participants were White and 19%
were Non-White. The normality of distributionsaif continuous independent variables was
analyzed through examination of normality plots;mal probability plots of residuals and
scatter diagrams of residuals versus predicteduals, and skewness and kurtosis statistics.
Both the normality plots and the results of skewsreasd kurtosis indicated that COSE was
normally distributed (Skewness, z = - 1.28; Kurgozi= .71). Experience and SWAI were not
normally distributed. Experience was positivelgwkd (z = 5.75) and SWAI was negatively
skewed (z = -4.48). As a result, a square roostaamation was taken on the Experience
variable. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2DtBen a variable’s “distribution differs
moderately from normal” and is positively skewedrtta square root transformation should be
attempted first (p. 87). The variable’s skewneas greatly improved by this transformation,
resulting in a normal distribution (Skewness, z#82 Kurtosis, - .25). As suggested by
Tabachnick and Fidell, a reflect and logarithmansformation was taken on the SWAI variable
since the normality of its distribution varies maately and it is negatively skewed. This
transformation also improved the skewness of tm@bke and resulted in a normal distribution

(Skewness, z = 1.01; Kurtosis, 1.42). After themgables were transformed, no violations of

normality, linearity, or homoscedasticity of resithiwere detected. Descriptive statistics for the

continuous independent variables are provided iiela.
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Table 5

Normality Data of Continuous Independent Variables

N Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
COSE 132 80.10 12.34 -.27 21 -.30 42
SWAI 143 5.37 .86 -91 .20 .64 40
Transformed 143 40 14 .20 .20 -.57 40
Experience 137 1469.12  1457.75 1.19 21 .64 41
Transformed 137 34.80 11.28 .58 21 -.10 41

Statistical Analysis of Hypotheses.To determine whether counseling self-efficacy,
supervisory working alliance, experience level,dgnand ethnicity predict the use of
impression management strategies, the proposedheges were tested using standard multiple
regression. More specifically, a forward selecttatistical regression was performed between
the dependent variable (the subscales and total stanpression management) and the
independent variables (gender, ethnicity, houmsxpkerience, supervisory working alliance, and
counseling self-efficacy). Analysis was perfornusihg IBM SPSS Regression.

Hypothesis|. The first research hypothesis was as follows: Batimotion scores will be
significantly predicted by a linear combinationtloéir responses on the SWAI-T, COSE, hours
of experience, gender, and ethnicity.

The researcher expected that SWAI-T, COSE, expezitavel, gender, and ethnicity
would predict their use of Self-Promotion in supgion. Given previous research findings (i.e.,
Pitariu, 2007), the researcher anticipated thatdnigcores of counseling self-efficacy would
predict lower scores on the Self-Promotion subscalee hypothesized relationship between
counseling self-efficacy and amount of counselixigegience led the researcher to anticipate a

similar finding regarding participants’ reporteduns of experience and their use of Self-
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Promotion. Similarly, scores reflecting strongearking alliances were expected to predict
fewer endorsements of Self-Promotion. The resear@lso anticipated that differences in
gender and ethnicity would be predictive of SelbRotion.

ResultsThis hypothesis was analyzed using a forward Selestatistical regression.
The predictor variables were the total score orSWAI-T, the total score of COSE, experience
level, gender, and ethnicity and the criterion @egent) variable was the Self-Promotion
subscale on the IMS. When all five independeniabées (gender, ethnicity, experience level,
supervisory working alliance, and counseling s#it:acy) were entered into the model the
regression analysis revealed that the model digigoificantly predict Self-Promotion, F (5,
107) = .36p = .87. RSquare for the model was .02 and Adjusted R Squase- .03.

The removal of independent variables is consistetht Bendel and Afifi's (1977)
suggestion to use “a liberal criterion for entrypoédictors in forward regression. Important
variables are less likely to be excluded from tloelat with a more liberal probability level for
entry of .15 to .20 rather than .05” (Tabachnickigell, 2013, p.140). Therefore, variables that
did not make a significantly unique contributionthe model were removed one at a time until
all remaining variables had a significance levelado or less than .10. Since Experience had
the least significance (= .97), it was the first variable to be removed. FRsgion analyses after
removal of this variable revealed that the modeélrtht significantly predict Self-Promotion, F
(4, 121) = 1.18p = .32. RSquare for the model was .04 and Adjusted R Squase.01. After
the second variable was removed from the modehfEitly, p = .56), regression analyses still
revealed that the model failed to significantlygoe Self-Promotion, F (3, 122) = 1.46= .23.

R Square for the model was .04 and Adjusted R Squase.01. Gender was the third variable

removed from the modep (= .51). Regression analyses indicated that thetesguhodel did
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not significantly predict Self-Promotion, F (2, 3231.98,p = .14. RSquare for the model was
.03 and Adjusted R Square was .02.

After removal of the fourth variable (COSE = .34) the model did significantly predict
Self-Promotion, F (1, 133) = 3.12~= .08. RSquare for the model was .02 and Adjusted R
Square was .02. Therefore, although SWAI was fdarigk a significant predictor of Self-
Promation, it only explains 2% of the variancehe tlependent variable=£ - 1.77,p = .08).

The results of the analyses are presented in able

Table 6
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis for SetirRotion Subscale

Model Summary

Model R’ Adjusted R Std. Error of Estimate
1 .02 .02 3.22
ANOVA

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 32.49 1 32.49 3.12 .08
Residual 1382.72 133 10.40

Coefficients
B Std. Error B t Sig. 95% CI for B Partial
Correlations

SWAI -3.59 2.03 -15 -1.77 .08 (-7.61, .427) -.15

Hypothesis11. Ingratiation scores will be significantly predicted a linear combination
of their responses on the SWAI-T, COSE, hours peeience, gender, and ethnicity.

The researcher expected that SWAI-T, COSE, expezitavel, gender, and ethnicity
would predict participant use of Ingratiation irpswision. The researcher anticipated that
higher scores of counseling self-efficacy and suipery working alliance would predict lower

scores on the Ingratiation subscale. The hypotbdselationship between counseling self-
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efficacy and amount of counseling experience ledrésearcher to anticipate a similar finding
regarding participants’ reported hours of expergeaied their use of Ingratiation. The researcher
also anticipated that differences in gender andieitly would be predictive of Self-Promotion.

ResultsThis hypothesis was analyzed using a forward Selestatistical regression.

The predictor variables included the total scorehenSWAI-T, the total score on the COSE,
experience level, gender, and ethnicity. The ltigtian subscale on the IMS was the criterion
(dependent) variable. When all five independeniades (gender, ethnicity, hours of
experience, supervisory working alliance, and celing self-efficacy) were entered into the
model the regression analyses revealed that thelsaphificantly predicted Ingratiation, F (5,
107) = 6.45p < .01. RSquare for the model was .23 and Adjusted R Squase 20.

Per Bendel and Afifi's (1977) recommendation, viakea that did not make a
significantly unique contribution to the model weemnoved one at a time until all variables that
remained in the model had a significance level Etguar less than .10 (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2013). Since SWAI had the least significange=(.32), it was the first variable to be removed.
Regression analyses after removal of this varieblealed that the model significantly predicted
Ingratiation, F (4, 113) = 7.7p,< .01. RSquare for the model was .21 and Adjusted R Square
was .19. The final four variables, Gender=(.05), Ethnicity p = .07), Experiencep(= .01) and
Counseling Self-Efficacyp(< .01), were retained. Table 7 displays the unstalizid
regression coefficients (B), intercept, and stadidad regression coefficient)(for each
variable.

In terms of individual relationship between thdependent variables and Ingratiation,
Gender {=1.94,p = .05), Ethnicity (= - 1.85,p = .07), Experiencet € - 2.62,p = .01), and

COSE (= - 4.36,p < .01) significantly predicted the dependent Jaggsee Table 7).
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Together, the three variables contributed 19% aresthvariability. The independent variables
that made the greatest contributions to the maoadhded COSEf = -.36,p < .01), which
explained 13.2% of the variance, and Experiefice {23,p = .01), which explained 5.2% of
the variance. Gender contributed 2.696(.16,p = .05) and Ethnicity contributed 2.6% € -

.16,p = .07) of the variability in the dependent variable.

Table 7

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis for Ingrttin Subscale

Model Summary

Model R° Adjusted R Std. Error of Estimate
1 21 19 3.54
ANOVA

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 386.65 4 96.66 7.72 .00
Residual 1414.20 113 12.51

Coefficients
B Std. Error B t Sig. 95% Cl for B Partial
Correlations

Gender 1.74 .90 .16 1.94 .05 (-.03, 3.52) .18
Ethnicity ~ -1.52 82 -16 -1.85 .07 (-3.15, .11) -17
Experience -.08 .03 -23  -2.62 .01 (-.14, -.02) -.24
COSE -11 .03 -36 -4.36 .00 (-.17, -.06) -.38

Hypothesis|11. Exemplification scores will be significantly pretid by a linear
combination of their responses on the SWAI-T, COS8Htrs of experience, gender, and
ethnicity.

The researcher expected that SWAI-T, COSE, expezitavel, gender, and ethnicity

would predict participant use of Exemplificationsapervision. The researcher anticipated that

higher scores of counseling self-efficacy and suipery working alliance would predict lower
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scores on the Exemplification subscale. Higherliegécounseling experience were expected to
predict lower use of Exemplification. Similarly fidirences in gender and ethnicity were
expected to predict endorsement of Exemplificatiems.

ResultsThis hypothesis was analyzed using a forward Selestatistical regression.
The predictor variables included the total scorehenSWAI-T, the total score on the COSE,
experience level, gender, and ethnicity. The Exditgttion subscale on the IMS was the
criterion (dependent) variable. When all five ipdadent variables (gender, ethnicity,
experience, supervisory working alliance, and celing self-efficacy) were entered into the
model the regression analyses revealed that thelnsaphificantly predicted Exemplification, F
(5, 106) =5.60p < .01. R Square for the model was .21 and AdjuRt&Square was .17.

Per Bendel and Afifi's (1977) recommendation, Viales that did not make a
significantly unique contribution to the model weeenoved one at a time until all variables that
remained in the model had a significance level Etguar less than .10 (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2013). Experience, the variable with the leastifitance p =.76) was removed first.
Regression analyses after removal of this varieblealed that the model still significantly
predicted Exemplification, F (4, 120) = 6.28< .01. R Square for the model was .17 and
Adjusted R Square was .14. Gender was the seamabie to be removed from the modeH
.62). Regression analyses indicated that thetesguhodel significantly predicted
Exemplification, F (3, 121) = 8.2p,< .01. R Square for the model was .17 and AdguRte
Square was .15. The final three variables, Ethn{pit=.02), SWAI { =.08), and Counseling
Self-Efficacy p < .01), were retained. Table 8 displays the unstalizizd regression

coefficients (B), intercept, and standardized regjign coefficientsf) for each variable.
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In terms of the relationship between the indepetdariables and Exemplification,

Ethnicity ¢ = - 2.35,p=.02), SWAI {=1.78,p = .08), and COSE € - 3.70,p < .01)

significantly predicted the dependent variable (Balele 8). Together, the three variables

contributed 15% in shared variability. Ethnicitypéained 3.8%{ = -.19,p = .02), SWAI

explained 2.3%f = -.15,p = .08), and COSE explained 9.7%= -.31,p < .01) of the shared

variability in the dependent variable.

Table 8

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis for Exeficplion Subscale

Model Summary

Model R Adjusted R Std. Error of Estimate
1 A7 15 3.52
ANOVA

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 308.34 3 102.78 8.27 .00
Residual 1503.15 121 12.42
Coefficients
B Std. Error B t Sig. 95% CI for B Partial
Correlations
Ethnicity -1.88 .80 -19 -2.35 .02 (-3.47, -.30) -21
SWAI 4.24 2.38 15 1.78 .08 (-.47, 8.94) .16
COSE -.10 .03 -31 -3.69 .00 (-.15, -.05) -.31

Hypothesis V. Supplication scores will be significantly predictegla linear

combination of their responses on the SWAI-T, CO8ttirs of experience, gender, and

ethnicity.

The researcher expected that SWAI-T, COSE, expezitavel, gender, and ethnicity

would predict participant use of Supplication ipstvision. Higher scores on measures of

counseling self-efficacy and supervisory workiniggakce were expected to predict lower scores
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on the Supplication subscale. The researcher ggbacsimilar finding regarding participants’
reported hours of experience and their use of Segdn. Similarly, scores reflecting stronger
working alliances were expected to predict fewataesements of Supplication. The researcher
also anticipated that differences in gender andieitly would be predictive of Supplication.

ResultsThis hypothesis was analyzed using a forward Selestatistical regression.
The predictor variables included the total scorehenSWAI-T, the total score on the COSE,
experience level, gender, and ethnicity. The Soapbn subscale on the IMS was the criterion
(dependent) variable. When all five independeniades (gender, ethnicity, experience level,
supervisory working alliance, and counseling s#it:acy) were entered into the model the
regression analyses revealed that the model didigificantly predict Supplication, F (5, 113)
=1.54,p=.18. R Square for the model was .07 and AdjuRt&Square was .02.

Per Bendel and Afifi's (1977) recommendation, Vialeés not making a significantly
unique contribution to the model were removed dreetane until all remaining variables a
significance level equal to or less than .10 (Tabak & Fidell, 2013). Ethnicity, the variable
with the least significance (= .60) was removed first. Regression analyses edtaoval of this
variable revealed that the model still did not gigantly predict Supplication, F (4, 109) = 1.86,
p=.12. R Square for the model was .06 and AdjuRt&quare was .03. Experience was the
second variable removed from the mogef(.69). Regression analyses indicated that the
resultant model did not significantly predict Supation, F (3, 123) =1.79%9 = .15. R Square
for the model was .04 and Adjusted R Square was AB&r removal of the third variable with
the least significance, Gend@r£ .53), regression analyses revealed that the madiel d
significantly predict Supplication, F (2, 124) 50,p = .09. R Square for the model was .04

and Adjusted R Square was .02. SWAK_.40) was the final variable removed from the model,
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which resulted in a significant prediction of Supation, F (1, 130) = 7.0 = .01. R Square for
the model was .05 and Adjusted R Square was .04.

Counseling Self-Efficacy (COSE) £ - 2.65,p = .01) was the only variable found to
significantly predict Supplication. Table 9 dispdahe unstandardized regression coefficients
(B), intercept, and standardized regression caeffts @) for this variable. Despite its
significance, COSE only contributed 5.1%0«-.23,p = .01) of the variance in the dependent
variable (see Table 9).

Table 9
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis for Supgpitm Subscale

Model Summary

Model R* Adjusted R Std. Error of Estimate
1 .05 .04 2.64
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 48.86 1 48.86 7.01 .01
Residual 906.02 130 6.97
Coefficients
B Std. Error B t Sig. 95% Cl for B Partial
Correlations
COSE -.05 .02 -23 -2.65 .01 (-.09, -.01) -.23

Hypothesis V. Total Scores on the IMS will be significantly preiid by a linear
combination of their responses on the SWAI-T, CO8ttrs of experience, gender, and
ethnicity.

The researcher expected that SWAI-T, COSE, expezitavel, gender, and ethnicity

would predict participant use of Impression Managetistrategies in supervision. Higher scores

on the counseling self-efficacy and supervisorykiay alliance measures were expected to

predict lower scores on the Impression ManagemeaieS Similarly, greater levels of
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experience level were expected to predict fewepemments of Impression Management. The
researcher anticipated that differences in gena@reghnicity would also be predictive of
Impression Management.

ResultsThis hypothesis was analyzed using a forward Selestatistical regression.
The predictor variables included the total scorehenSWAI-T, the total score on the COSE,
experience level, gender, and ethnicity. The tatale on the IMS was the criterion (dependent)
variable. When all five independent variables @gnethnicity, hours of experience,
supervisory working alliance, and counseling s#it:acy) were entered into the model the
regression analyses revealed that the model signilly predicted Impression Management, F
(5, 104) = 4.07p < .01. R Square for the model was .19 and AdjuRt&Square was .15.

Per Bendel and Afifi's (1977) recommendation, Vialeés not making a significantly
unique contribution to the model were removed dreetane until all remaining variables a
significance level equal to or less than .10 (Tabak & Fidell, 2013). Gender, the variable
with the least significance (= .52), was removed first. Regression analyses edtapval of
this variable revealed that the model still sigrahtly predicted Impression Management, F (4,
105) = 6.19p < .01. R Square for the model was .19 and AdjuRt&quare was .16.
Experience was the second variable removed frormtiael p = .32). Regression analyses
indicated that the resultant model significantlggicted Impression Management, F (3, 119) =
6.77,p < .01. R Square for the model was .15 and AdjuRt&quare was .12. The final
variable to removed was SWA € .44).

The remaining two variables, Ethnicity € .13) and COSEp(< .01), were retained: this
model significantly predicted Impression Managemeén@, 124) = 10.095 < .01. R Square for

the model was .14 and Adjusted R Square was A &rins of individual relationship between
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the independent variables and Impression Manageetit Ethnicity (= - 1.88,p = .13) and
COSE (=-4.31,p<.01) significantly predicted the dependent \aggsee Table 10).
Together, the two variables contributed 13% in sthaariability. Ethnicity explained 1.59% €
-.13,p =.13) and COSE explained 12.4%= -.35,p < .01) of the shared variability in the

dependent variable.

Table 10
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis for Impms#lanagement Scale

Model Summary

Model R Adjusted R Std. Error of Estimate
1 14 A3 8.77
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 1544.95 2 772.47 10.05 .00
Residual 9534.64 124 76.89
Coefficients
B Std. Error B t Sig. 95% ClI for B Partial
Correlations
Ethnicity -2.99 1.99 -13 -1.51 .13 (-6.93, .93) -13

COSE -27 .06 -.35 -4.23 .00 (-.40, -.15) -.35
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Chapter 5
Discussion

Neither the extent nor the implications of upcomilugtoral level psychologists’ uses of
impression management in supervision has beenmexploret it is clear that supervisees do
manage the impressions of their supervisors, actirital supervision these behaviors have
important consequences. They can deter profedsienalopment and fail to ensure client
welfare. For that reason, the fact that impressi@magement-related behaviors are frequently
referenced is noteworthy (Callis, 1997; Gulla, 20688ss, 2008; Ladany, Hill, Corbett, & Nultt,
1996; Pitariu, 2007; Walsh, Gillespie, Greer, & Esn2002; Ward, Friedlander, Schoen, &
Klein, 1985; Webb & Wheeler, 1998). When the enghan training is on supervisees forming
desired impressions, the central purposes of sigi@ny which are to serve a gatekeeping
function and to provide a supportive and educatierperience, are sidestepped (Bernard &
Goodyear, 2009). In order to foster trainees’ @ssfonal development and ensure client
welfare, it is necessary for supervisors to be awvlaat these behaviors occur and to consider
relevant factors that drive interns to manage isgons. To examine these factors, this study
explored the use of impression management amondquteral psychology interns and in
particular its role in Counseling Self-Efficacy (Ef$the supervisory working alliance,
counseling experience, gender, and ethnicity.

The present study collected data from 157 pre-datlevel interns in psychology
programs. The interns provided basic demograpdiia dnd information about their doctoral
programs, internship sites, and extent of expeeiémcounseling and supervision. Interns who
participated in this study reported an averagecd@.1; however, their ages ranged from 25 to
50 years. These participants were primarily Wite 126, 80.2%) and femala € 128,

81.5%) and were enrolled in either Psy.D=(79, 50.3%) or Ph.Dn(= 75, 47.8%) programs



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT

with Clinical (h =119, 75.8%) or Counseling Psychology=(26, 16.6%) orientations. Only
one intern was enrolled in an Ed.D. program. Alspecentage of interns indicated that they
were enrolled in programs with combined Clinicale@seling Psychology, combined
Counseling-School Psychology, School Psychologg,Edaucational Psychology orientations.
In sum, the majority of the interns who particighie this study were White females with a
mean age of 30.1 enrolled in Clinical Psychologgtdml programs. This finding is expected
and considered to be representative of the popul&étom which the sample was drawn.
According to the Association of Psychology Postdmdtand Internship Centers’ (2011) most
recent survey of internship applicants, doctonadlents at internship sites in 2011 - 2012 were
primarily White (80%) females (79%) enrolled in@tial Psychology doctoral programs (79%).

In regard to internship sites, the participantorega a diverse range. The majority of
students were interning at medical centers anditadspcommunity mental health centers,
Veterans Administration hospitals, and college aaling centers. The remaining internship
sites included correctional facilities/prisons,attent centers and practices, residential
treatment centers, consortiums, psychiatric andtiapt hospitals, private practices, military
medical centers and military internships.

Extent of experience was measured through dimdiact hours. The total number of
direct contact hours ranged from 50 to 4,000, witlaverage of 74 hours. Most of the interns
reported experience levels at the lower end ofrmgle. Interns were under supervision for an
average of four years and five months. A large@aiage of the sample (60.5%) received
supervision once a week and nearly a quarter (24a8%nded supervision twice a week. Some

interns received supervision more than twice a wW&2kiL%) and only a few met with their

127



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT

supervisors every other week (1.3%). The intepshudents who participated in this study
attended supervision on a routine basis for apprately four and a half years.

Given the exploratory nature of this study, oniye@mpirical study (Pitariu, 2007) could
be used as a direct comparison. Although Pitaresgarch directly investigated variables
related to supervisee use of impression manageihend,not address the impact of the
supervisory working alliance on impression manageméccordingly, comparisons to related
studies, such as those that address superviseesdaosdres, the supervisory working alliance,
and doctoral level internship supervisees, were examined.

Discussion of Findings

Hypothesis I. The first hypothesis proposed that intern usekfomotion strategies
would be predicted by their perceptions of the supery working alliance (SWAI-T), their
beliefs about their capabilities to be an effecteeinselor (COSE), their levels of experience,
their gender, and their ethnicity. A multiple regsion analysis offered partial support for this
hypothesis: a negative correlation emerged betwaparvisory working alliance, the predictor
variable, and self-promotion, which is the depemdencriterion variable. Intern supervisees
who perceived stronger working alliances with tlseipervisors indicated that they were less
likely to use impression management strategiesdmpte themselves.

This finding can be used in clinical supervisiesaarch to establish an empirical link
between specific supervisee impression managenediatvinrs and the working alliance.
Neither of the investigations that directly exandrike use of impression management in clinical
supervision (Pitariu, 2007; Ward et al., 1985) unigld the effect of the supervisory working
alliance on these behaviors even though the rdsei@rconjectured that strong supervisory

relationships could be used to address the negetieets of these behaviors. Although related
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research suggested supervisee nondisclosures nialatexl to the working alliance, the
connection between supervisee non-disclosuresmpieession management could only be
inferred. Nonetheless, given that supervisee rsotmBures are sometimes driven by attempts to
manage impressions, and that nondisclosures aserktwrelate to the quality of supervisory
relationships (e.g., Callis, 1997; Gulla, 2008; $]&¥08; Ladany, 1996), the negative relation
between supervisee self-promotion and the workilgnae was expected. Taken together, the
present study’s finding offers empirical evidenleattsubstantiates both the theoretical assertions
and inferences of related research about the sakttip between impression management and
the supervisory relationship. The significant peceat of self-promotion is the supervisory
working alliance.

Hypothesis Il. The second hypothesis predicted that interns woskdingratiation
strategies based on their perceptions of the sigmeyworking alliance (SWAI-T), beliefs about
their capabilities to be an effective counselor 8K), levels of experience, gender, and
ethnicity. A multiple regression analysis onceiagdfered partial support for this hypothesis:
ingratiating behavior was negatively related to G8H experience level, and positively related
to gender and ethnicity. Counseling Self-Efficas the greatest predictor of ingratiation.

Put another way, intern gender, ethnicity, levet@iinseling experience, and personal
judgments of their capabilities to effectively caeh(Larson et al., 1992) significantly predict
their use of favors or flattery to elicit an attriton of likeability (i.e., ingratiation) from thei
supervisors (Bolino & Turnley, 1999). Interns amere likely to use ingratiation strategies in
supervision when they have lower CSE levels argldesinseling experience. With respect to
gender and ethnicity, interns who are female andt&\#re more likely to employ ingratiation

strategies with their supervisors compared to thdse are male and non-White. Given that
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gender and ethnicity provide minimal contributiasaghe model (2.6%), this finding should be
interpreted with caution.

The findings of this hypothesis have not been nesly described. Pitariu (2007) was
unable to demonstrate a relationship among Ingiatiand CSE, gender, ethnicity, or
experience. The contradictory results are likepy@uct of the differences between the two
studies’ samples. Pitariu based her study on mgdéxel students while data for this study
were collected from pre-doctoral level interns.p&wisees may approach supervision in
fundamentally different ways depending on theielesf training. Furthermore, the stakes are
much higher for a doctoral level intern than a m@astlevel practicum student. Internship is
usually the final step before entry into the prefes and much rests on the evaluation from
supervisors at this level whereas master’s-levalestts enrolled in practicums are often at the
beginning stages of their training. Also, with @ex levels of training, students have more
opportunities to reflect on their counseling skalsd abilities. The additional experience, skill
acquisition, and knowledge may be reflected in li@wees at differing levels evaluate their
capabilities.

Ingratiation is the only impression managementagpathat is predictive of experience
level. This result reflects the inconsistenciegarding training levels within the CSE literature.
On one hand, if the relationship between trainewgel and CSE is linear (e.g., Johnson, Baker,
Kopala, Kiselica, & Thompson, 1989; Tang et alQ£&0or curvilinear (Sipps, Sugden, & Favier,
1988) then one would expect that most superviseteir final stages of training would report
high levels of CSE. Since higher levels of CSEmsalictive of low impression management
use, it should follow that experience level wouddrebnstrate similar findings. Counseling self-

efficacy and experience level predicted ingratiastrategies but experience level failed to
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predict all other behaviors where CSE succeedadth®other hand, if the two are not related

(e.g., O'Brien, Heppner, Flores, & Bikos, 1997krtithe independent variables could produce
similar or dissimilar findings. This could explawhy experience level was not related to other
impression management behaviors predicted by CSE.

Although the relationship between Ingratiation &&E revealed in this study differs
from other dissertation research on impression gemant (Pitariu, 2007), it is consistent with
and extends earlier non-disclosure studies. Thatne relationship corroborates previous
findings that described weak supervisee percepttboempetence as a reason to withhold
information in an effort to impress supervisors &Ww2008; Hess, 2008; Ladany et al., 1996).
Negative feelings were associated with negativiepeleptions as well as the need to protect
oneself or to survive, especially when supervisepsrted negative perceptions of their
supervisory relationships (Gulla; Hess).

Hypothesis Ill. The third hypothesis proposed that intern usesxemplification
strategies would be predicted by their perceptadribe supervisory working alliance (SWAI-T),
their beliefs about their capabilities to be areefifve counselor (COSE), their levels of
experience, their gender, and their ethnicity. éltiple regression analysis offered partial
support for this hypothesis: exemplification useswmagatively related to CSE, the supervisory
working alliance, and ethnicity.

Expressed differently, respondents’ ethnicity, aatibns of personal counseling
capabilities (Larson et al., 1992), and perceptmfitheir counseling supervision relationships
(Efstation et al., 1990), predicted their use dfFsacrificing behaviors so as to appear dedicated
to their supervisors. Participants who reportetgeations of stronger working alliances and

higher CSE were less likely to attempt to appediad¢ed through impression management
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behaviors (i.e., exemplification) than those widrqeptions of weaker supervisory working
alliances and lower CSE levels. Intern supervisdeswere White were significantly more
likely to engage in exemplification behaviors thaterns who identified with diverse racial
backgrounds.

This result differs from Pitariu’s (2007) reseamrhsupervisee impression management
which failed to find a significant relationship teten CSE and exemplification. This
discrepancy may be explained by a number of facsuich as differences in sample
demographics, time spent in supervision, and repdrCSE levels among participants.
Research on the nature of CSE suggests that coume&perience and training level may be
related to CSE levels. Depending on which studeferred to, these variables either have a
curvilinear (e.g., Sipps, Sugden, & Favier, 1988 tinear relationship (e.g., Johnson, Baker,
Kopala, Kiselica, & Thompson, 1989; O’Brien et 4097). Over half of Pitariu’s participants
(59.23%) had no counseling experience, had an geef27 client contact hours, and were at
the beginning stages of their training (mastenglg which contrasts with the present study,
where pre-doctoral level interns reported an avedd 337.28 hours of counseling experience.
In addition, trainees who receive supervision tendave higher efficacy levels than those who
have had little to no supervision (Cashwell & Dgol2001; Larson et al., 1992). Pitariu did not
report the average amount of supervision. Howesrace supervision accompanies counseling
experience, the minimal counseling experience teddsy her participants and their low stages
of training (master’s level) suggests a discrepdretyeen the two samples concerning
supervision experience and therefore efficacy kwaslwell. Therefore, given the proposed links
between CSE and experience level and supervigiaprobable that the diverse experience

levels between Pitariu’s and the present studyigpdas explain the different findings.
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An equally important finding from this analysistie negative correlation between
supervisory working alliance and exemplificatiohlthough this relationship has not been
researched prior to the present study, previowearebers have described a relationship between
nondisclosures and the supervisory working alliarteeidence suggests that supervisees are
more likely to withhold information when they repperceptions of poor supervisory
relationships (Callis, 1997; Gulla, 2008; Hess,&0Gdany et al., 1996; Walsh, Gillespie,
Greer, & Eanes, 2002; Webb & Wheeler, 1998), anatithto that, nondisclosures within this
context are more likely to have negative reperamss{Gulla; Hess). It was expected, therefore,
that interns who provided low ratings of the supry working alliance would endorse greater
use of exemplification behaviors.

Hypothesis IV. The fourth hypothesis predicted that interns \@aide supplication
strategies based on their perceptions of the sigmeyworking alliance (SWAI-T), beliefs about
their capabilities to be an effective counselor 8K), level of experience, gender, and ethnicity.
A multiple regression analysis offered partial sopfior this hypothesis by demonstrating that
CSE is negatively related to supplication. Inteupervisees who have greater confidence in
their counseling capabilities are less likely toextise their weaknesses or shortcomings in order
to portray an impression of neediness to their sip@r's than those having less confidence.

This result is consistent with Pitariu’s (2007)dstwhich showed that a negative
relationship existed between supplication and supees’ confidence in their levels of
awareness of biases and values and their abilitg¥ggate how these manifest in the counseling
relationship (i.e., values subscale of IMS). Hoarmwn contrast to Pitariu’s findings, supervisee
uses of supplication demonstrated a negative oalstiip to CSE as measured by the total scale

of IMS. The most likely explanation for this diféace is the varying levels of experience
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between the two samples. Having a reference pairstssessing one’s ability to be effective as

a counselor, such as knowing how personal biassanes impact the counseling relationship,
likely impacts the responses given. Participarite are able to use multiple past experiences, as
both a counselor and a supervisee, will likely cegpdifferently than those who have minimal
experience or none at all on questions regardingpetence levels and behaviors in supervision.
Greater experience leads to more reference pdiatcan be used as a means for self-reflection.

Hypothesis V. The fifth hypothesis proposed that interns’ gahase of impression
management strategies (Total Score on IMS) woulgredicted by their perceptions of the
supervisory working alliance (SWAI-T), beliefs abboleir capabilities to be an effective
counselor (COSE), level of experience, gender,edhdicity. A multiple regression analysis
offered partial support for this hypothesis by destmating that general impression management
use is negatively related to CSE and ethnicityerims who have low efficacy beliefs about their
personal counseling capabilities and who are Warigesignificantly more likely to manage their
supervisors’ impressions of them.

This result accords with earlier observations, Wwighowed that CSE is related to
behaviors related to impression management: nartedisres. Qualitative investigations
consistently demonstrated that supervisees whatexpwithholding important information from
their supervisors for impression management reaaisosreported self-doubt, low confidence
regarding competence levels, and negative feeughk as shame, related to self-perceptions of
abilities (e.g., Gulla, 2008; Hess, 2008; Ladanglgt1996). The findings from Pitariu’s (2007)
dissertation research corroborated this relatignsizishowing that trainees’ self-efficacy levels
for different counseling areas (i.e., subscaleSOEE) were related to specific impression

management strategies. Her study did not provigargormation on the relationship between
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CSE and general impression management use (t&. stmre of IMS). This study’s test of this
hypothesis not only confirms Pitariu’s prior resdabut goes one step further by demonstrating
that general impression management use is negateated to CSE (i.e., total scale of COSE).

The relationship between ethnicity and impressiamagement use does conflict,
however, with Pitariu’s failure to find any relatiship between the two variables. Further
examination sheds light on one possible reasowligrthis relationship is easy to overlook. In
the present study, ethnicity made a minimal contidm to the prediction (i.e., 1.5%) of the
model. That means this variable could only accéam1.5% of the reason for participants’
endorsement of impression management behaviors.aléo possible that the homogeneity of
research samples with respect to ethnicity cortieibto these results.

Summary of Findings. To summarizethe analyses revealed several significant
findings. Turning to the supervisory working atice, this variable was a significant predictor of
self-promotion and exemplification, with strongdra;aces marked by lower use of both
impression management strategies. Of great iriteréise current investigation was the
importance of counseling self-efficacy in predigtmultiple impression management strategies.
Counseling self-efficacy was a significant prediabingratiation, exemplification, supplication,
and general impression management use. Thaseytanterns with low CSE levels managed
their supervisors’ impressions of them through-pedimotion, ingratiation, exemplification, and
supplication strategies as well as general impoessianagement use.

Another noteworthy finding revealed that supervigse of specific impression
management strategies is impacted by their gertlamicity, and counseling experience.
Ethnicity significantly predicted ingratiation, exelification, and general impression

management use. Interestingly, both gender andrexee level significantly predicted only
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one impression management behavior: ingratiatlaterns with less experience reported greater
use of ingratiation strategies.

These findings confirm and expand upon both supenviand impression management
theory and research by suggesting that counsedifigicacy and the supervisory working
alliance have primary importance for understandanmern use of impression management in
supervision. Furthermore, these results are @iffefrom previous research, suggesting that the
ethnicity of supervisees does indeed impact supeevibehaviors and therefore, warrants further
research. Likewise, the current study furthersrmesearch by documenting that gender and
experience level were related to one type of ingpoesmanagement use.

Unexpected Findings.The testing of the hypotheses led to several singrifindings.

This researcher anticipated that CSE would be salgrelated to all impression management
strategies, but the results indicate no such ozlakiip appears between CSE and self-promotion.
This is in direct contrast to Pitariu’s (2007) rasd which revealed a negative relationship. It is
possible that the conflicting findings regardingeEC&hd self-promotion may involve the use of
the COSE. In the present study, only the totatesobthe COSE was used as a predictor
whereas Pitariu used each of the COSE subscaiediasiual predictors. Only one of the
subscales on the COSE (i.e., microskills) signifttapredicted Self-Promotion behaviors in
Pitariu’s study. In addition, no information redarg the relationship between the COSE total
scale and this impression management strategy maglpd. Therefore, the present study might
have produced a similar finding if the relationshgiween each of the COSE subscales and self-
promotion was examined.

The vast amount of supervision literature emplessine importance of the supervisory

working alliance on trainee outcomes. Qualitatesearch studies on supervisee nondisclosures
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have alluded to the role of this alliance in fdating a safe context for supervisees to lowerrthei
defenses and facilitate genuine open discussiomst dleir experiences. Given the similarities
between nondisclosures and impression managemaeras isurprising to find that the
supervisory relationship bears no relationshipgratiation, supplication, and general
impression management use.

Contrary to expectations, the multiple regressiaalyses did not reveal a relationship
between the supervisory working alliance and impogsmanagement. While it is likely that
interns’ perceptions of the working alliance tralgve no relationship with their efforts to elicit
desired impressions from their supervisors, thezeother likely explanations for these findings.
For example, it is possible that the design ofstiuely prevented participants from providing an
accurate depiction of their experiences.

Previous studies of supervisee nondisclosuresvimisaelated to impression
management, were either qualitative or were a coatioin of quantitative and qualitative
methods. The results of these studies suggestédddisclosures are negatively related to the
supervisory relationship (Callis, 1997; Gulla, 20B@ss, 2008; Ladany et al., 1996; Walsh et
al., 2002; Webb & Wheeler, 1998). Participantthe majority of these studies elaborated on
their responses, which provided them the opportuniexplain their negative and positive
ratings of the supervisory relationships. The @néstudy was quantitative and therefore did not
acquire additional information that may have exptdi participant ratings.

Studies have demonstrated that experience levakimies trainee competence,
confidence levels, and experiences. It is sumgidiherefore, that experience level is not related
to self-promotion, exemplification, supplicatiom,general impression management use. Itis

likely that this finding is accurate: that counsgliexperience and self-promotion have no
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relationship. On the other hand, the researcmeethod for quantifying experience level by
hours could also have produced differing respohased on participants’ interpretation of what
was meant by hours of experience.

From the findings, it also appears that sex iselated to self-promotional,
exemplification, supplication, or general impressinanagement tactics among supervisees.
Although this is consistent with past researchuresvisee impression management use (i.e.,
Pitariu, 2007), this researcher expected that thiasables would be significant predictors for
doctoral level intern supervisees. Given whatidarstood about sex differences in impression
management, specifically that men and women h&fereint impression management goals and
employ differing strategies consistent with genaée expectations, this researcher anticipated
that sex would predict self-promotion (e.g., Boladurnley, 2003; Guadagno, & Cialdini,
2007; Rudman, 1998).

In addition, impression management goals and taatie motivated by personal
experiences and values. Since cultural, ethnit racial identities produce different experiences
of the world, including interactions with othersdaexpectations of social interchanges, this
researcher expected to find differences among skviedividuals that would result in significant
predictions. The results of multiple regressioalgses did not support this expectation for
interns’ use of self-promotion or supplication test

With respect to gender and ethnicity, there maly toe no difference between women
and men or among individuals with diverse ethnickigaounds in their use of impression
management strategies. Itis just as likely, hawgthat the high percentage of White women
and low percentage of males and non-White partitgoen this study precluded a significant

finding. Although the proportions of gender ankdnatity in the study sample accurately
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depicted the population of psychology pre-doctoredrns, the results may not be representative
of group differences since the population is limite
Strengths and Limitations

There are a number of limitations to this study theed to be addressed. The first
limitation relates to the instruments used to assapression management and the supervisory
working alliance. The development of the IMS (Boli& Turnley, 1999) was normed primarily
on professionals working in large organizationg,pre-doctoral interns required to receive
supervision. However, no other impression managemeasure exists and the IMS was found
to be a valid and reliable assessment of impresammagement in Pitariu’s (2007) study of
counseling trainees in clinical supervision. Timelings of the present study and those of
Pitariu’s suggest that this instrument is applieabl supervisees in the field of psychology.
Nonetheless, the findings must be interpreted thithlimitation in mind.

With respect to the SWAI (Efstation et al., 1990)s possible that this measure does not
accurately reflect interns’ definitions of strongdaveak supervisory alliance$his measure
assesses supervisee perceptions of the supervedatipnship based on Bordin’s (1983)
definition of the working alliance; however, theésesvidence to suggest that trainees’ definitions
of what constitutes a working alliance differ frahas. Trainees associate strong supervisory
relationships with feelings of safety, valued swary styles, open discussions about the
supervisory relationship, collaboration, mutualand perceptions of supervisors as supportive,
challenging and committed to the supervisory refeghip (Gulla, 2008; Hess, 2008; Walsh et
al., 2002; Yourman & Farber, 1996). On the othand) weak relationships are associated with
distrust, feelings of discomfort, inappropriate eiepmental approaches, failure to discuss the

supervisory relationship, and perceptions of supers as interpersonally insensitive, critical,
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evaluative, and not invested in the relationshipli& 2008; Hess, 2008; Ladany et al., 1996;
Walsh et al., 2002; Yourman & Farber, 1996). TNeAS-T assesses supervisee perceptions of
supervisor behaviors that facilitate rapport aathge understanding of clients (Efstation et al.,
1990); however, interns may place more importamcthese other unassessed aspects of the
supervisory relationship when evaluating the stiieiod their alliances. This potential difference
in definitions may account for why the current ststiowed that trainees attribute
nondisclosures and impression management coneepwot working alliances (Gulla; Hess;
Ladany et al., 1996; Walsh et al.; Yourman & Farpehereas previous research did nbhis
limitation may also explain why the supervisory wiag alliance is not predictive of all
impression management strategies.

An additional issue involves the scope of the stuBgth impression management and
the supervisory working alliance are constructs #éne best understood in terms of the social
context. That is, a comprehensive understandirgafthese two variables play out requires
ratings from the perspectives of both persons waabin this social exchange, the supervisee and
the supervisor.

Another weakness concerns this study’s reliancgetfrreport instruments. It is possible
that participants’ perceptions of their impressioanagement use, supervisory working
alliances, and CSE were less than accurate. #iece was no control for social desirability, the
participants may have responded in a manner thaldygortray a favorable impression. Even
though participants were informed that all respsngere confidential and anonymous, failure to
control for this means that they may have ratethedves in a socially desirable way. Since the

researcher made no attempt to assess supervigocggbions or to conduct a controlled,
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experimental design that allowed for the observatibsuch behaviors, the results may not be
accurate depictions of actual impression manageossamong interns.

Another limitation is related to the design of 8tedy. The correlational nature of this
study precludes causal inferences of the relatipsdietween the independent and dependent
variables. The results of this study suggest atsthat a significant relationship between these
variables exists. With that said, it is likely tledher, unknown variables may have influenced
interns’ responses on the measures. Some findiegs unexpected. For example, some
significant predictions of impression managemety amnimally explained why interns
endorsed certain behaviors on some independemtilesi The supervisory working alliance,
for example, accounted for 2% of the variationeti-promotion behaviors. This leaves 98% of
self-promotion variance left unexplained. Furthere) ethnicity (3.8%) and supervisory
working alliance (2.3%) made a minimal contributtorthe prediction of intern exemplification
behaviors. Likewise, CSE could only explain 5.18the reason why interns employ
supplication behaviors. The contributions of epddictor variable, therefore, should be taken
into consideration when interpreting the significAndings in this study.

Finally, the generalizability of the findings ofishstudy may be limited. The results
cannot be generalized to doctoral trainees whamatren internship or to master’s counselor
trainees. On the other hand, it is also importamiote that the study sample consisted primarily
of White females from Clinical Psychology prograrmasd that this is representative of the
general population, according to the AssociatioR®fchology Postdoctoral and Internship
Centers’ survey of internship applicants who madcine2011.

Despite the noted limitations, the current investiimn contributes to the supervision

literature in a number of ways. First, this stddithers the understanding of intern experiences
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and how these factors influence their behaviosupervision. Employing a multiple regression
analysis to examine impression management allomethé examination of several independent
variables, including ethnicity, gender, counsekxgerience, the supervisory working alliance,
and counseling self-efficacy beliefs. This stutbpgrovided further support for Larson’s
(1998) Social Cognitive Model of Counselor Trainthgory which described how counselors’
willingness to examine and work on counseling skdla function of the perceived environment,
or perceptions of the quality of the supervisotgtienship. In addition, the present study
extended prior research that linked CSE with impgmsmanagement among supervisees
(Pitariu, 2007).

This study is important because little is knowntlsupervisee behaviors, other than
non-disclosures, that occur in supervision at adedrevels of training. Prior to the present
investigation, only one study examined the prevadenf this phenomenon, but the sample was
limited to supervisees at the master’s level ahtng (Pitariu, 2007). It is now evident that
doctoral trainees at their final stages of traimatgp engage in protective behaviors in
supervision, suggesting a need to consider thamasiportant matter to address across all
developmental levels. Yet another unique contimubf the present research was attention to
the relationship between the supervisory workitigrade and impression management. The
findings provide empirical support for a negatigs@ciation, similar to research on supervisee
nondisclosures. Likewise, interns’ perceptionsahpetence proved to be especially important
to understanding impression management use. limastrio research suggesting that trainees at
the advanced levels of training have higher CStyms in the present study reported low
efficacy beliefs and this was related to a gretedency to manage supervisor impressions.

This speaks to the influence of counseling seltaffy on advanced trainees’ behaviors and
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more importantly, offers insight into factors ticain be addressed in supervision to help trainees
overcome obstacles to professional development.

Use of the separate IMS subscales produced detaftathation regarding differential
use of impression management strategies among meewa@men and individuals of diverse
backgrounds, as well as the differing tactics elygdiowhen negative beliefs of competence and
the supervisory alliance are present. As menti@aelier, the influences of gender, ethnic, and
cultural group norms, values, and expectationsdividual behaviors likely explain why sex
and ethnicity predicted differing tactics. To gaisomplete understanding of factors related to
impression management, the researcher of this stcklyowledged the importance of individual
differences by determining which types of impressimanagement strategies are used by whom.
That is, an examination of general impression mamant use among a diverse group of
participants without consideration of differentiele of strategies would have only revealed
whether differing participants engaged in such biig, and would have neglected to
acknowledge the significant role of societal anldural influences on individual behaviors.

Likewise, that only certain strategies were prestiddy measures of CSE and the working
alliance further demonstrates the utility of theSMubscales. Without information regarding the
differences in strategies, the researcher could hawngly assumed that only CSE predicted
impression management. This would have faileéke into account how trainees may engage
in specific defensive behaviors when they had stlean ideal supervisory alliance, or for that
matter, how trainees don’t use self-promotionaltsyjies to compensate for their low beliefs of
competence. Therefore, another strength of thidyss its inclusion of the IMS subscales, in

addition to its total scale, and is therefore recwnded for future researchers using the IMS.
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Overall, this research was the first to study #latronships among supervisory working
alliance, counseling self-efficacy, and impressimamagement behaviors among supervisees at
the advanced training level of internship. Fut@search is needed to better understand the
nuances of these relationships in supervision hisdstudy provides a necessary baseline for
additional studies. Empirical studies, such agtiesent one, are the means for understanding
factors that influence supervisee behaviors thanately contradict their own professional
goals, which is evident in the amount of effort farth to reach internship as a psychology
trainee. Incorporating findings from this studyaonducting future studies on supervisee
experiences will ensure that time spent in supeEmwis effective in reducing intern defenses.
This, in turn, will better enable supervisors tHilitheir roles as gatekeepers for the profession
monitors of quality of supervisee work, enhancérgrofessional functioning, teachers,
counselors, consultants, and advocates for clietfave (Bernard & Goodyear, 2009).

Future Research Directions

The limitations of the present study lay the gramack for subsequent research. The
instruments used in this study give rise to a nurobavenues. Given that the IMS, SWAI-T,
and the COSE were not normed on doctoral levetnstehe validity and reliability of these
instruments need to be established for this tgrgptilation. The IMS and SWAI-T, in
particular, would benefit from further refinemerittioeir psychometric properties. In addition,
there appears to be inconsistencies among defisitbthe supervisory working alliance. Itis
possible that the context and training level imgmeateptions of what constitutes a strong and
weak supervisory alliancelhis question may best be addressed through aapixadi study

designed to examine differences in perceptions gnsapervisees at different levels of training.
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An instrument that assesses this construct spaltyffiamong doctoral level interns would further
ensure that interns’ perceptions of the supervisa@sgking alliance are accurately assessed.

As mentioned earlier, the IMS was normed on emm@e\ad large organizations and then
established as a reliable and valid measure ofaegiwn management for trainee counselors.
However, it is possible that the scale was tootéohio cover impression management behaviors
specific to intern supervisees. To illustrate,tdoal level trainees on internship are evaluated at
all times and are required to participate in indinal supervision for at least two hours per week.
In addition, supervision of upcoming psychologtsails more than demonstration of skill sets.
It may also call for examination of more delicatattars, such as screening for personal biases
with respect to clients. The complex circumstarares experiences of supervision are uniquely
different from experiences of trainees in professioutside of psychology and of trainees who
are at lower, less intense levels of training. ératogether, future research on impression
management use among doctoral level trainees rsaybahefit from a mixed method study
involving qualitative and quantitative measuresliétermine whether impression management
concerns manifest differently for psychology interrSuch a determination may then prove to be
useful in establishing an impression managemensunedhat accurately depicts the experiences
of interns.

The limitation of the present study in controllipgtentially moderating variables
suggests that there may be other, unknown variablessibuting to impression management use.
A qualitative study designed to explore internsderlying motivations and reasons for
impression management use would help identify sactables. The findings of such a study

could prove useful in removing barriers to upconpsgchologists’ professional development.
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An investigation involving both supervisor and sieee perceptions can help to
provide a more comprehensive understanding of hpersisee impression management
impacts supervision. Given the complex natureest#tonships, it is likely that a qualitative
study will offer a more thorough depiction of homvpression management influences the
supervisory process. With this information it wabtihen be possible to research how supervisors
can effectively reduce impression management cosaand ensure the advantages of
supervision.
Implications for Counseling and Clinical Psychologsts

These findings offer valuable information for ctial and counseling psychologists and
clinical supervisors alike. To begin, the prevakenf impression management use among
interns suggests that it is important for supemggo attend to supervisee behaviors in
supervision. Interns who negatively evaluate thempetence levels and/or have weak
supervisory alliances may minimize the hierarcharal evaluative components of supervision
through impression management. When a supenadertd build rapport, encourage supervisee
understanding of client conceptualizations, or ewgrahe supervisee to work collaboratively
towards shared tasks and goals, interns may ressitategies of self-promotion or
exemplification. Individuals engage in self-promatto appear competent whereas exemplifiers
seek to be perceived as dedicated, hardworkinglrmoparvisees with high levels of integrity
(Jones & Pittman, 1982). Therefore, superviseehasip on these attributes serves as a sign that
supervisors need to attend to the quality of theestisory alliance. Both rapport and mutual
agreement on tasks and goals, specifically regarcliant understanding, may need further

attention.
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There are also behavioral indicators that warrargexd for supervisors to direct their
attention to supervisee self-efficacy beliefs. S&enclude ingratiation, exemplification,
supplication, and impression management use inrgenBy definition, ingratiatory behaviors
make supervisees appear more likeable and arededen generate favorable outcomes, such as
feedback, evaluations, and recommendation letfBngs behavior can take the form of opinion
conformity, rendering favors, and flattery (Turni&yBolino, 2001). In line with Bandura’s
(1986) theory of self-efficacy, perceptions of inqmetence will likely persist because these
behaviors can prevent opportunities for growthtuim, supervisees may believe that feedback
and evaluations are based on attributions of likidabather than actual abilities and skills,
thereby preventing increases in self-efficacy. pfeviously mentioned, supervisees portray
themselves as hardworking and dedicated when ther@gory relationship is weak; however,
interns also exemplify themselves when they hatle tonfidence in their counseling abilities.
Low CSE also lends to supervisee attempts to appesty or elicit sympathy by emphasizing
personal limitations (Jones & Pittman, 1982).

Intended effects of supplication attempts can ite)but are not limited to, additional
help from supervisors and postponement of discamnafsociated with avoided discussions (e.g.,
nondisclosures of important, relevant informatiofhe relationship between general impression
management and CSE suggests that supervisees whdtohaself-confidence may use more
than one of the above strategies in supervision.

An important distinction concerns the differencénmen the present study’s findings
regarding supervisee experiences and supervisée gblae underlying goals of supervisees
were not assessed but what this study has demtatsisahat there are intrinsic (CSE) and

extrinsic (supervisory relationship) factors th#tuence supervisee use of impression
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management strategies. These factors need tédvelatl to for the intended benefits of
supervision to take place.

In the context of impression management theoryraséarch, interns engage in
impression management because they believe thahfgressions they make will have positive
implications for them in terms of the outcomes ubervision (rewards versus negative
consequences) (Leary, 1996; Leary & Kowalski, 199¢hlenker, 1980; Schlenker & Britt,
1999; Schlenker & Pontari, 2000; Schlenker & Weagdl992; Silver & Schlenker, 1981).
Power differentials in relationships heighten mations for supervisees because they create a
sense of dependency on the supervisor to attairedegoals (e.g., entry into the profession)
(Leary & Kowalski; Schlenker; Schlenker & WeigoldAs this study confirms, supervisee
perceptions of supervisory alliances do influemapression management use. Also, the value
of desired goals and the discrepancy between esedasipression and an actual self-view can
motivate one to manage impressions (Leary & Kowals&hlenker & Weigold). As such,
interns’ motivations are heightened because trotsy with respect to supervision, have great
importance for their future. In addition, theinleefficacy beliefs conflict with their desired
professional identity, thereby motivating themeésalve this discrepancy, sometimes through
self-defeating means.

The fact that all supervisees used impression neaneagt strategies confirms the
pervasiveness of impression management in trainvhgdels of training that fail to take this into
account might also misjudge the motives, and tloeeethe intent, of trainees seeking to become
psychologists. That is to say, impression managéme ubiquitous feature of interpersonal

exchanges. It is at times consciously and at dthmss unconsciously driven, it includes both
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genuine and disingenuous portrayals, and it caguimed by intentions ranging from altruism to
selfishness.

That all interns reported managing supervisor irsgicns simply suggests they all had a
conscious awareness of what behaviors were needadriage impressions. This increased
awareness heightens impression management motigatiaterns’ conscious management of
their supervisor's impressions could reflect a mofpossible motivations. It could reflect
attempts to accurately portray themselves accorisglf-views (Leary, 1996; Schlenker,
1980), efforts to help supervisors ‘save-face’.(ecgnfirm supervisor perceptions of self as
reliable, caring, and competent) (Goffman, 195%rkeSchlenker; Schlenker & Britt, 1999;
Schlenker & Pontari, 2000; Schlenker & Weigold, 29%r desires to gain self-confidence
through successful portrayals of their ideal seteesupervisors (Leary, Schlenker).

Furthermore, attempts to manage supervisor imgnessire not necessarily detrimental
to intern professional development. For examplpesvisees who successfully portray
themselves as competent to their supervisorslkaely lio develop positive efficacy beliefs. In
line with impression management theory and reseandblic behaviors alter private self-
conceptions. One explanation for this phenomeniggests that the accessibility of behaviors
and beliefs consistent with successful self-poglsyn recent memory leads individuals to
believe they possess such qualities. Another eafilan proposes that others’ perceptions
impact self-views, meaning that when others apfehelieve the intended impression
portrayed, individuals begin to believe that theyt possess the desired qualities.

Although interns engage in impression managemehniques to improve supervisors’
appraisals of them, these behaviors may come ahamticipated cost. Interns may find

themselves in a dilemma in that their efforts tpegr competent or dedicated actually precludes
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opportunities for increased self-awareness anédaismpetence levels, which are contingent
upon genuine depictions of counseling experienndsaaithentic self-representations.

The strength of the present study is that it oféetditional evidence of an empirical link
between CSE and impression management. It indithée this relationship deserves further
attention. Additionally, the relation of the supispry alliance to specific impression
management strategies produces preliminary evidiens®me important theoretical assertions.
These include the claim that stronger superviseldtionships lower trainee defenses and
encourage more genuine self-portrayals. Any undedsng of how these findings translate to
supervision of upcoming counseling and clinicalgifogists requires consideration of the
potential obstacles associated with superviseeasgmwn management as it relates to CSE and
the supervisory alliance.

Some issues related to intern impression managesnemvident in research on
supervisee nondisclosures and self-efficacy. BB2Bless found that pre-doctoral interns with
weak supervisory working alliances were more likelyvithhold important information and that
this decreased both confidence and perceived cemgetevels. Reports of lowered self-
efficacy levels are associated with increases mdrszlosures and lowered investment in
supervision (Gulla, 2008; Hess, 2008). To addh&t, thegative efficacy expectations lead to
decreased willingness to attempt tasks, perseverand effort expenditure (Bandura, 1986).
Therefore, in line with Bandura’s self-efficacy ting, interns with low self-efficacy are likely to
engage in avoidance behaviors that prevent them ¢twallenging perceptions of incompetence,
from gaining sufficient knowledge, and from beingpesed to experiences of success. In this
case, the avoidant behaviors used among interhslovit self-efficacy would include impression

management; that is, withholding important inforimiatas a way of managing impressions.
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Therefore, the negative effects of nondisclosuresavoidant behaviors suggest that supervisee
impression management behaviors hinder the devaopaf intern professional development,
supervisory relationships, and positive efficacldie about counseling capabilities.

The present study’s findings suggest that weakrsigmy relationships combined with
low efficacy beliefs, if left unaddressed, couldlarmine efforts to foster intern professional
development. Supervisors contribute to trainee @®&ligh modeling, social influence, and
supervisory feedback when the relationship is peeceto be a trusting one (Larson, 1998).
However, research suggests that supervisee nooslises conceal evaluation concerns, clinical
mistakes, perceived counselor inadequacies, aratiiegeactions when the temptation to
manage impressions is heightened (e.g., Ladanly, d886). Gains in CSE are unlikely if
supervisors remain unaware of what clinical aresegirio be addressed through modeling,
feedback, and persuasion. Supervisee unwillingttessamine and work on counseling skills
hinders supervisor attempts to “increase the chahceunseling success” (Larson 1990, p.
240). If trainees avoid addressing areas of caorscier supervision, supervisors’ attentions may
be directed elsewhere.

Considering the context of intern impression manag# behaviors should encourage
supervisors to adopt an understanding stance amdgbe a collaborative working alliance.
Supervisors who directly address intern impressianagement and empathize with the
underlying insecurities driving these behaviorslely to prevent overuse of impression
management. Given that supervisees are likelystase information if their supervisors
inquire about relevant incidences or disclose pabkoounseling experiences (Hess, 2008),
supervisors should not only normalize intern exgeres but also ask direct questions about

supervisee efficacy beliefs, evaluative concernd,@erceptions of the working alliance. In this
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way, supervisors are more likely to foster a saf@renment in which interns are less likely to
focus on the potentially threatening perceptiomsr thupervisors may form and, in turn, expend
more energy on furthering their professional deplent. Open acknowledgement of what
takes place in supervision, such as supervisorgmyes and supervisee concerns, provides a
starting place for supervisors to successfullyilfutieir roles as gatekeepers and supportive
mentors.

Since interns who have little confidence in th@useling abilities report greater efforts
towards ensuring that supervisors have positivaesgons of them, it is also important that
supervisors do not base their ongoing assessmaetyg en supervisee reports of therapeutic
process, cultural competence, and awareness acdsalReliance on additional sources, such as
videos or observations of counseling sessions, dvbehefit both the supervisor and the
supervisee. Efficacy beliefs are not indicativeacfual abilities and skills; instead, they mediate
the impact of skill proficiency and ability leveh@erformance (Bandura, 1986). Therefore,
supervisors’ perceptions of supervisees are mketylto be accurate when information is
gleaned from multiple sources.

When considering interactions among more than haeloviduals, the complex nature of
impression management requires psychologistseéadtb what implications impression
management has for group supervision. When areaadliis larger, there is the possibility that
individuals are more likely to manage impressiofke format of group sessions leaves open the
possibility that group members may be concerned mi&naging multiple impressions. As the
present research indicates, working alliance andgmembers’ CSE motivate the use of

impression management strategies. Therefore, w8pes need to attend to the supervisory
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working alliance in addition to the cohesiveness safety (rapport) of the group and the focus
of the group sessions (client focus).

The relationship of CSE to different types of ingmi@®n management strategies suggests
that group members with low efficacy beliefs magm@ipt to manage impressions differently.
When individuals are motivated to perform well hawe low efficacy beliefs, they are more
likely to “perceive a threat to identity” and theinse of threat is only heightened in the
presence of a larger audience (Schlenker & Weid®82, p. 154). Yet group supervision has
many benefits including opportunities for an ina@& sense of support, the sharing of common
experiences, peer-based learning, and feedbackidprg and receiving) (Bernard & Goodyear,
2009). Supervisors should facilitate the sharihgimilar experiences among peers to normalize
interns’ experiences as well as model opennessipmapriate disclosures, and respectful
feedback to encourage modeling, feedback, andlqmarsuasion (Larson et al., 1992).

The approach taken by supervisors plays an integi&ln the degree to which the
supervisory alliance lessens supervisee perceptanshey need to protect themselves rather
than risk revealing perceived weaknesses (Hes8)20br this reason, Counseling
Psychology’s emphasis on a developmental, strelogsled approach is recommended. In
supervision, it is not enough simply to focus oteins’ perceived inadequacies and offer
feedback. Rather, it is important for supervidgoradjust their approach in order to meet the
individual needs of the supervisee, taking intostd@ration their respective developmental
levels. Supervisors who adapt their supervisigledb meet the individual needs of supervisees
are likely to promote a greater sense of CSE anmitegns (Fernando & Hulse-Kilacky, 2005).
Furthermore, careful consideration of interns’ widiial strengths and weaknesses is essential in

using supervisees’ professional and personal dtierig improve areas of weakness while
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simultaneously empowering them. Using this knog&etb discuss interns’ perceived
inadequacies in a supportive manner offers gréaseght into the validity of efficacy beliefs
which in turn can be effectively addressed throoghstructive feedback, social influence, or
modeling. Additionally, supervisors would be moepable of teaching interns how to identify
and address potentially inaccurate efficacy beligisreby helping supervisees to conduct
realistic self-evaluations, which is an essent@l for continued professional development.

The implications of the present research are catvipatith the assumptions and
approaches that underlie developmental modelsp#rsision. Both the accurate assessment of
trainee efficacy beliefs and the correspondendbetupervisory environment to developmental
levels echo a fundamental premise of existing sagien models. That premise holds that
supervisory effectiveness depends on a superviabifisy to recognize trainee developmental
levels and to match supervisory interventions atiogty (e.g., Stoltenberg, McNeil, &

Delworth, 1998). Likewise, developmental supenmsmodels hold that the nature of the
supervisory relationship is related to supervisegqession through developmental stages
(Worthington, 1987). This underscores the impartaof supervisor attentiveness to the
supervisory working alliance as instrumental in éoing trainee defenses and enhancing
professional growth.

Regardless of the developmental level of supersisaghancing supervisee self-
awareness is essential to increased confidenceyetency, and non-defensiveness (Loganbill,
Hardy, & Delworth, 1982; Stoltenberg et al.). Takegether, supervisors who have a grasp on
supervisee strengths and weaknesses, efficacyd)aia the value of a strong working alliance
have the knowledge base to accurately assess gevetal levels and to use developmentally

appropriate interventions to facilitate progressmmore advanced professional levels.
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In conclusion, impression management is inheredyfdic. Sustained use of these
behaviors within ongoing relationships is only pblesif the others’ actions, or inactions for that
matter, convey an implicit approval and conseradoept these portrayals. According to
Goffman (1959), impression management is possitaudse individuals can trust that the roles
they assume through impression management behavilblse supported and upheld within
relationships. Placed in the context of cliniagbervision, impression management behaviors
are likely to persist when supervisors overlooksthbehaviors and fail to facilitate discussions
about interns’ sense of self-efficacy, the workatitance, or the interpersonal process in the
supervisory relationship. Past research indicé@sgever, that supervisors rarely have
discussions with their supervisees about the sigmgvrelationship in supervision (Smothers,
2010). ltis likely that these discussions aredeeeto foster a safe context for interns to have
honest dialogues about their low efficacy beliefd their levels of professional development,

and the present study provides a focus for suausdssons.

155



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 156

References

Abernethy, C., & Cook, K. (2011). Resistance ocdimection? A relational-cultural
approach to supervisee anxiety and nondisclogortgnal of Creativity in Mental
Health 6(1), 2-14. do0i:10.1080/15401383.2011.560067

Association of Psychology Postdoctoral and Intem€&lenters (APPIC) (2011, May 30). 2011
APPIC match: Survey of internship applicants. Retd from
http://www.appic.org/Match/MatchStatistics/Applit&urvey2011Partl.aspx

Bandura, A. (1977apocial learning theoryEnglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall

Bandura, A. (1977b). Self-efficacy: Toward a unikyitheory of behavioral change.
Psychological Review84(2), 191-215. doi:10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191

Bandura, A. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in haragencyAmerican PsychologisB87(2),
122 —147.

Bandura, A. (1986)Social foundations of thought & action: A sociagjodive theoryUpper
Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall

Bandura, A. (1991). Social cognitive theory of gelfulation.Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes0,122 — 147.

Baumeister, R. F. (1982). A self-presentationalweé social phenomen&sychological
Bulletin, 91(1), 3-26. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.91.1.3

Baumeister, R.F., Tice, D.M., & Hutton, D.G. (1988glf-presentational motivations and
personality differences in self-esteefaurnal of Personality57(3), 547 — 579.

Behnke, S. (2005). The supervisor as gatekeepéliediiens on ethical standards 7.02, 7.04,
7.05, 7.06, and 10.0Monitor on Psychology36(5), 90. Retrieved from

www.apa.org./monitor/may05/ethics.html



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 157

Bernard, J.M. & Goodyear, R.K. (1998undamentals of Clinical Supervisi¢and ed.).
Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Bernard, J.M. & Goodyear, R.K. (2008jundamentals of Clinical Supervisi¢4ith ed.). Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Merrill

Bolino, M. C., & Turnley, W. H. (1999). Measuringnpression management in organizations: A
scale development based on the Jones and Pitteaam®my.Organizational Research
Methods 2(2), 187-206. do0i:10.1177/109442819922005

Bolino, M. C., & Turnley, W. H. (2001). Gender atigt use of supplication and intimidation in
organizationsAcademy of Management Proceedings & Membershipciirg A1-A6.
doi:10.5465/APBPP.2001.6132955

Bordin, E. S. (1979). The generalizability of treyphoanalytic concept of the working alliance.
Psychotherapy: Theory, Research & Practit(3), 252-260. doi:10.1037/h0085885

Bordin, E. S. (1983). Supervision in counselingdantemporary models of supervision: A
working alliance based model of supervisibhe Counseling Psychologidti(1), 35-42.
doi:10.1177/0011000083111007

Branaman, A. (1997).Goffman’s social theory by ABremaman. In C.Lemert & A. Branaman,
(Eds.)The Goffman Readep, xlv — xliii. Blackwell Publishing: Malden, MA.

Britt, T.W., Doherty, K., & Schlenker, B.R. (1998elf-evaluation as a function of self-esteem,
performance feedback, and self-presentational Jolernal of Social and Clinical
Psychology16(4), 463 — 483.

Buss, A. H., & Briggs, S. R. (1984). Drama and $k# in social interactionlournal of

Personality and Social Psycholqgy7(6), 1310-1324. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.47.6.1310



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 158

Callis, M. 1. (1997)Frequency of trainees’ nondisclosures to their suisers as affected by
relationship quality and trainee reactan¢®octoral dissertation). Retrieved from
ProQuest Dissertations and Theses.

Cashwell, T. H., & Dooley, K. (2001). The impactsafpervision on counselor self-efficacy.
Clinical Supervisor20(1), 39.

Cohen, J. (1992). A power primé&sychological Bulletin112(1), 155 — 159.

Cooley, C.H. (1902Human nature and the social ordé&tew York: Charles Scribner's Sons

Daniels, J. A. & Larson, L. M. (2001). The impattperformance feedback on counseling self-
efficacy and counselor anxie@ounselor Education and Supervisj@ri(2), 120-130.
doi:10.1002/j.1556-6978.2001.tb01276.x

Delano, F., & Shah, J. C. (2011). Games playetierstipervisory relationship: The modern
version.Relational Child & Youth Care Practic@4(1/2), 177-185.

Efstation, J. F., Patton, M. J., & Kardash, C. ¥890). Measuring the working alliance in
counselor supervisiodournal of Counseling Psycholad37(3), 322-329.
doi:10.1037/0022-0167.37.3.322

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E. Buchner, A., & Lang, A. (&). Statistical power analyses using
G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regressioalysesBehavior Research Methods,
41,1149 — 1160. doi: 10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang A., & Buchner, A. @0). G*Power3: A flexible statistical power
analysis program for the social, behavioral, aiothiedical science®ehavior Research

Methods39(2), 175 -5 191.



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 159

Fernando, D. M., & Hulse-Killacky, D. (2005). Thelationship of supervisory styles to
satisfaction with supervision and the perceivdtieficacy of a master's-level
counseling student§&ounselor Education and Supervisjd@id(4), 293-304.

Friedlander, M. L., & Ward, L. G. (1984). Developmi@nd validation of the supervisory styles
inventory.Journal of Counseling Psycholgg31(4), 541-57.

Gnilka, P. B., Chang, C. V., & Dew, B. J. (2012heTlrelationship between supervisee stress,
coping resources, the working alliance, and thpestusory working alliancelournal of
Counseling & Developmer@0(1), 63-70.

Goffman, E. (1959)The Presentation of Self in Everyday LXew York: Doubleday, Anchor
Books.

Goffman, E. (1961aAsylums: Essays on the Social Situation of Mera#ieRts and Other
InmatesGarden City, NY: Anchor Books

Goffman, E. (1961b)Encounters: Two Studies in the Sociology of Intéoac Oxford, England:
Bobbs-Merrill

Goffman, E. (1967)interaction Ritual: Essays on Face-To-Face Behaviaw York:
Doubleday, Anchor Books

Goffman, E. (1971)Relations in Public: Microstudies of the Public @rdNew York: Basic
Books

Goffman, E. (1974)Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization ofdfigmce .New York:
Harper and Row.

Guadagno, R. E., & Cialdini, R. B. (2007). Genddfddences in Impression Management in
Organizations: A Qualitative RevieBex Roless6(7/8), 483-494. doi:10.1007/s11199-

007-9187-3



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT

Gulla, J. P. W. (2008Pisclosure and withholding in older predoctoralenh supervisees: A
retrospective studyDoctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuesdertations and
Theses

Hahn, W. K. (2001). The experience of shame in lpstfeerapy supervisio®sychotherapy:
Theory, Research, Practice, Trainjr8(3), 272-282. doi:10.1037/0033-3204.38.3.272

Heppner, P. P., & Roehlke, H. J. (1984). Differenamong supervisees at different levels of
training: implications for a developmental modesopervisionJournal of Counseling
Psychology31(1), 76-90.

Hess, S. A,, Knox, S., Schultz, J. M., Hill, C. Elpan, L., Brandt, S., Kelley, F., & Hoffman,
M. (2008). Predoctoral interns' nondisclosureupesvision Psychotherapy Research
18(4), 400-411. doi:10.1080/10503300701697505

Hill, C. E., Thompson, B. J., & Corbett, M. M. (189 The impact of therapist ability to perceive
displayed and hidden client reactions on immedateome in first sessions of brief
therapy.Psychotherapy Researcl(2), 143-155. doi:10.1080/10503309212331332914

Holloway, E. L. (1987). Developmental models of exyision: Is it development?rofessional
Psychology: Research and Practi@&(3), 209-216. doi:10.1037/0735-7028.18.3.209

Holloway, E. L., & Wolleat, P. L. (1981). Style tkfences of beginning supervisors: an
interactional analysislournal of Counseling Psycholog®8(4), 373-376.

Hsu, S. (2007). Why things left unsaid by supe®s®€hinese Annual Report of Guidance
and Counseling21,167-200.

Humeidan, M. A. (2002)Counseling self-efficacy, supervisory working altie, and social
influence in supervisiorfDoctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuestsertations

and Theses.

160



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT

Johnson, E., Baker, S. B., Kopala, M., & Kiselibg,S. (1989). Counseling self-efficacy and
counseling competence in prepracticum traingunselor Education and Supervisjon
28(3), 205-218. doi:10.1002/j.1556-6978.1989.t1t@1 4

Jones, E. E., Gergen, K. J., & Jones, R. G. (19&8jtics of ingratiation among leaders and
subordinates in a status hierarcRgychological Monographs: General and Applied
77(3), 1-20. doi:10.1037/h0093832

Jones, E.E. (1964ngratiation. New York: NY, Meredith Publishing Company.

Jones, E. E., & Pittman, T. S. (1982). Toward aegairtheory of strategic self-presentation. In
J. Suls (Ed.)Psychological Perspectives on the {¥bl. 1, pp. 231 - 260). Hillsdale,
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Kadushin, A. (1968). Games People Play in Supeamigocial Work 13(3), 23-32.

Kadushin, A. A. (1992). What's wrong, what's righth social work supervisionPhe Clinical
Supervisor10(1), 3-19.

Kocarek, C. E. (2001)Jnderstanding the relationships among counselifgedécacy, anxiety,
developmental level, coursework, experience, anthselor performancéDoctoral
dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest Disseartetiand Theses.

Kozina, K., Grabovari, N., Stefano, J., & Drapeiu,(2010). Measuring changes in counselor
self-efficacy: Further validation and implicat®for training and supervisio@linical
Supervisor29(2), 117. doi:10.1080/07325223.2010.517483

Ladany, N. (1992)The supervisory working alliance: Its relation taihee self-efficacy and
satisfaction with supervisiofDoctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest

Dissertations and Theses.

161



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 162

Ladany, N., Ellis, M.V., Friedlander, M.L. (1999)he supervisory working alliance, trainee
self-efficacy, and satisfactiodournal of Counseling Psychologi?, 447 — 455.

Ladany, N., Hill, C. E., Corbett, M. M., & Nutt, A. (1996). Nature, extent, and importance of
what psychotherapy trainees do not disclose tio sipervisorsJournal of Counseling
Psychology43(1), 10-24. doi:10.1037/0022-0167.43.1.10

Larson, L. M. (1998). The social cognitive modekofinselor trainingCounseling
Psychologist26(2), 219.

Larson, L. M., & Daniels, J. A. (1998). Review bktcounseling self-efficacy literature.
Counseling Psychologis26(2), 179-218.

Larson, L. M., Suzuki, L. A., Gillespie, K. N., Rwiza, M. T., Bechtel, M. A., & Toulouse, A. L.
(1992). Development and validation of the coumge$ielf-estimate inventoryournal
of Counseling Psycholog$9(1), 105-120. doi:10.1037/0022-0167.39.1.105

Leach, M. D. & Stoltenberg, C. D. (1997). Self-eficy and counselor development: Testing the
integrated developmental mod€lbunselor Education & Supervisiod7(2), 115.

Leary, M.R. (1996)Self-presentation: Impression management and ietsgmal behaviar
Boulder, CO: Westview Press

Leary, M. R., & Kowalski, R. M. (1990). Impressiamnagement: A literature review and two-
component modePsychological Bulletin107(1), 34-47. doi:10.1037/0033-
2909.107.1.34

March, D. F. (2005)The relationship between self-disclosure, seltatly, and the supervisory
working alliance of counselor education practicand internship student@Doctoral
dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertatiand Theses.

Mead, G. H. (1934Mind, Self, and Societ€hicago: University of Chicago Press



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 163

Mehr, K. E., Ladany, N., & Caskie, G. L. (2010)aifree nondisclosure in supervision: What are
they not telling youZTounseling & Psychotherapy Researtf(2), 103-113.
doi:10.1080/14733141003712301

Melchert, T. P., Hays, V.L., Wiljanen, L.M., & Katek, A.K. (1996). Testing models of
counselor development with a measure of counsskifgefficacy.Journal of Counseling
& Development74(6), 640.

Mirgon, T. L. (2007).The relationship of supervisory working alliancedasounselor self-
efficacy to supervisee development: An explorastugly.(Doctoral dissertation).
Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses.

O'Brien, K. M., Heppner, M. J., Flores, L. Y., &Kais, L. (1997). The career counseling self-
efficiency scale: Instrument development and tngrapplicationsJournal of
Counseling Psychology4(1), 20-31. doi:10.1037/0022-0167.44.1.20

Pitariu, G. V. (2007)Prediction of impression management in clinicalexwgsion among
practicum studentg§Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved frdamoQuest Dissertations and
Theses.

Rudman, L. A. (1998). Self-promotion as a risk éador women: The costs and benefits of
counterstereotypical impression managemamirnal of Personality and Social
Psychology74(3), 629-645. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.74.3.629

Schlenker, B.R. (1980)mpression management: The self-concept, sociatitgeand
interpersonal relationsBelmont, CA: Brooks/Cole

Schlenker, B. R. (2003). Self-presentation. In MLBary & J. Tangney (Edshlandbook of self

and identity(pp. 492-518). New York, NY: Guilford Press



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 164

Schlenker, B. R., & Britt, T. W. (1999). Beneficialpression management: Strategically
controlling information to help frienddournal of Personality and Social Psycholpgy
76(4), 559-573. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.76.4.559

Schlenker, B. R., & Leary, M. R. (1982). Social sty and self-presentation: A
conceptualization moddPsychological Bulletin92(3), 641-669. doi:10.1037/0033-
2909.92.3.641

Schlenker, B.R. & Pontari, B.A. (2000). The strategpntrol of information: Impression
management and self-presentation in daily lifeAliesser, R.B. Felson, & J. M. Suls
(Eds.)Psychological Perspectives on Self and Identgshington, DC: American
Psychological Association

Schlenker, B.R. & Weigold, M.F. (1992). Interperabprocess involving impression regulation
and managemenmnnual Review of Psychologi3, 133 — 168.

Schwartz, W. (2008). Presentations of self andstaris dynamics of psychotherapy and
supervisionAmerican Journal of Psychotherg®2(1), 51-65.

Silver, S.E. & Schlenker, B.R. (1981). Self-pres¢ional reactions to interpersonal evaluations.
Paper presented at the Annual Convention of therfaan Psychological Association
(89th, Los Angeles, CA, August 24-26, 1981).

Sipps, G. J., Sugden, G. J., & Faiver, C. M. (1988unselor training level and verbal response
type: Their relationship to efficacy and outcomeectationsJournal of Counseling
Psychology35(4), 397-401. doi:10.1037/0022-0167.35.4.397

Snyder, M. (1983, May)l'he self in actionPaper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

Midwestern Psychological Association, Chicago, IL.



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 165

Smothers, M. K. (2010Counseling self-efficacy: The contributions of gattachment and the
supervisory relationshigDoctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQu2isisertations
and Theses.

Sterner, W. R. (2009). Influence of the supervissoyking alliance on supervisee work
satisfaction and work-related stredsurnal of Mental Health Counseling1(3), 249-
263.

Stoltenberg, C. D., & Delworth, U. (198 8upervising Counselors and Therapists: A
Developmental Approaclksan Francisco: Jossey-Bass

Strauss, D. M. (1994Y.he relationship between supervisory factors anghseling self-efficacy
factors.(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQueisisBrtations and Theses.

Tang, M., Addison, K. D., LaSure-Bryant, D., Norm&, O'Connell, W., & Stewart-Sicking, J.
A. (2004). Factors that Influence Self-Efficacy@dunseling Students: An Exploratory
Study.Counselor Education and Supervisja@d (1), 70-80.

Ting, H. C. (2009)Satisfaction with supervision as a function of sapervisory working
alliance and self-efficacy among taiwanese malgtegt counseling internship students.
(Doctoral dissertationRetrieved fromProQuest Dissertations and Theses

Tyler, J.M. (2009). Compensatory self-presentationpward comparison situatiortduman
Communication ResearcB5, 511 — 533. doi:10.1111/j.1468-2958.2009.01361

Walsh, B. B., Gillespie, C., Greer, J. M., & EanBsE. (2002). Influence of Dyadic Mutuality
on Counselor Trainee Willingness to Self-Discl@mical Mistakes to Supervisorshe

Clinical Supervisor21(2), 83-98. doi:10.1300/J001v21n02_06



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 166

Ward, L. G., Friedlander, M. L., Schoen, L. G., &M, J. G. (1985). Strategic self-presentation
in supervisionJournal of Counseling Psycholgg32(1), 111-118. doi:10.1037/0022-
0167.32.1.111

Webb, A., & Wheeler, S. (1998). How honest do cellnoss dare to be in the supervisory
relationship? An exploratory studgritish Journal of Guidance & Counselling6(4),
509-524. doi:10.1080/03069889800760431

Yourman, D. B. (2003). Trainee disclosure in psybboapy supervision: The impact of shame.
Journal of Clinical Psychologyp9(5), 601-609.

Yourman, D. B., & Farber, B. A. (1996). Nondisclosand distortion in psychotherapy
supervisionPsychotherapy: Theory, Research, Practice, Train88{4), 567-575.

doi:10.1037/0033-3204.33.4.567



SUPERVISEE EXPERIENCES: IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 167

Appendix A

Demographic Form

Thank you for your participation in this researchjpct. All information that you provide will
be kept confidential. Your responses on the falhgwtems will provide demographic
information about yourself. Please complete thieong items.
1. Age:
2. Gender:
Female
Male
Other
3. Ethnicity:
African American
Asian American
Caucasian American
Hispanic/Latino American
Native American
Middle-Eastern American
Other (please specify)
4. Degree of program currently enrolled:
Ph.D. Ed.D. Psy.D. Other: Please specify
5. What type of training program are you currentlyctied?
Counseling Psychology
Clinical Psychology
Other: Please specify
6. How many hours of counseling experience do you have

7. Please indicate the type of internship site in Whjicu are currently working (e.g.,
college counseling center, VA, etc.).
8. How many years and months of counseling supervisaue you received thus far?

9. Please choose one current supervisor you havedondual supervision who you would
like to focus on for purposes of this study. Plaaséate the number of months that you
have received supervision from this supervisor.

10.How frequently do you meet?
Once a week Twice a Week More than tevieek
Every other week Once a month Other
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Appendix B
Recruitment Letter to Program Directors
Dear Program Director,

| am a doctoral candidate in the Counseling PsymhoPh.D. program at West Virginia
University. For my dissertation, | am examining telationship among supervisee use of
impression management strategies, the supervisoring alliance and counseling self-
efficacy. Impression management refers to attetgptentrol information about the self in
order to portray oneself in a particular light,ttt& the manner in which individuals manage the
impressions they would like to make. To my knowledthis is the first empirical study on the
relationship among these three variables in théexdof supervision at the doctoral internship
level. | am contacting all directors of APPIC didtinternship sites and requesting their
assistance with my study. | would greatly apprecigif you would forward the attached email
to your internship trainees.

Participation from your trainees would involve cdetmg an online survey about their
demographic information, their experience with erent supervisor, their sense of confidence in
their counseling abilities, and their attempts tanage their supervisors’ impressions. Survey
completion is expected to last approximately 5Qariinutes. No identifying information will be
requested regarding their training programs, irdleimsites, or supervisors. The study poses no
greater than minimal risk to participants. Whtlesipossible that participants may experience
minor discomfort in reflecting on the supervisidliaace, their sense of self-efficacy, and their
attempts to manage supervisor impressions, ittisipated that the potential insight into
supervision and possibly into the self will outweitpis discomfort.

If you have questions or comments, please do reitdte to contact me by phone at 843-271-
2907 or at my email addregmist@mix.wvu.eduThe principal investigator, Dr. Jeffrey
Daniels, can also be contacted by phone at 3042235-or by email at
Jeffrey.Daniels@mail.wvu.edlf you have any questions or concerns about yigats as a
participant in this research study, you may contaetinstitutional Review Board (IRB) which
oversees the protection of human research pamits@ (304) 293-7073. West Virginia
University’s IRB has acknowledgment of this stuayfibe.

Thank you for your support with this study.

Sincerely,

Jenni Haist, M.Ed., LPC
Doctoral Candidate, Counseling Psychology
West Virginia University
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Appendix C
Recruitment Letter to Participants
Dear Internship Trainee,

| am a doctoral student in the Ph.D. CounselingRsipgy program at West Virginia
University. For my dissertation, | am examining telationship among supervisee impression
management, the supervisory working alliance anohseling self-efficacy. Impression
management refers to the manner in which you mathegienpressions you would like to make
on your supervisors. Possible benefits from pigiing in this research may include reflecting
on and gaining greater understanding of your supeny relationship and of yourself. In
addition, increased knowledge about the relatignbbiween impression management,
counseling self-efficacy and the supervisory relahip may contribute to a greater
understanding of the needs of supervisees at ttierdbinternship level.

| am recruiting assistance with my study from deoatstudents enrolled in APPIC listed
internship sites. However, if you are not currgmngiceiving ongoing individual supervision,
then this study is not intended for you and you a@elete this email at this point.

| would greatly appreciate your help in completargonline survey about your experience with
your current supervisor, your attempts to managersisor impressions, your sense of
confidence as an upcoming psychologist, and yoorodgaphic information. No identifying
information will be requested on you or your tragpipprograms, internship sites, or supervisors.
Survey completion time is expected to take appraaty 5 to 10 minutes. There is no
compensation for participation in this study ottiemn knowing that your participation will
contribute to current understandings of clinicadl @aounseling supervision. Please note that
participation is voluntary. By completing the selyg you are acknowledging that you have been
informed about the study and are giving your congeparticipate. The surveys are on the
Quialtrics website. A link to the web address @f shirveys can be found at the end of this letter.

If you have questions or comments, please do rsitdte to contact me by phone at 843-271-
2907 or at my email addregmist@mix.wvu.edu The principal investigator, Dr. Jeffrey
Daniels, can also be contacted by phone at 3042235-or by email at
Jeffrey.Daniels@mail.wvu.edlf you have any questions or concerns about yigats as a
participant in this research study, you may conaetinstitutional Review Board (IRB) which
oversees the protection of human research pamits@d (304) 293-7073. West Virginia
University’s IRB has acknowledgment of this studyfite. Thank you for your support with this
study.

Sincerely,

Jenni Haist, M.Ed., LPC

Doctoral Candidate, Counseling Psychology

West Virginia University

Survey Link:https://wvuhre.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_0VW7G2JCOXIf
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Appendix E: Supervisory Working Alliance Inventerylrainee (SWAI-T)

Supervisory Working Alliance Inventory — Traineerffo

Instructions

Please indicate the frequency with which the bedradescribed in each of the following items

seems characteristic of your supervisor. Besidbd éam, circle the number corresponding to

the appropriate point on the following seven-paictle.

ltem

Almost
Never

1.

| feel comfortable with my supervisor.

12 3

2.

My supervisor welcomes my explanations abgut

the client’s behavior.

3.

My supervisor makes the effort to understand

me.

My supervisor encourages me to talk about m
work with clients in ways that are comfortable

for me.

S

My supervisor is tactful when commenting abg

my performance.

My supervisor encourages me to formulate my

own interventions with the client.

My supervisor helps me talk freely in our
sessions.

8.

My supervisor stays in tune with me during

supervision.

9.

| understand client behavior and treatment
technique similar to the way my supervisor do

10.1 feel free to mention to my supervisor any
troublesome feelings | might have about him/H

11.My supervisor treats me like a colleague in ou

supervisory sessions.

-

12.In supervision, | am more curious than anxiou
when discussing my difficulties with clients.

13.In supervision, my supervisor places a high

priority on our understanding the client’s
perspective.

14.My supervisor encourages me to take time to
understand what the client is saying and doing.

15. My supervisor’s style is to carefully and

systematically consider the material | bring to

supervision.
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Almost Alisio

ltem Never Alys
16.When correcting my errors with a client, my

supervisor offers alternative ways of intervening

with that client. 1 2 4 5 7
17.My supervisor helps me work within a specific

treatment plan with my clients. 1 23 5 7
18. My supervisor helps me stay on track during qur

meetings. 1 2 4 67
19.1 work with my supervisor on specific goals in

the supervisory session. 1 2 5 7
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Appendix F: Impression Management Scale (IMS)
Impression Management Scale
DIRECTIONS: How often do you use each of the betx@vilescribed below while in

supervision and at your internship site? PleaselcjustONE of the five boxedor each

statement.
Never | Very Occasionally | Sometimes | Often
behave | rarely behavethis | behave behave
this behave way this way this way
way this way

1. Talk proudly about your
experience or education

2. Make people aware of your
talents or qualifications.

3. Let others know that you are
valuable to the organization.

4. Make people aware of your
accomplishments.

5. Compliment your colleagues
so they will see you as
likeable.

6. Take an interest in your
colleagues’ personal lives to
show them that you are
friendly.

7. Praise your colleagues for
their accomplishments so they
will consider you a nice
person.

8. Do personal favors for your
colleagues to show them that
you are friendly.

9. Stay at work late so people
will know you are hard
working.

10.Try to appear busy, even at
times when things are slowef.

11. Arrive at work early in order
to look dedicated.

12. Come to the office at night @
on weekends to show that you
are dedicated.

=
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13. Act like you know less than
you do so people will help
you out.

14.Try to gain assistance or
sympathy from people by

appearing needy in some area.

15. Pretend not to understand

something to gain someone’s

help.

16. Act like you need assistance

so people will help you out.

17.Pretend to know less than
you do so you can avoid an
unpleasant assignment.
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Appendix G: Sample Items from the Counseling Selirgate Inventory (COSE)
Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory

This is not a test. There are no right or wrongngars. Rather — it is an inventory that attempts
to measure how you feel you will behave as a cdanse in a counseling situation. Please
respond to the items as honestly as you can sorasdt accurately portray how you think you
will behave as a counselor. Do not respond witlr fiou wish you could perform each item —
rather answer in a way that reflects your actutnege of how you will perform as a counselor
at the present time.

Below is a list of 18 statements. Read each setgnand then indicate the extent to which you
agree or disagree with that statement, using thenfmg alternatives:

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Moderately Disagree
3 = Slightly Disagree

4 = Slightly Agree

5 = Moderately Agree

6 = Strongly Agree

PLEASE - Put your responses for this inventonhtoright of each statement.

1. I am worried that my interpretation and confeditin responses may not over time assist the
client to be more specific in defining and clanifgithe problem.

3. | feel 1 will respond to the client in an apprigpe length of time (neither interrupting the
client or waiting too long to respond).

9. | am confident that my interpretation and confedion responses will be effective in that they
will be validated by the client's immediate respens

12. In working with culturally different clientsnhay have a difficult time viewing situations
from their perspective.

17. | feel that | will not be able to respond te ttient in a non-judgmental way with respect to
client’s values, beliefs, etc.
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