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1  | INTRODUC TION

The field of genetic counseling (GC) most commonly cites the defi‐
nition of clinical supervision originally proposed for psychology 
by Bernard and Goodyear: “supervision is a means of transmit‐
ting the skills, knowledge, and attitudes of a particular profession 
to the next generation in that profession. It also is an essential 
means of ensuring that clients receive a certain minimum quality 

of care while trainees work with them to gain their skills" (Bernard 
& Goodyear, 2008). Supervision serves at least two primary pur‐
poses: promoting the professional development of student su‐
pervisees and ensuring the continued provision of quality client 
services (McCarthy & LeRoy, 1998). But supervision is also used for 
socialization of students and as a gatekeeping apparatus (Bordin, 
1983; McCarthy & LeRoy, 1998). It is a critical part of training of 
the next generation of genetic counselors, and it is a required 
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element of GC graduate programs accredited by the Accreditation 
Council for Genetic Counseling (ACGC, 2013). Given the high de‐
mand for genetic counselors (Hoskovec et al., 2018), there are in‐
creasing numbers of GC training programs, and existing programs 
are working on increasing the sizes of their classes. However, two 
of the top six reasons program directors state for not being able 
to expand their training program are related to a lack of proper 
supervision (Pan, Yashar, Pothast, & Wicklund, 2016).

Partially because of this interest in increasing GC student class 
sizes, there has been increased attention being paid to supervision. 
The Genetic Counselor Workforce Working Group (GC WFWG), 
a joint venture between the ACGC, American Board of Genetic 
Counselors (ABGC), American Society of Human Genetics (ASHG), 
Association of Genetic Counseling Program Directors (AGCPD), and 
the National Society of Genetic Counselors (NSGC), included spe‐
cific items toward promoting the importance of supervision and the 
training of supervisors in their 2017 strategic plan (provided by the 
NSGC Executive Office; available upon request). Outcome 3 of the 
Strategic Plan was to “Establish training, support and recognition for 
clinical supervisors.” The first action step of this was to “Establish 
criteria and develop training for clinical supervisors.”

This systematic review was an independent project to help in‐
form this action step for the GC WFWG. In order to establish criteria 
for training, it must be determined what is already known about GC 
supervision. This is the first step in forming the body of evidence 
needed to create courses or learning opportunities for standardizing 
clinical supervision of GC students, a widely cited need (Atzinger et 
al., 2014b; Callanan, Veach, & LeRoy, 2016; Hendrickson, McCarthy 
Veach, & LeRoy, 2002; Lindh, Veach, Cikanek, & LeRoy, 2003). The 
purpose of this study was (a) to identify what is currently known 
about the state of GC clinical supervision and (b) to identify items that 
can be used to further supervision training for genetic counselors.

2  | METHODS

2.1 | Systematic reviews

Per the Centre for Reviews and Dissemination, “systematic re‐
views aim to identify, evaluate and summarise the findings of 
all relevant individual studies, thereby making the available evi‐
dence more accessible to decision makers” (Centre for Reviews 
and Dissemination, 2009). We used the process developed by this 
Centre to undertake the systematic review (see Figure 1). The first 
step is to establish a research question with inclusion and exclu‐
sion criteria. Second, specific search terms are established, and 
databases are searched according to the inclusion/exclusion cri‐
teria. The resulting list of articles are then scanned for duplicates, 
abstracts are read and screened for relevance, and full texts are 
examined for inclusion. The list of full texts is then assessed for 
quality, where papers must meet an established minimum thresh‐
old. Those that pass are then read in full, with data extracted in a 
standardized form to provide the basis of the review.

2.1.1 | Research question

The research question for this study was, What is known about GC 
clinical supervision?

2.1.2 | Search strategy

In conjunction with a Stanford University librarian, search 
terms were established for extraction of data from PubMed 
(("genetic counseling"[mh] OR "genetic counsel*"[tw])) AND 
("supervision"[tw]), Scopus (TITLE‐ABS‐KEY("genetic counsel*") 
AND TITLE‐ABS‐KEY("supervision")), Web of Science (TS=("Genetic 

F I G U R E  1   PRISMA flow diagram: 
The PRIMSA diagram details our search 
and selection process applied during the 
systematic review

340 references imported for 
screening 

151 studies screened 

32 full text studies assessed 
for eligibility 

19 studies + 2 erratum 
included 

13 studies excluded: 
4 peer supervision 

7 not research or theore�cal 
2 review ar�cle/chapter 

 

119 studies irrelevant 

 189 duplicates removed 
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counsel*" AND "supervision") OR TI=("Genetic counsel*" AND "su‐
pervision")), Embase (('genetic counseling'/exp OR 'genetic coun‐
seling' OR 'genetic counsel*':ab,ti,kw) AND 'supervision':ab,ti,kw), 
and PsycInfo (MAINSUBJECT.EXPLODE("Genetic Counseling") 
OR SU(("genetic counseling" OR "genetic counselling" OR "genetic 
counselor" OR "genetic counselors"))) AND SU("Supervision"). The 
search occurred in the month of November 2018 and again in July 
2019.

2.1.3 | Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Papers were eligible for inclusion if they involved clinical super‐
vision in the GC community (genetic counselors, GC students, 
GC supervisors, and/or GC non‐supervisors) and were written in 
English. While generally systematic reviews are for comparison 
of randomized controlled trials or other interventional trials, this 
body of literature does not exist for GC supervision. Therefore, 
the decision was made to not restrict the types of manuscripts 
to be included, as long as they were specific to GC supervision 
of students. We included theoretical papers, Delphi studies, sur‐
veys, and creation of outcome measures, both in journals and book 
chapters.

Papers were excluded if they were review articles/chapters or 
pertained to non‐GC student supervision, including clinical psychol‐
ogy and social work fields or GC peer supervision.

2.1.4 | Article reviews

All identified articles were imported into Covidence (covid ence.org) 
and both authors independently reviewed all articles at each step of 
the process. All discrepancies were discussed until consensus was 
reached. First, title and abstracts were screened. Irrelevant articles 
based on the noted inclusion/exclusion criteria were removed, and 
the remainder were subjected to full‐text review. Those that met 
study criteria were included.

Querying the five databases pulled 340 studies for screen‐
ing; of these, 189 duplicates were removed, and 151 studies were 
screened for inclusion. Title and abstract reads excluded 119 stud‐
ies. The remaining 32 studies were read in full. From these pa‐
pers, 19 and two erratum (Atzinger et al., 2014a; Vanneste, Chiu, 
Russell, & Fitzpatrick, 2013b; analyzed as part of the 19 articles, 
and hereafter will be referred to as 19 articles) matched the crite‐
ria for review (see Figure 1). While we were not specifically look‐
ing for articles pertaining to North American training, all resulting 
papers were sampled from participants in the United States and 
Canada.

2.1.5 | Quality assessment

All 19 included papers were subjected to data quality measure‐
ment to assess for methodological quality. Based on a scoring sys‐
tem, those that did not meet a threshold for high standard could 
be excluded from analysis. We scored all papers according to two 

published scoring systems (one for quantitative and one for qualita‐
tive research; Kmet, Lee, & Cook, 2004). Three of the papers were 
theoretical in nature without a study population. While we were 
unable to obtain a quality score, these papers were included in the 
analysis due to the overarching dearth of GC supervisory litera‐
ture and the perceived value of the studies by the authors. The tool 
created by Kmet et al. (2004) includes 14 questions for quantita‐
tive research and 10 questions for qualitative research, including 
questions about study purpose, study design, sample size, analysis 
methods and specifics, and assigns each a numerical value of Yes 
(2), Partial (1), No (0), or not applicable. A calculation is provided to 
determine a total sum, a total possible sum, and a summary score. 
The summary score is then converted to a percentage and used 
to determine the degree of quality. We used a fairly conservative 
cutoff for inclusion of 75%. All papers passed this cutoff level and 
were included in the review.

2.1.6 | Data extraction

Data extraction was performed using a modified version of the NICE 
data extraction form (National Collaborating Centre for Mental 
Health, UK, 2007). Extraction data were collected and managed 
using REDCap, an electronic data capture tool hosted at the Stanford 
Center for Clinical Informatics. REDCap is a secure, web‐based ap‐
plication designed to support data capture for research studies, pro‐
viding the following: (a) an intuitive interface for validated data entry, 
(b) audit trails for tracking data manipulation and export procedures, 
(c) automated export procedures for seamless data downloads to 
common statistical packages, and (d) procedures for importing data 
from external sources (Harris et al., 2009). Extraction fields included 
the following: paper title, first author, year of publication, type of 
article, type of study (qualitative, quantitative, and theoretical), par‐
ticipants, study aims, key findings, time of study, inclusion criteria, 
exclusion criteria, sample size, methods, data analysis, limitations, 
themes, conclusion, generalizability, and implications. All data were 
extracted by the first author and reviewed by the second author. 
Any discrepancies in data extracted or main points were discussed 
until consensus was reached.

3  | RESULTS

There were five main themes that emerged from the review of 
these articles: Training Model (Table 1), Competencies (Table 2), 
Investigation of Techniques (Table 3), Difficulties in Supervision 
(Table 4), and Barriers (Table 5). Some papers overlapped into differ‐
ent themes and are listed twice.

3.1 | Training models

Three papers discussed training models: Supervision of Psychosocial Skills 
in Genetic Counseling (Borders, Eubanks, & Callanan, 2006), Training the 
Millennial Learner through Experiential Evolutionary Scaffolding (Venne & 

http://covidence.org


1072  |     SISKIND aND aTZINGER

TA
B

LE
 1

 
Th

em
e:

 m
od

el
s

Re
fe

re
nc

e
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

Ev
al

ua
tiv

e 
su

m
m

ar
y

Ke
y 

po
in

ts
Im

pl
ic

at
io

ns

W
he

rle
y 

et
 

al
., 

20
15

To
 p

ro
po

se
 a

 s
up

er
vi

si
on

 m
od

el
 to

 p
ro

m
ot

e 
co

m
pr

eh
en

si
ve

 a
nd

 c
on

si
st

en
t c

lin
ic

al
 

su
pe

rv
is

io
n 

tr
ai

ni
ng

 fo
r G

C 
st

ud
en

ts

Re
im

ag
in

es
 th

e 
Re

ci
pr

oc
al

 E
ng

ag
em

en
t 

M
od

el
 (R

EM
) o

f G
C 

fo
r u

se
 is

 S
up

er
vi

si
on

, 
cr

ea
tin

g 
th

e 
RE

M
‐S

. T
hi

s 
m

od
el

 c
an

 b
e 

us
ed

 
to

 h
el

p 
su

pe
rv

is
or

s 
th

in
k 

ab
ou

t s
up

er
vi

si
on

 
as

 a
 p

ar
al

le
l b

ut
 s

ep
ar

at
e 

pr
oc

es
s 

to
 G

C 
an

d 
pr

ov
id

es
 s

pe
ci

fic
 e

xa
m

pl
es

 fo
r h

ow
 to

 d
if‐

fu
se

 c
om

m
on

 s
up

er
vi

si
on

 is
su

es
.

M
aj

or
 te

ne
ts

:
• 

le
ar

ni
ng

 a
nd

 a
pp

ly
in

g 
ge

ne
tic

 in
fo

rm
a‐

tio
n 

ar
e 

ke
ys

.
• 

st
ud

en
t a

ut
on

om
y 

m
us

t b
e 

su
pp

or
te

d;
 

st
ud

en
ts

 a
re

 c
ap

ab
le

; s
tu

de
nt

 e
m

ot
io

ns
 

m
at

te
r

• 
su

pe
rv

is
or

/s
up

er
vi

se
e 

re
la

tio
ns

hi
p 

is
 

in
te

gr
al

 to
 G

C 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n
• 

Su
pe

rv
is

io
n 

ou
tc

om
es

: s
tu

de
nt

 c
an

• 
in

de
pe

nd
en

tly
 p

ro
vi

de
 e

ff
ec

tiv
e 

se
rv

ic
es

• 
de

ve
lo

p 
pr

of
es

si
on

al
ly

• 
en

ga
ge

 in
 s

el
f‐

re
fle

ct
iv

e 
pr

ac
tic

e

U
se

 o
f t

he
 R

EM
‐S

 c
ou

ld
 s

ta
nd

ar
di

ze
 

su
pe

rv
is

io
n 

pr
oc

es
se

s 
an

d 
m

ax
im

iz
e 

cl
in

ic
al

 s
up

er
vi

si
on

 o
ut

co
m

es
 fo

r G
C 

st
ud

en
ts

.
Su

pe
rv

is
or

 tr
ai

ni
ng

 c
ou

ld
 in

cl
ud

e 
te

ac
hi

ng
 

of
 th

e 
RE

M
‐S

 fr
am

ew
or

k,
 te

ne
ts

, a
nd

 
go

al
s.

Bo
rd

er
s 

et
 

al
., 

20
06

To
 d

es
cr

ib
e 

ap
pr

oa
ch

es
 s

up
er

vi
so

rs
 to

 a
ss

is
t 

st
ud

en
ts

 le
ar

ni
ng

 p
sy

ch
os

oc
ia

l s
ki

lls
H

as
 m

an
y 

co
nc

re
te

, a
cc

es
si

bl
e,

 a
nd

 tr
an

sl
at

‐
ab

le
 s

ug
ge

st
io

ns
 d

ep
en

di
ng

 o
n 

in
cr

ea
si

ng
 

st
ud

en
t c

ou
ns

el
in

g 
sk

ill
s 

to
 h

el
p 

st
ud

en
ts

 
re

ac
h 

th
e 

ne
xt

 le
ve

l.

U
se

s 
m

an
y 

of
 th

e 
ps

yc
ho

so
ci

al
 in

te
rv

en
‐

tio
ns

 th
at

 a
re

 u
se

d 
in

 G
C

, s
uc

h 
as

 c
on

‐
fr

on
ta

tio
n,

 ro
le

 p
la

ys
 a

nd
 th

in
k 

al
ou

d,
 b

ut
 

as
 in

te
rv

en
tio

ns
 w

ith
 s

tu
de

nt
s.

By
 u

si
ng

 p
sy

ch
os

oc
ia

l s
ki

lls
 to

 te
ac

h 
ps

y‐
ch

os
oc

ia
l s

ki
lls

, i
t i

s 
m

od
el

in
g 

be
ha

vi
or

 
fo

r t
he

 s
tu

de
nt

s.
Su

pe
rv

is
or

 tr
ai

ni
ng

 c
ou

ld
 in

cl
ud

e 
m

od
‐

el
in

g 
of

 th
e 

ps
yc

ho
so

ci
al

 b
eh

av
io

rs
 th

at
 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

ca
n 

us
e 

w
ith

 s
tu

de
nt

s.

Ve
nn

e 
&

 
C

ol
em

an
, 

20
10

To
 s

um
m

ar
iz

e 
th

e 
di

st
in

gu
is

hi
ng

 tr
ai

ts
 o

f 
M

ill
en

ni
al

s,
 a

ut
he

nt
ic

 le
ar

ni
ng

, a
nd

 e
vo

‐
lu

tio
na

ry
 s

ca
ff

ol
di

ng
 th

eo
rie

s 
to

 e
nh

an
ce

 
te

ac
hi

ng
 a

nd
 s

up
er

vi
si

on

Pr
ov

id
es

 th
e 

fr
am

ew
or

k 
fo

r u
si

ng
 a

ut
he

n‐
tic

 le
ar

ni
ng

 a
nd

 s
ca

ff
ol

di
ng

 to
 p

ro
vi

de
 a

 
m

et
ho

d 
fo

r t
ea

ch
in

g 
th

e 
di

ff
er

en
t p

er
so

n‐
al

iti
es

 o
f t

he
 M

ill
en

ni
al

 g
en

er
at

io
n.

Su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

ut
ili

ze
 M

ill
en

ni
al

's 
in

te
re

st
 

in
 re

al
‐li

fe
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

es
 to

 e
nh

an
ce

 th
ei

r 
ro

ta
tio

n.
• 

Be
gi

n 
w

ith
 a

 re
al

 c
as

e,
 b

ut
 w

ith
ou

t 
lim

ita
tio

ns
 (s

uc
h 

as
 ti

m
e,

 d
iv

er
si

ty
, u

ne
x‐

pe
ct

ed
 fi

nd
in

gs
)

• 
W

he
n 

th
e 

le
ar

ne
r i

s 
en

ga
ge

d 
an

d 
co

m
pe

te
nt

 a
t t

he
 ta

sk
, m

ov
e 

to
 m

ul
tip

le
 

va
ria

bl
es

 a
nd

 re
la

tio
ns

hi
ps

 (l
im

iti
ng

 ti
m

e 
to

 p
re

pa
re

 o
r a

dd
in

g 
la

st
 m

in
ut

e 
de

ta
ils

)

G
C 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

ca
n 

in
cr

ea
se

 c
rit

ic
al

 a
nd

 
in

de
pe

nd
en

t t
hi

nk
in

g 
of

 s
tu

de
nt

s 
w

hi
le

 
le

ve
ra

gi
ng

 th
e 

ch
ar

ac
te

ris
tic

s 
of

 th
e 

M
ill

en
ni

al
 le

ar
ne

r.
Su

pe
rv

is
or

s 
sh

ou
ld

 h
ig

hl
ig

ht
 h

ow
 th

e 
st

ud
en

t's
 w

or
k 

m
ak

es
 a

 d
iff

er
en

ce
 to

 
pa

tie
nt

s.
Su

pe
rv

is
or

 tr
ai

ni
ng

 c
ou

ld
 in

cl
ud

e 
de

fin
i‐

tio
ns

 fo
r M

ill
en

ni
al

 c
ha

ra
ct

er
is

tic
s;

 s
ca

f‐
fo

ld
in

g;
 a

nd
 a

ut
he

nt
ic

 le
ar

ni
ng

.

A
bb

re
vi

at
io

ns
: G

C
, G

en
et

ic
 c

ou
ns

el
in

g;
 R

EM
, R

ec
ip

ro
ca

l E
ng

ag
em

en
t M

od
el

; R
EM

‐S
, R

ec
ip

ro
ca

l E
ng

ag
em

en
t M

od
el

 –
 S

up
er

vi
si

on
.



     |  1073SISKIND aND aTZINGER

TA
B

LE
 2

 
Th

em
e:

 c
om

pe
te

nc
ie

s

Re
fe

re
nc

e
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

St
ud

y 
de

si
gn

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
st

ud
ie

d
Ev

al
ua

tiv
e 

su
m

m
ar

y
Ke

y 
fin

di
ng

s
Im

pl
ic

at
io

ns

Eu
ba

nk
s 

H
ig

gi
ns

 e
t 

al
., 

20
13

To
 g

ai
n 

co
n‐

se
ns

us
 a

bo
ut

 
im

po
rt

an
t G

C 
su

pe
rv

is
or

 
kn

ow
le

dg
e,

 
ch

ar
ac

te
ris

tic
s,

 
an

d 
sk

ill
s

M
od

ifi
ed

 
D

el
ph

i s
tu

dy
Pu

rp
os

ef
ul

 s
am

pl
in

g 
of

 P
ro

gr
am

 D
ire

ct
or

s 
an

d 
G

C 
su

pe
rv

is
or

s

Th
is

 p
ap

er
 w

as
 d

on
e 

fo
r t

he
 

pu
rp

os
e 

of
 b

ei
ng

 u
se

d 
to

 
cr

ea
te

 o
bj

ec
tiv

es
 fo

r G
C 

su
pe

rv
is

io
n 

tr
ai

ni
ng

. A
ll 

in
cl

ud
ed

 it
em

s 
ha

ve
 a

 v
er

y 
hi

gh
 ra

te
 o

f c
on

se
ns

us
 

am
on

g 
al

l g
en

et
ic

 c
ou

ns
el

or
 

re
sp

on
de

nt
s,

 in
di

ca
tin

g 
th

at
 

th
e 

15
8 

ite
m

s 
in

cl
ud

ed
 in

 th
e 

co
m

pe
te

nc
ie

s 
ar

e 
un

iv
er

sa
l 

ac
ro

ss
 p

ra
ct

ic
e 

se
tt

in
gs

. 
Th

ey
 a

re
 a

ls
o 

sp
ec

ifi
c 

an
d 

m
ea

su
ra

bl
e,

 c
re

at
in

g 
op

‐
po

rt
un

iti
es

 fo
r r

es
ea

rc
h 

in
to

 
ho

w
 w

el
l p

eo
pl

e 
ar

e 
do

in
g 

th
es

e 
ite

m
s.

Si
x 

do
m

ai
ns

:
1.

 P
er

so
na

l t
ra

its
 a

nd
 C

ha
ra

ct
er

is
tic

s 
(2

3 
ite

m
s 

de
sc

rib
in

g 
ge

ne
ra

l s
up

er
vi

so
r q

ua
lit

ie
s 

an
d 

be
ha

vi
or

s)
2.

 R
el

at
io

ns
hi

p 
Bu

ild
in

g 
an

d 
M

ai
nt

en
an

ce
 (2

9 
ite

m
s 

re
la

te
d 

to
 s

up
er

vi
so

r q
ua

lit
ie

s 
an

d 
be

ha
vi

or
s 

th
at

 
pr

om
ot

e 
a 

w
or

ki
ng

 a
lli

an
ce

 a
nd

 a
 s

af
e 

an
d 

po
si

‐
tiv

e 
le

ar
ni

ng
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

t)
3.

 S
tu

de
nt

 E
va

lu
at

io
n 

(3
8 

ite
m

s 
re

la
te

d 
to

 s
up

er
vi

‐
so

r s
ki

lls
 th

at
 re

fle
ct

 a
w

ar
en

es
s 

of
 a

nd
 e

ff
ec

‐
tiv

e 
m

an
ag

em
en

t o
f t

he
 e

va
lu

at
iv

e 
na

tu
re

 o
f 

su
pe

rv
is

io
n

4.
 S

tu
de

nt
‐C

en
te

re
d 

Su
pe

rv
is

io
n 

(3
2 

ite
m

s 
re

la
te

d 
to

 s
up

er
vi

so
r b

eh
av

io
rs

 th
at

 a
llo

w
 th

em
 to

 w
or

k 
ef

fe
ct

iv
el

y 
w

ith
 s

tu
de

nt
 in

di
vi

du
al

 d
iff

er
en

ce
s,

 
st

ud
en

t l
ea

rn
in

g 
st

yl
es

, a
nd

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

ta
l l

ev
el

s
5.

 G
ui

da
nc

e 
an

d 
M

on
ito

rin
g 

of
 P

at
ie

nt
 C

ar
e 

(2
0 

ite
m

s 
en

su
rin

g 
st

ud
en

ts
 le

ar
n 

to
 p

ro
vi

de
 a

 s
ta

nd
‐

ar
d 

of
 p

at
ie

nt
 c

ar
e)

6.
 E

th
ic

al
 a

nd
 L

eg
al

 A
sp

ec
ts

 o
f S

up
er

vi
si

on
 (1

2 
ite

m
s 

re
la

te
d 

to
 s

up
er

vi
si

on
 b

eh
av

io
rs

 th
at

 
m

od
el

 e
th

ic
al

 a
nd

 p
ro

fe
ss

io
na

l t
re

at
m

en
t o

f 
pa

tie
nt

s 
an

d 
st

ud
en

ts
)

C
lin

ic
al

 s
up

er
vi

si
on

 h
as

 a
 

se
pa

ra
te

 s
et

 o
f s

ki
lls

 fr
om

 
G

C
.

Su
pe

rv
is

or
 tr

ai
ni

ng
 c

ou
ld

 
hi

gh
lig

ht
: t

ra
in

in
g 

in
 s

up
er

vi
‐

so
r/

st
ud

en
t c

ha
lle

ng
es

; 
w

or
ki

ng
 w

ith
 n

ov
ic

e 
ve

rs
us

 
ad

va
nc

ed
 s

tu
de

nt
s 

in
 c

lin
ic

al
 

ro
ta

tio
n 

pl
ac

em
en

ts
; s

tu
de

nt
 

ev
al

ua
tio

n 
an

d 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n 
m

et
ho

ds
; s

up
er

vi
so

r/
st

u‐
de

nt
 s

ty
le

s;
 a

nd
 s

up
er

vi
si

on
 

re
la

tio
ns

hi
p 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t.

A
tz

in
ge

r e
t 

al
., 

20
16

To
 d

et
er

m
in

e 
th

e 
ef

fe
ct

iv
e‐

ne
ss

 o
f f

or
m

al
 

G
C 

su
pe

rv
i‐

si
on

 tr
ai

ni
ng

 
on

 lo
ng

‐t
er

m
 

pe
rc

ei
ve

d 
co

nf
id

en
ce

 a
nd

 
co

m
pe

te
nc

e 
in

 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n

Q
ua

nt
ita

tiv
e/

In
te

rv
en

tio
n 

Sc
al

e 
us

ed
: 

Li
ke

rt
 

sc
al

es
 a

nd
 

Ps
yc

ho
th

er
ap

y 
Su

pe
rv

is
or

 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

Sc
al

e 
(P

SD
S;

 
W

at
ki

ns
, 

Sc
hn

ei
de

r, 
H

ay
ne

s,
 &

 
N

ie
be

rd
in

g,
 

19
95

)

G
C 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

in
vo

lv
ed

 in
 a

 o
ne

‐d
ay

 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n 
tr

ai
ni

ng
 

co
nf

er
en

ce

Ev
en

 a
 o

ne
‐d

ay
 c

on
fe

re
nc

e 
pr

ov
id

es
 m

ea
su

ra
bl

e 
an

d 
la

st
in

g 
po

si
tiv

e 
ef

fe
ct

s 
on

 g
en

et
ic

 c
ou

ns
el

or
s’ 

pe
rc

ep
tio

ns
 o

f t
he

ir 
ow

n 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n.

C
on

te
nt

 o
f c

ou
rs

e:
 P

re
vi

ou
sl

y 
id

en
tif

ie
d 

ar
ea

s 
of

 in
te

re
st

 fo
r t

ra
in

in
g 

w
er

e 
th

e 
fo

cu
s,

 a
nd

 th
e 

co
nt

en
t w

as
 ti

ed
 to

 th
e 

pu
bl

is
he

d 
G

C 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n 
co

m
pe

te
nc

ie
s 

(E
ub

an
ks

 H
ig

gi
ns

 e
t a

l.,
 2

01
3)

.
G

en
et

ic
 c

ou
ns

el
or

s 
ha

d 
hi

gh
er

 s
el

f‐
ef

fic
ac

y 
af

te
r 

th
e 

co
nf

er
en

ce
 th

an
 b

ef
or

e,
 a

nd
 s

til
l s

ta
tis

tic
al

ly
 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
ly

 h
ig

he
r 6

 m
on

th
s 

la
te

r. 
Th

is
 s

up
po

rt
s 

th
e 

id
ea

 th
at

 a
 o

ne
‐d

ay
 s

up
er

vi
si

on
 c

on
fe

re
nc

e 
ca

n 
ha

ve
 a

 la
st

in
g 

im
pa

ct
 o

n 
ho

w
 s

up
er

vi
so

rs
 

pe
rc

ei
ve

 th
ei

r s
ki

lls
.

A
 c

on
fe

re
nc

e 
is

 li
ke

ly
 to

 b
e 

m
os

t i
m

pa
ct

fu
l i

f i
t a

d‐
dr

es
se

s 
sk

ill
s 

w
ith

 w
hi

ch
 G

C 
su

pe
rv

is
or

s 
ar

e 
no

t a
lre

ad
y 

co
m

fo
rt

ab
le

.
Su

pe
rv

is
or

 tr
ai

ni
ng

 c
ou

ld
 b

e 
in

fo
rm

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
lit

er
at

ur
e 

an
d 

ta
rg

et
 th

os
e 

ite
m

s 
w

ith
 

w
hi

ch
 G

C
s 

st
ru

gg
le

. (C
on

tin
ue

s)



1074  |     SISKIND aND aTZINGER

Re
fe

re
nc

e
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

St
ud

y 
de

si
gn

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
st

ud
ie

d
Ev

al
ua

tiv
e 

su
m

m
ar

y
Ke

y 
fin

di
ng

s
Im

pl
ic

at
io

ns

Fi
nl

ey
 e

t a
l.,

 
20

16
To

 e
va

lu
at

e 
w

he
th

er
 s

u‐
pe

rv
is

or
s 

po
s‐

se
ss

 s
pe

ci
fic

 
co

m
pe

te
nc

es
 

an
d 

if 
th

ei
r 

co
m

pe
te

n‐
ci

es
 d

iff
er

 a
s 

a 
fu

nc
tio

n 
of

 
ex

pe
rie

nc
e

Q
ua

nt
ita

tiv
e 

Sc
al

e 
us

ed
: 

Se
lf‐

ef
fic

ac
y 

sc
al

e 
ba

se
d 

on
 (B

an
du

ra
, 

20
06

), 
us

in
g 

th
e 

(E
ub

an
ks

 
H

ig
gi

ns
 e

t a
l.,

 
20

13
) c

om
pe

‐
te

nc
ie

s 
of

 G
oa

l 
Se

tt
in

g 
an

d 
Fe

ed
ba

ck

G
C 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s

Th
er

e 
is

 a
 la

ck
 o

f s
ys

te
m

at
ic

 
tr

ai
ni

ng
 fo

r s
up

er
vi

so
rs

 o
f 

G
C 

st
ud

en
ts

. G
C 

su
pe

r‐
vi

so
ry

 s
ki

lls
 a

rg
ua

bl
y 

ar
e 

di
st

in
ct

 fr
om

 s
ki

lls
 in

vo
lv

ed
 

in
 G

C 
pr

ac
tic

e.
 E

va
lu

at
ed

 
at

 E
ub

an
ks

 H
ig

gi
ns

 e
t a

l. 
C

om
pe

te
nc

y:
 D

om
ai

n 
III

, 
St

ud
en

t E
va

lu
at

io
n:

 G
oa

l 
se

tt
in

g 
an

d 
fe

ed
ba

ck
. 

Su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

fe
lt 

th
ey

 w
er

e 
pr

of
ic

ie
nt

 in
 G

oa
l S

et
tin

g.
 

N
ee

d 
m

or
e 

tr
ai

ni
ng

 in
 

fe
ed

ba
ck

.

M
or

e 
su

pe
rv

is
ee

s 
in

 p
as

t f
or

 th
e 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

w
as

 
as

so
ci

at
ed

 w
ith

 h
ig

he
r s

el
f‐

ef
fic

ac
y.

M
os

t d
iff

ic
ul

ty
 g

oa
l s

et
tin

g 
co

m
pe

te
nc

ie
s:

 
In

co
rp

or
at

e 
st

ud
en

t's
 re

po
rt

 o
f f

ee
db

ac
k 

re
ce

iv
ed

 
fr

om
 p

re
vi

ou
s 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

in
to

 ro
ta

tio
n 

go
al

s,
 re

‐
ne

go
tia

te
 ro

ta
tio

n 
go

al
s 

w
ith

 a
 s

tu
de

nt
 if

 n
ee

de
d,

 
an

d 
in

co
rp

or
at

e 
th

e 
st

ud
en

t's
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
ta

l l
ev

el
 

in
to

 th
e 

ro
ta

tio
n 

go
al

s.
M

os
t d

iff
ic

ul
t f

ee
db

ac
k 

co
m

pe
te

nc
ie

s:
 P

ro
vi

de
 

fe
ed

ba
ck

 a
bo

ut
 s

tu
de

nt
 b

eh
av

io
r r

at
he

r t
ha

n 
pe

rs
on

al
 tr

ai
ts

 th
at

 th
e 

st
ud

en
t c

an
no

t c
ha

ng
e,

 
Pr

ov
id

e 
fe

ed
ba

ck
 b

as
ed

 o
n 

st
ud

en
t d

ev
el

op
m

en
ta

l 
le

ve
l, 

an
d 

pr
ov

id
e 

st
ud

en
t f

ee
db

ac
k 

th
at

 is
 h

on
es

t

Su
pe

rv
is

or
 tr

ai
ni

ng
 c

ou
ld

 
ta

rg
et

 g
oa

l s
et

tin
g 

an
d 

fe
ed

‐
ba

ck
 c

om
pe

te
nc

ie
s 

w
ith

 th
e 

lo
w

es
t s

el
f‐

ef
fic

ac
y 

ra
tin

gs
.

C
al

dw
el

l e
t 

al
., 

20
18

To
 d

et
er

m
in

e 
if 

a 
G

C 
st

ud
en

t's
 

pe
rc

ep
tio

n 
of

 
th

e 
su

pe
rv

i‐
so

ry
 w

or
ki

ng
 

al
lia

nc
e 

is
 

re
la

te
d 

to
 th

ei
r 

se
lf‐

ef
fic

ac
y 

on
 

se
le

ct
 c

lin
ic

al
 

pr
ac

tic
e‐

ba
se

d 
co

m
pe

te
nc

ie
s

Q
ua

nt
ita

tiv
e 

Sc
al

es
 u

se
d:

 
Su

pe
rv

is
or

y 
W

or
ki

ng
 

A
lli

an
ce

 
In

ve
nt

or
y‐

Tr
ai

ne
e 

Fo
rm

 
(E

fs
ta

tio
n,

 
Pa

tt
on

, &
 

K
ar

da
sh

, 
19

90
); 

G
en

et
ic

 
C

ou
ns

el
in

g 
Se

lf‐
Ef

fic
ac

y 
Sc

al
e 

(C
al

dw
el

l 
et

 a
l.,

 2
01

8)

G
C 

st
ud

en
ts

Th
e 

st
ud

en
t's

 p
er

ce
pt

io
n 

of
 

th
e 

su
pe

rv
is

or
y 

w
or

ki
ng

 
al

lia
nc

e 
be

tw
ee

n 
th

e 
ge

ne
tic

 
co

un
se

lo
r a

nd
 G

C 
st

ud
en

t 
is

 re
la

te
d 

to
 a

 s
tu

de
nt

's 
se

lf‐
ef

fic
ac

y 
to

 p
er

fo
rm

 c
er

ta
in

 
G

C 
ta

sk
s.

Th
e 

hi
gh

er
 th

e 
SW

A
I‐T

 s
co

re
, t

he
 g

re
at

er
 th

e 
st

ud
en

t's
 s

el
f‐

ef
fic

ac
y.

 M
or

e 
ef

fe
ct

iv
e 

if 
th

er
e 

is
 

on
ly

 o
ne

 s
up

er
vi

so
r, 

an
d 

no
t m

ul
tip

le
 s

up
er

vi
so

rs
 

in
 o

ne
 ro

ta
tio

n.
Re

m
em

be
r: 

se
lf‐

ef
fic

ac
y 

is
 n

ot
 th

e 
sa

m
e 

as
 s

ki
ll 

le
ve

l.

Be
tt

er
 g

en
et

ic
 c

ou
ns

el
or

 to
 

G
C 

st
ud

en
t r

el
at

io
ns

hi
ps

 
ar

e 
re

la
te

d 
to

 fe
el

in
gs

 o
f 

gr
ea

te
r c

om
pe

te
nc

y 
am

on
g 

st
ud

en
ts

.
Su

pe
rv

is
or

 tr
ai

ni
ng

 c
ou

ld
 d

is
‐

cu
ss

 th
e 

su
pe

rv
is

or
y 

w
or

k‐
in

g 
al

lia
nc

e 
an

d 
st

ra
te

gi
es

 to
 

st
re

ng
th

en
 th

e 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

p.

A
bb

re
vi

at
io

ns
: G

C
, G

en
et

ic
 c

ou
ns

el
in

g;
 S

W
A

I‐T
, S

up
er

vi
so

ry
 W

or
ki

ng
 A

lli
an

ce
 –

 T
ra

in
ee

.

TA
B

LE
 2

 
(C

on
tin

ue
d)



     |  1075SISKIND aND aTZINGER

TA
B

LE
 3

 
Th

em
e:

 in
ve

st
ig

at
io

n 
of

 te
ch

ni
qu

es

Re
fe

re
nc

e
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

St
ud

y 
D

es
ig

n
Po

pu
la

tio
n 

St
ud

ie
d

Ev
al

ua
tiv

e 
Su

m
m

ar
y

Ke
y 

Fi
nd

in
gs

Im
pl

ic
at

io
ns

H
en

dr
ic

ks
on

 
et

 a
l.,

 2
00

2
To

 in
ve

st
ig

at
e 

G
C 

st
u‐

de
nt

 a
nd

 s
up

er
vi

so
r 

pe
rc

ep
tio

ns
 o

f t
he

 
na

tu
re

 a
nd

 im
pa

ct
 o

f 
liv

e 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n

Q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

st
ud

y 
w

ith
 s

ix
 fo

cu
s 

gr
ou

ps

G
C 

st
ud

en
ts

 
an

d 
su

‐
pe

rv
is

or
s 

(P
ur

po
se

fu
l 

sa
m

pl
in

g)

Fi
rs

t p
ap

er
 in

ve
st

ig
at

‐
in

g 
st

ud
en

t a
nd

 s
up

er
‐

vi
so

r p
er

ce
pt

io
ns

 o
f 

liv
e 

su
pe

rv
is

io
n.

A
lm

os
t a

ll 
G

C 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n 
is

 li
ve

 s
up

er
vi

si
on

.
St

ud
en

ts
 n

ee
d 

tr
ai

ni
ng

 o
n 

be
in

g 
su

pe
rv

is
ed

. 
Su

pe
rv

is
or

s 
ne

ed
 tr

ai
ni

ng
 o

n 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n.
Su

pe
rv

is
or

s 
sh

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
an

 in
fo

rm
ed

 c
on

se
nt

 o
r 

co
nt

ra
ct

 fo
r t

he
 ro

ta
tio

n/
su

pe
rv

is
io

n;
 c

on
du

ct
 

an
 o

rie
nt

at
io

n;
 u

se
 a

 c
he

ck
lis

t i
n 

se
ss

io
n 

to
 

m
ak

e 
su

re
 s

tu
de

nt
 c

ov
er

ed
 im

po
rt

an
t t

op
ic

s;
 

es
ta

bl
is

h 
sp

ec
ifi

c 
go

al
s 

fo
r e

ac
h 

se
ss

io
n 

an
d 

fo
r 

ea
ch

 ro
ta

tio
n.

Th
er

e 
sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

a 
m

in
im

um
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

e 
le

ve
l t

o 
se

rv
e 

as
 a

 s
up

er
vi

so
r.

Su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

ca
n 

us
e 

a 
ro

ta
tio

n 
in

fo
rm

ed
 c

on
se

nt
 o

r c
on

tr
ac

t t
o 

im
pr

ov
e 

th
e 

su
pe

rv
is

or
y 

re
la

tio
n‐

sh
ip

 a
nd

 to
 s

et
 e

xp
ec

ta
tio

ns
 fo

r 
st

ud
en

ts
.

Su
pe

rv
is

or
 tr

ai
ni

ng
 c

ou
ld

 d
is

cu
ss

 li
ve

 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n 
an

d 
ot

he
r o

pt
io

ns
 fo

r 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n,
 a

s 
w

el
l a

s 
in

tr
od

uc
e 

op
tio

ns
 fo

r i
nf

or
m

ed
 c

on
se

nt
 o

f 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n/
ro

ta
tio

n.

Li
nd

h 
et

 a
l.,

 
20

03
To

 in
ve

st
ig

at
e 

th
e 

na
tu

re
 o

f c
lin

ic
al

 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n 
fo

r G
C 

st
ud

en
ts

Q
ua

nt
ita

tiv
e 

Su
rv

ey
: 

O
rig

in
al

, c
re

at
ed

 
fr

om
 b

oo
k 

ch
ap

te
r 

(M
cC

ar
th

y 
&

 L
eR

oy
, 

19
98

) a
nd

 o
w

n 
ex

pe
rie

nc
e

G
en

et
ic

 
co

un
se

lo
rs

G
at

he
re

d 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
fr

om
 s

up
er

vi
so

rs
 a

nd
 

no
n‐

su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

ab
ou

t 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n‐
re

la
te

d 
lo

gi
st

ic
s;

 s
tu

de
nt

 a
s‐

se
ss

m
en

t; 
fe

ed
ba

ck
; 

st
ud

en
t c

ha
lle

ng
es

; 
an

d 
re

as
on

s 
fo

r 
or

 a
ga

in
st

 b
ei

ng
 a

 
su

pe
rv

is
or

.

Su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

le
ar

ne
d 

m
os

tly
 v

ia
 in

fo
rm

al
 tr

ai
ni

ng
 

m
et

ho
ds

: t
ria

l a
nd

 e
rr

or
, s

tu
de

nt
 fe

ed
ba

ck
, 

co
ns

ul
t w

ith
 c

ol
le

ag
ue

s,
 fo

llo
w

 o
w

n 
su

pe
rv

is
or

s' 
m

et
ho

ds
.

In
fo

rm
al

 tr
ai

ni
ng

 fo
r s

up
er

vi
si

on
 is

 in
su

ff
ic

ie
nt

.
A

lm
os

t a
ll 

G
C 

su
pe

rv
is

io
n 

is
 li

ve
 s

up
er

vi
si

on
; 

ve
ry

 la
bo

r‐
in

te
ns

iv
e.

Tr
ai

ni
ng

 p
ro

gr
am

s 
sh

ou
ld

 d
ev

el
op

 re
co

m
m

en
da

‐
tio

ns
 re

ga
rd

in
g 

fr
eq

ue
nc

y 
an

d 
tim

in
g 

of
 fo

rm
al

 
fe

ed
ba

ck
 s

es
si

on
s.

Tr
ai

ni
ng

 p
ro

gr
am

s 
an

d 
cl

in
ic

al
 s

ite
s 

sh
ou

ld
 p

ro
‐

vi
de

 re
m

ed
ia

tio
n 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

to
 ro

ta
tio

n 
si

te
s.

G
C 

tr
ai

ni
ng

 p
ro

gr
am

s 
ne

ed
 to

 p
ro

‐
vi

de
 a

pp
ro

pr
ia

te
 s

up
po

rt
 fo

r G
C 

su
‐

pe
rv

is
or

s.
 R

ec
en

t g
ra

du
at

es
 s

ho
ul

d 
no

t b
e 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s.

 T
he

 p
ro

fe
ss

io
n 

sh
ou

ld
 c

on
si

de
r s

et
tin

g 
m

in
im

um
 

cr
ite

ria
 fo

r c
lin

ic
al

 s
up

er
vi

so
rs

.
Su

pe
rv

is
or

 tr
ai

ni
ng

 c
ou

ld
 d

is
cu

ss
 e

x‐
am

pl
es

 o
f h

ow
 G

C 
pr

og
ra

m
s 

ha
nd

le
 

fe
ed

ba
ck

 ti
m

in
g 

an
d 

re
m

ed
ia

tio
n.

(C
on

tin
ue

s)



1076  |     SISKIND aND aTZINGER

Re
fe

re
nc

e
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

St
ud

y 
D

es
ig

n
Po

pu
la

tio
n 

St
ud

ie
d

Ev
al

ua
tiv

e 
Su

m
m

ar
y

Ke
y 

Fi
nd

in
gs

Im
pl

ic
at

io
ns

Fi
nl

ey
 e

t a
l.,

 
20

16
To

 e
va

lu
at

e 
w

he
th

er
 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

po
ss

es
s 

sp
ec

ifi
c 

co
m

pe
‐

te
nc

es
 a

nd
 if

 th
ei

r 
co

m
pe

te
nc

ie
s 

di
ff

er
 

as
 a

 fu
nc

tio
n 

of
 

ex
pe

rie
nc

e

Q
ua

nt
ita

tiv
e 

Sc
al

e 
us

ed
: S

el
f‐

ef
fic

ac
y 

sc
al

e 
ba

se
d 

on
 

(B
an

du
ra

, 2
00

6)
, 

us
in

g 
th

e 
(E

ub
an

ks
 

H
ig

gi
ns

 e
t a

l.,
 2

01
3)

 
co

m
pe

te
nc

ie
s 

of
 

G
oa

l S
et

tin
g 

an
d 

Fe
ed

ba
ck

G
C su

pe
rv

is
or

s
Th

er
e 

is
 a

 la
ck

 o
f 

sy
st

em
at

ic
 tr

ai
ni

ng
 fo

r 
su

pe
rv

is
or

s 
of

 G
C 

st
u‐

de
nt

s.
 G

C 
su

pe
rv

is
or

y 
sk

ill
s 

ar
e 

di
st

in
ct

 fr
om

 
sk

ill
s 

in
vo

lv
ed

 in
 G

C 
pr

ac
tic

e.

M
os

t p
re

va
le

nt
 m

et
ho

ds
 o

f d
ev

el
op

in
g 

su
pe

rv
i‐

si
on

 s
ki

lls
 w

er
e 

co
ns

ul
ta

tio
n 

w
ith

 c
ol

le
ag

ue
s,

 
fe

ed
ba

ck
 fr

om
 s

tu
de

nt
s,

 tr
ia

l a
nd

 e
rr

or
. H

ig
he

st
 

m
ea

n 
ef

fe
ct

iv
en

es
s 

ra
tin

gs
 w

er
e 

co
ns

ul
ta

‐
tio

n 
w

ith
 c

ol
le

ag
ue

s,
 p

ee
r s

up
er

vi
si

on
 g

ro
up

, 
w

or
ks

ho
ps

/s
em

in
ar

s 
pr

ov
id

ed
 b

y 
G

C 
pr

og
ra

m
s;

 
Lo

w
es

t m
ea

n 
ef

fe
ct

iv
en

es
s 

ra
tin

gs
 w

er
e 

tr
ia

l 
an

d 
er

ro
r, 

on
lin

e 
tr

ai
ni

ng
 w

or
ks

ho
ps

/s
em

in
ar

s,
 

bo
ok

s/
jo

ur
na

l a
rt

ic
le

s 
on

 s
up

er
vi

si
on

.
Fu

tu
re

 tr
ai

ni
ng

 in
te

re
st

ed
 in

 fe
ed

ba
ck

 fr
om

 
st

ud
en

t s
up

er
vi

se
es

, w
or

ks
ho

p/
se

m
in

ar
s 

pr
o‐

vi
de

d 
by

 G
C 

pr
og

ra
m

s,
 w

or
ks

ho
ps

/s
em

in
ar

s 
at

 
re

gi
on

al
 o

r n
at

io
na

l m
ee

tin
gs

M
os

t c
ha

lle
ng

in
g 

fe
ed

ba
ck

 th
at

 w
hi

ch
 is

 a
bo

ut
 

st
ud

en
t b

eh
av

io
r r

at
he

r t
ha

n 
pe

rs
on

al
 tr

ai
ts

; 
ba

se
d 

on
 s

tu
de

nt
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
ta

l l
ev

el
.

Su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

ne
ed

 o
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s 
to

 
de

ve
lo

p 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n 
sk

ill
s.

Su
pe

rv
is

or
 tr

ai
ni

ng
 c

ou
ld

 ta
rg

et
 

th
e 

co
m

pe
te

nc
ie

s 
w

ith
 th

e 
lo

w
es

t 
m

ea
n 

ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s 
ra

tin
gs

.

Su
gu

ita
n 

et
 

al
., 

20
19

To
 e

la
bo

ra
te

 th
e 

RE
M

‐S
 b

y 
id

en
tif

yi
ng

 
su

pe
rv

is
or

 s
tr

at
eg

ie
s 

fo
r e

ac
h 

of
 th

e 
16

 
go

al
s.

Q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

w
ith

 
th

re
e 

fo
cu

s 
gr

ou
ps

Bo
ar

d 
ce

rt
i‐

fie
d 

ge
ne

tic
 

co
un

se
‐

lo
rs

; G
C 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s

G
C 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

us
e 

m
an

y 
st

ra
te

gi
es

 w
he

n 
w

or
ki

ng
 w

ith
 G

C 
st

ud
en

ts
, a

ll 
of

 w
hi

ch
 

fit
 in

to
 o

ne
 o

f 1
4 

do
m

ai
ns

 th
at

 s
up

po
rt

 
th

e 
us

e 
of

 th
e 

RE
M

‐S
 

as
 a

 m
od

el
 fo

r G
C 

su
pe

rv
is

io
n.

St
ra

te
gi

es
 fo

r t
he

 u
se

 o
f t

he
 R

EM
‐S

 w
er

e 
fo

un
d 

ac
ro

ss
 1

4 
do

m
ai

ns
: a

ss
es

sm
en

t o
f s

tu
de

nt
, c

ol
‐

la
bo

ra
te

 w
ith

 h
ea

lth
 p

ro
fe

ss
io

na
ls

 w
ith

 s
tu

de
nt

, 
em

po
w

er
 s

tu
de

nt
, e

st
ab

lis
h 

st
ud

en
t g

oa
ls

 a
nd

 
ex

pe
ct

at
io

ns
, e

st
ab

lis
h 

go
od

 c
om

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

w
ith

 s
tu

de
nt

, e
st

ab
lis

h 
w

or
ki

ng
 a

lli
an

ce
 w

ith
 

st
ud

en
t, 

fa
ci

lit
at

e 
pa

tie
nt

 c
ar

e 
w

ith
 s

tu
de

nt
, 

ga
th

er
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
fr

om
/w

ith
 s

tu
de

nt
, g

iv
e 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

to
 s

tu
de

nt
, p

ra
ct

ic
e 

se
lf‐

re
fle

ct
io

n 
to

 in
cr

ea
se

 s
up

er
vi

so
r s

el
f‐

aw
ar

en
es

s,
 p

ro
vi

de
 

cu
ltu

ra
lly

 c
om

pe
te

nt
 s

up
er

vi
si

on
, p

ro
vi

de
 p

re
‐ 

an
d 

po
st

‐c
lin

ic
al

 s
es

si
on

s,
 p

ro
vi

de
 re

so
ur

ce
s 

to
 

st
ud

en
t, 

an
d 

us
e 

ps
yc

ho
so

ci
al

 c
ou

ns
el

in
g 

sk
ill

s/
st

ra
te

gi
es

 in
 s

up
er

vi
si

on

G
C 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

ar
e 

al
re

ad
y 

us
in

g 
st

ra
te

gi
es

 to
 s

up
po

rt
 s

tu
de

nt
s.

Su
pe

rv
is

or
 tr

ai
ni

ng
 c

ou
ld

 in
cl

ud
e 

st
ra

te
gy

 e
xa

m
pl

es
 fo

r d
iff

ic
ul

tie
s 

w
ith

 a
 s

pe
ci

fic
 d

om
ai

n

A
bb

re
vi

at
io

ns
: G

C
, G

en
et

ic
 C

ou
ns

el
in

g;
 R

EM
‐S

: R
ec

ip
ro

ca
l E

ng
ag

em
en

t M
od

el
 –

 S
up

er
vi

si
on

.

TA
B

LE
 3

 
(C

on
tin

ue
d)



     |  1077SISKIND aND aTZINGER

TA
B

LE
 4

 
Th

em
e:

 d
iff

ic
ul

tie
s 

in
 s

up
er

vi
si

on

Re
fe

re
nc

e
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

St
ud

y 
de

si
gn

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
st

ud
ie

d
Ev

al
ua

tiv
e 

su
m

m
ar

y
Ke

y 
fin

di
ng

s
Im

pl
ic

at
io

ns

A
lls

br
oo

k 
et

 
al

., 
20

16
To

 d
et

er
m

in
e 

if 
th

er
e 

w
as

 a
 d

iff
er

en
ce

 in
 

co
m

pa
ss

io
n 

fa
tig

ue
 

an
d 

bu
rn

ou
t l

ev
el

s 
in

 g
en

et
ic

 c
ou

ns
e‐

lo
rs

 w
ho

 c
ur

re
nt

ly
 

su
pe

rv
is

e 
co

m
pa

re
d 

to
 g

en
et

ic
 c

ou
ns

el
or

s 
w

ho
 d

o 
no

t

Q
ua

nt
ita

tiv
e 

Sc
al

es
 u

se
d:

 
Pr

of
es

si
on

al
 Q

ua
lit

y 
of

 L
ife

 
Sc

al
e 

(S
ta

m
m

, 2
01

7)
, t

he
 S

ta
te

‐
Tr

ai
t A

nx
ie

ty
 In

ve
nt

or
y 

(S
TA

I; 
Sp

ie
lb

er
ge

r, 
G

or
su

ch
, L

us
he

ne
, 

Va
gg

, &
 J

ac
ob

s,
 1

98
3)

, a
nd

 
or

ig
in

al
 q

ue
st

io
ns

 re
ga

rd
in

g 
cl

in
ic

al
 a

nd
 G

C 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n 
ex

pe
rie

nc
e

G
en

et
ic

 
co

un
se

lo
rs

 
—

 s
up

er
vi

‐
so

rs
 a

nd
 

no
n‐

su
pe

rv
i‐

so
rs

Su
pe

rv
is

io
n 

by
 it

se
lf 

do
es

 n
ot

 in
cr

ea
se

 
bu

rn
ou

t o
r c

om
pa

s‐
si

on
 fa

tig
ue

.

G
en

et
ic

 c
ou

ns
el

or
s 

m
ay

 b
e 

m
or

e 
lik

el
y 

to
 p

er
ce

iv
e 

su
pe

rv
is

io
n 

as
 s

tr
es

sf
ul

 
an

d 
to

 e
xp

er
ie

nc
e 

st
at

e‐
an

xi
et

y 
w

he
n 

pr
ov

id
in

g 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n.
Fo

r c
ur

re
nt

 s
up

er
vi

so
rs

, i
nc

re
as

ed
 

ye
ar

s 
of

 s
up

er
vi

si
on

 e
xp

er
ie

nc
e 

w
as

 
fo

un
d 

to
 b

e 
as

so
ci

at
ed

 w
ith

 lo
w

er
 ri

sk
 

fo
r s

ec
on

da
ry

 tr
au

m
at

ic
 s

tr
es

s.
W

he
n 

ge
ne

tic
 c

ou
ns

el
or

s 
fe

el
 c

om
fo

rt
‐

ab
le

 in
 th

e 
ro

le
 o

f s
up

er
vi

so
r, 

th
ey

 a
re

 
m

or
e 

lik
el

y 
to

 e
xp

er
ie

nc
e 

sa
tis

fa
ct

io
n 

fr
om

 th
ei

r w
or

k.

Su
pe

rv
is

or
 tr

ai
ni

ng
 c

ou
ld

 in
cl

ud
e 

w
ay

s 
to

 in
cr

ea
se

 s
up

er
vi

so
rs

' c
on

‐
fid

en
ce

 a
nd

 p
ro

vi
de

 re
so

ur
ce

s 
to

 
ad

dr
es

s 
co

m
pa

ss
io

n 
fa

tig
ue

 a
nd

 
tr

ai
t a

nx
ie

ty
, a

nd
 w

ay
s 

to
 re

co
g‐

ni
ze

 th
es

e 
an

d 
se

ek
 h

el
p.

G
u 

et
 a

l.,
 

20
11

To
 in

ve
st

ig
at

e 
bo

un
d‐

ar
y 

is
su

es
 b

et
w

ee
n 

G
C 

st
ud

en
ts

 a
nd

 
su

pe
rv

is
or

s

Q
ua

nt
ita

tiv
e,

 w
ith

 o
pe

n‐
en

de
d 

qu
es

tio
ns

 q
ua

lit
at

iv
el

y 
an

al
yz

ed
Su

rv
ey

 u
se

d:
O

rig
in

al
, c

re
at

ed
 fr

om
 li

t‐
er

at
ur

e 
an

d 
te

am
's 

pe
rs

on
al

 
ex

pe
rie

nc
es

G
C 

st
ud

en
ts

, 
su

pe
rv

is
or

s 
an

d 
no

n‐
su

‐
pe

rv
is

or
s

Th
is

 p
ap

er
 p

ro
vi

de
s 

a 
lis

t o
f c

ha
lle

ng
in

g 
bo

un
da

ry
 s

itu
at

io
ns

 
an

d 
ho

w
 to

 re
so

lv
e 

bo
un

da
ry

 is
su

es
, 

ap
pr

op
ria

te
/i

na
p‐

pr
op

ria
te

 b
ou

nd
ar

ie
s,

 
an

d 
ex

am
pl

es
 a

bo
ut

 
ho

w
 s

up
er

vi
so

rs
/

st
ud

en
ts

 h
av

e 
fe

lt 
w

he
n 

bo
un

da
rie

s 
w

er
e 

cr
os

se
d.

A
 p

os
iti

ve
 g

en
et

ic
 c

ou
ns

el
or

/s
tu

de
nt

 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

p 
w

as
 a

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
w

ith
 

di
sc

us
si

on
 a

bo
ut

 b
ou

nd
ar

ie
s 

an
d 

m
ul

tip
le

 re
la

tio
ns

hi
ps

 (e
.g

., 
su

pe
rv

is
or

 
an

d 
w

or
k 

st
ud

y 
di

re
ct

or
) a

t t
he

 b
eg

in
‐

ni
ng

 o
f a

 ro
ta

tio
n.

Su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

ar
e 

re
sp

on
si

bl
e 

fo
r 

es
ta

bl
is

hi
ng

, c
la

rif
yi

ng
, a

nd
 m

ai
nt

ai
n‐

in
g 

bo
un

da
rie

s 
fo

r t
he

 p
ro

fe
ss

io
na

l 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

p,
 p

er
io

di
ca

lly
 e

ng
ag

in
g 

st
ud

en
ts

 in
 e

va
lu

at
in

g 
th

e 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

p 
an

d 
su

sp
en

di
ng

 n
on

‐e
ss

en
tia

l g
en

et
ic

 
co

un
se

lo
r/

st
ud

en
t i

nt
er

ac
tio

ns
 u

nt
il 

su
pe

rv
is

io
n 

en
ds

Su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

ne
ed

 to
 e

st
ab

lis
h 

an
d 

co
nt

in
uo

us
ly

 m
on

ito
r t

he
 s

up
er

‐
vi

so
ry

 re
la

tio
ns

hi
p 

to
 m

ak
e 

su
re

 
th

at
 it

 is
 w

or
ki

ng
 fo

r b
ot

h 
pa

rt
ie

s.
Su

pe
rv

is
io

n 
tr

ai
ni

ng
 c

ou
ld

 in
cl

ud
e 

an
 e

xa
m

pl
e 

in
fo

rm
ed

 c
on

se
nt

 
do

cu
m

en
t f

or
 o

rie
nt

at
io

n.

Ky
un

g 
Le

e 
et

 
al

., 
20

09
To

 in
ve

st
ig

at
e 

re
la

tio
n‐

sh
ip

s 
am

on
g 

ge
ne

tic
 

co
un

se
lo

r s
up

er
vi

‐
so

rs
’ p

er
ce

iv
ed

 
m

ul
tic

ul
tu

ra
l c

ou
n‐

se
lin

g 
co

m
pe

te
nc

e 
an

d 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t a
s 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

an
d 

th
ei

r 
ab

ili
ty

 to
 e

va
lu

at
e 

a 
su

pe
rv

is
ee

's 
m

ul
tic

ul
‐

tu
ra

l s
ki

lls

M
ix

ed
 m

et
ho

ds
 —

 q
ua

nt
ita

tiv
e 

an
al

ys
is

 fo
r s

ur
ve

y,
 a

nd
 o

pe
n‐

en
de

d 
ite

m
s 

w
er

e 
qu

al
ita

tiv
el

y 
an

al
yz

ed
Su

rv
ey

s 
us

ed
: P

SD
S 

(W
at

ki
ns

 e
t 

al
., 

19
95

),
M

ul
tic

ul
tu

ra
l C

ou
ns

el
in

g 
K

no
w

le
dg

e 
an

d 
A

w
ar

en
es

s 
Sc

al
e 

(P
on

te
ro

tt
o,

 G
re

tc
he

n,
 

U
ts

ey
, R

ie
ge

r, 
&

 A
us

tin
, 2

00
2)

 
an

d 
a 

su
pe

rv
is

io
n 

vi
gn

et
te

G
C su

pe
rv

is
or

s
Su

pe
rv

is
or

s 
w

ho
 fe

el
 

th
ey

 a
re

 m
or

e 
cu

ltu
r‐

al
ly

 c
om

pe
te

nt
 a

re
 

be
tt

er
 a

t s
up

er
vi

si
ng

/
m

en
to

rin
g 

cu
ltu

ra
l 

co
m

pe
te

nc
y

Su
pe

rv
is

or
s 

w
ho

 w
er

e 
th

e 
m

os
t a

c‐
cu

ra
te

 in
 e

va
lu

at
in

g 
th

e 
st

ud
en

t's
 

m
ul

tic
ul

tu
ra

l s
tr

at
eg

ie
s 

fit
 th

e 
fo

l‐
lo

w
in

g 
pr

of
ile

: t
en

de
d 

to
 p

er
ce

iv
e 

th
em

se
lv

es
 a

s 
m

or
e 

m
ul

tic
ul

tu
ra

lly
 

aw
ar

e 
an

d 
kn

ow
le

dg
ea

bl
e,

 m
or

e 
de

ve
lo

pe
d 

as
 a

 s
up

er
vi

so
r, 

yo
un

ge
r, 

an
d 

ha
d 

m
or

e 
ye

ar
s 

of
 G

C 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n 
ex

pe
rie

nc
e.

Su
pe

rv
is

io
n 

tr
ai

ni
ng

 c
ou

ld
 p

ro
vi

de
 

ap
pr

oa
ch

es
 to

:
1.

 e
nc

ou
ra

ge
 s

up
er

vi
so

rs
 to

 in
iti

‐
at

e 
di

sc
us

si
on

 o
f m

ul
tic

ul
tu

ra
l 

is
su

es
 in

 s
up

er
vi

si
on

2.
 b

e 
fo

cu
se

d 
on

 m
ul

tic
ul

tu
ra

l 
is

su
es

3.
 u

til
iz

e 
m

ul
tic

ul
tu

ra
l r

es
ou

rc
es

 
w

ith
in

 in
st

itu
tio

n
4.

 t
ea

ch
 c

ul
tu

ra
l i

ss
ue

s,
 b

ut
 b

y 
w

ar
y 

of
 o

ve
rs

im
pl

ifi
ca

tio
n

(C
on

tin
ue

s)



1078  |     SISKIND aND aTZINGER

Re
fe

re
nc

e
O

bj
ec

tiv
e

St
ud

y 
de

si
gn

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
st

ud
ie

d
Ev

al
ua

tiv
e 

su
m

m
ar

y
Ke

y 
fin

di
ng

s
Im

pl
ic

at
io

ns

M
ac

Fa
rla

ne
 

et
 a

l.,
 2

01
6

To
 in

ve
st

ig
at

e 
ho

w
 

an
xi

et
y 

af
fe

ct
s 

th
e 

ex
pe

rie
nc

e 
of

 
su

pe
rv

is
io

n 
fo

r G
C 

st
ud

en
ts

M
ix

ed
 m

et
ho

ds
: q

ua
nt

ita
‐

tiv
e 

an
al

ys
is

 o
f t

he
 S

TA
I 

(S
pi

el
be

rg
er

 e
t a

l.,
 1

98
3)

 to
 

de
te

rm
in

e 
an

xi
et

y 
le

ve
l, 

th
en

 
qu

al
ita

tiv
e 

fo
r f

ol
lo

w
‐u

p 
te

l‐
ep

ho
ne

 in
te

rv
ie

w

Se
co

nd
 y

ea
r 

G
C 

st
ud

en
ts

Ex
am

in
ed

 th
e 

po
te

nt
ia

l 
di

ff
er

en
ce

s 
in

 th
e 

w
ay

 
su

pe
rv

is
ee

s 
pe

rc
ei

ve
 

su
pe

rv
is

io
n 

ac
ro

ss
 

di
ff

er
en

t l
ev

el
s 

of
 

an
xi

et
y.

 It
 p

ro
vi

de
s 

ca
te

go
rie

s 
fo

r h
ow

 
th

e 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

p 
is

 
pe

rc
ei

ve
d/

in
flu

en
ce

d 
by

 a
nx

ie
ty

, a
s 

w
el

l a
s 

re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
ns

 fo
r 

ad
ju

st
in

g.

A
nx

ie
ty

 is
 th

e 
pr

im
ar

y 
ca

us
e 

of
 s

up
er

‐
vi

se
e 

re
si

st
an

ce
. A

nx
ie

ty
 is

 li
nk

ed
 to

: 
de

cr
ea

se
d 

ab
ili

ty
 to

 fo
cu

s,
 le

ar
n 

an
d 

im
pr

ov
e;

 te
nd

en
cy

 to
 d

is
to

rt
 re

al
ity

; 
en

ga
ge

 in
 p

ow
er

 s
tr

ug
gl

es
; c

on
ce

al
 

pr
ob

le
m

s;
 s

tu
de

nt
s 

w
ith

ho
ld

in
g 

in
fo

r‐
m

at
io

n 
fr

om
 s

up
er

vi
so

rs
.

St
ud

en
t s

el
f‐

as
se

ss
m

en
t o

f h
ow

 a
nx

i‐
et

y 
af

fe
ct

s 
th

em
 —

 th
e 

lo
w

 a
nx

ie
ty

 
gr

ou
p 

di
d 

no
t p

er
ce

iv
e 

th
ei

r a
nx

ie
ty

 
as

 p
ro

bl
em

at
ic

 w
hi

le
 th

e 
hi

gh
 a

nx
ie

ty
 

gr
ou

p 
di

d.
Eg

oc
en

tr
ic

 re
sp

on
se

s 
—

 s
tu

de
nt

s 
ar

e 
th

in
ki

ng
 a

bo
ut

 th
em

se
lv

es
, n

ot
 

pa
tie

nt
s,

 w
hi

le
 in

 s
ch

oo
l. 

St
ud

en
ts

 a
re

 
th

in
ki

ng
 a

bo
ut

 th
e 

su
pe

rv
is

or
 ra

th
er

 
th

an
 p

at
ie

nt
s;

 v
al

ue
 s

up
er

vi
so

r e
va

lu
‐

at
io

ns
 m

or
e 

th
an

 p
at

ie
nt

 c
ar

e.
St

ro
ng

 s
up

er
vi

so
ry

 re
la

tio
ns

hi
p 

ha
s 

be
en

 li
nk

ed
 to

 d
ec

re
as

ed
 s

tr
es

s,
 ro

le
 

co
nf

lic
t, 

ro
le

 a
m

bi
gu

ity
, i

nc
re

as
ed

 
co

pi
ng

, w
or

k 
sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n.

O
ng

oi
ng

 a
ss

es
sm

en
t a

nd
 

di
sc

us
si

on
 o

f t
he

 s
up

er
vi

so
ry

 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

p 
co

ul
d 

he
lp

 p
re

ve
nt

 
ch

al
le

ng
in

g 
si

tu
at

io
ns

; i
nc

lu
di

ng
 

sp
en

di
ng

 e
xt

ra
 ti

m
e 

an
d 

en
er

gy
 

bu
ild

in
g 

ra
pp

or
t (

e.
g.

, n
or

m
al

iz
a‐

tio
n 

of
 a

nx
ie

ty
). 

Fe
ed

ba
ck

 s
ho

ul
d 

be
 s

pe
ci

fic
 a

nd
 in

cl
ud

e 
bo

th
 p

os
i‐

tiv
e 

an
d 

co
ns

tr
uc

tiv
e 

ite
m

s.
Su

pe
rv

is
io

n 
tr

ai
ni

ng
 c

ou
ld

 in
cl

ud
e 

ho
w

 to
 u

se
 th

e 
su

pe
rv

is
or

y 
w

or
ki

ng
 a

lli
an

ce
 to

 d
ec

re
as

e 
an

xi
‐

et
y,

 a
nd

 h
ow

 to
 p

ro
vi

de
 u

se
fu

l 
fe

ed
ba

ck
.

M
cI

nt
os

h 
et

 
al

., 
20

06
To

 d
et

er
m

in
e 

if 
ga

m
e‐

pl
ay

in
g 

oc
cu

rs
 in

 
ge

ne
tic

 c
ou

ns
el

in
g 

st
ud

en
t/

su
pe

rv
is

or
 

re
la

tio
ns

hi
ps

Q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

Su
rv

ey
 u

se
d:

 
O

rig
in

al
G

en
et

ic
 c

ou
n‐

se
lo

rs
 a

nd
 

st
ud

en
ts

In
cl

ud
es

 m
os

t c
om

m
on

 
st

ud
en

t‐
in

iti
at

ed
 a

nd
 

su
pe

rv
is

or
y‐

in
iti

at
ed

 
ga

m
es

. S
om

e 
of

 th
es

e 
ar

e 
w

el
l d

es
cr

ib
ed

 in
 

ot
he

r f
ie

ld
s,

 a
nd

 s
om

e 
ar

e 
ne

w
ly

 d
es

cr
ib

ed
 

in
 th

e 
G

C 
co

m
m

u‐
ni

ty
. T

he
 p

ap
er

 a
ls

o 
pr

ov
id

es
 a

 ta
bl

e 
fo

r 
ho

w
 to

 s
to

p 
sp

ec
ifi

c 
ga

m
es

.

Su
pe

rv
is

or
 g

am
e 

pl
ay

in
g 

m
ay

 b
e 

a 
sy

m
pt

om
 o

f t
he

 la
ck

 o
f t

ra
in

in
g 

of
 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s.

 S
ug

ge
st

 th
at

 s
up

er
vi

so
r 

pa
rt

ic
ip

at
io

n 
in

 s
up

er
vi

si
on

 g
ro

up
s 

an
d 

su
pe

rv
is

or
 tr

ai
ni

ng
 m

ay
 b

e 
he

lp
‐

fu
l t

o 
re

du
ce

 g
am

e 
pl

ay
in

g.
 M

os
t 

co
m

m
on

 g
am

es
 c

ite
d 

in
vo

lv
ed

 g
iv

in
g 

fe
ed

ba
ck

.

Ta
bl

es
 p

ro
vi

de
 s

pe
ci

fic
 g

am
es

 
an

d 
to

ol
s 

fo
r h

ow
 to

 s
to

p 
th

e 
ga

m
es

, b
ot

h 
fr

om
 a

 s
up

er
vi

so
r's

 
an

d 
st

ud
en

t's
 p

er
sp

ec
tiv

e.
 T

hi
s 

he
lp

s 
bo

th
 s

id
es

 o
f t

he
 s

up
er

vi
‐

si
on

 re
la

tio
ns

hi
p 

to
 id

en
tif

y 
w

ha
t 

is
 h

ap
pe

ni
ng

 a
nd

 h
ow

 to
 k

ee
p 

it 
fr

om
 c

on
tin

ui
ng

.
Su

pe
rv

is
io

n 
tr

ai
ni

ng
 c

ou
ld

 in
cl

ud
e 

a 
de

fin
iti

on
 o

f “
ga

m
es

” a
nd

 e
x‐

am
pl

es
 fr

om
 e

ac
h 

si
de

, a
s 

w
el

l a
s 

ho
w

 to
 s

po
t a

nd
 s

to
p 

a 
ga

m
e 

fr
om

 
co

nt
in

ui
ng

.

TA
B

LE
 4

 
(C

on
tin

ue
d)

(C
on

tin
ue

s)



     |  1079SISKIND aND aTZINGER

Coleman, 2010), and Form follows Function (Wherley, Veach, Martyr, & 
LeRoy, 2015; Table 1). Each of these papers provides a background for 
supervisors to develop training skills. Both Borders et al. and Venne and 
Coleman provide scaffolding for how to teach specific issues — either 
psychosocial skills (Borders et al., 2006) or how to empower the differ‐
ent personalities of Millennial learners (Venne & Coleman, 2010). They 
both provide specific steps/activities for how to increase responsibil‐
ity and independence of the supervisee. Wherley et al. (2015) modify 
the Reciprocal Engagement Model (REM) of GC (Veach, Bartels, & 
Leroy, 2007) for use in supervision, creating an isoform they call the 
REM‐Supervision or REM‐S. They state “supervisors can deliberately 
direct genetic counseling through supervision by structuring supervi‐
sion to reflect the intended structure of counseling and/or by mod‐
eling desired behaviors in interactions with supervisees.” This model 
uses the tenets of Education, Individual Attributes, and Relationship 
in a three‐way reciprocal interaction to encourage specific supervision 
outcomes. They provide goals of the tenets and specific strategies that 
supervisors can use to obtain these outcomes.

3.2 | Competencies

Separate from GC competencies are those of GC supervision, devel‐
oped through a modified Delphi study conducted by Eubanks Higgins 
et al. (2013; Table 2). They used purposeful surveying of program di‐
rectors and clinical supervisors to come up with a list of 158 compe‐
tencies in six domains that are specific and measurable (see Table 2). 
Atzinger, He, and Wusik (2016) used six of these competencies that 
were related to the learning objectives of their conference: use super‐
visory methods appropriate to students’ level of conceptual develop‐
ment, training, and experience; provide a balance of challenge and 
support appropriate to student developmental level and experience; 
prioritize feedback based on student developmental level; provide 
feedback that is objective; evaluate student performance and skill 
development; and deal with student resistance in productive ways. 
They found that the single‐day conference was sufficient to increase 
supervisors’ perceptions of their own competence, independence, 
self‐awareness, and identification with the supervision role both 
1‐week and 6‐month post‐conference. Finley, Veach, MacFarlane, 
LeRoy, and Callanan (2016) measured supervisors’ perceptions of 
their capabilities to perform competencies related to the goal setting 
and feedback domains (Eubanks Higgins et al., 2013). Overall, they 
found supervisors perceived themselves proficient in goal setting 
and feedback. There were a few areas that they found more challeng‐
ing: setting developmentally appropriate goals; incorporating previ‐
ous supervisor feedback into goal setting; providing feedback about 
student behavior (not personal traits); feedback based on student 
developmental level; and feedback that is honest. Some supervisors 
struggle with students’ negative reactions to feedback.

3.3 | Investigation of techniques

All three papers, Hendrickson et al. (2002), Lindh et al. (2003), and 
Finley et al. (2016), found that genetic counselors use live supervision Re
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as their primary method of supervision (Table 3). They all found Trial 
and Error to be one of the most common methods of supervision skill 
development, followed by Consultation with Colleagues and Following 
own Supervisors’ Methods. All three papers also suggested that there 
needs to be increased training of supervisors and increased commu‐
nication between supervisors and students to create a better work‐
ing alliance. Lindh et al. (2003) also noted that this type of informal 
training is not sufficient and there should be a minimum amount of 
practice for a genetic counselor before becoming a supervisor. Finley 
et al. (2016) found that increased numbers of supervised students 
led to a more self‐efficacious supervisor in their supervisory skills. 
Suguitan, McCarthy Veach, LeRoy, Wherley, and Redlinger‐Grosse 
(2019) looked at a different aspect of GC supervision — what strate‐
gies do supervisors use to attain the Goals and Tenets of the REM‐S 
supervision model. They found 14 strategy domains that supervi‐
sors use to help students. The most common strategies found were 
“Provide student feedback” and “Practice targeted skills with stu‐
dent.” They also provide a summary table that includes the REM‐S 
tenets and goals, the strategy domain, and a specific strategy exam‐
ple that can be used in supervisor trainings or for reference.

3.4 | Difficulties in supervision

One reason that genetic counselors decide not to be supervisors is 
due to difficulties they may have with students (Allsbrook et al., 2016; 
Table 4). The plurality of papers in the GC supervision field are sur‐
rounding some of these difficulties. These six papers included the fol‐
lowing: compassion fatigue/burnout from being a supervisor (Allsbrook 
et al., 2016), boundary issues (Gu, McCarthy Veach, Eubanks, LeRoy, & 
Callanan, 2011), multiculturalism/competence (Kyung Lee, McCarthy 
Veach, & LeRoy, 2009), anxiety (MacFarlane, McCarthy Veach, Grier, 
Meister, & LeRoy, 2016), games (McIntosh, Dircks, Fitzpatrick, & 
Shuman, 2006), and language issues (Vanneste et al., 2013a). Each of 
these papers explored difficult aspects of the GC supervisor/student 
relationship, but all either suggest increasing the supervision working 
alliance or working with the GC program to identify ways to leverage 
existing resources to provide supervision training.

3.5 | Barriers

Four papers addressed different aspects of barriers in GC supervi‐
sion (Table 5). Some genetic counselors chose not to be supervisors 
due to difficulties with students, time issues, being a new graduate, 
not near a GC training program, having types of cases that do not 
count toward logbooks, or never having been asked to supervise 
(Allsbrook et al., 2016; Berg et al., 2018). The format of GC supervi‐
sion, which is usually live supervision, was noted to be challenging 
from a time point‐of‐view for some genetic counselors. However, 
using other formats, such as video or audio recordings or student 
self‐report, was also found to be barriers for some genetic counse‐
lors (Masunga, Wusik, He, Yager, & Atzinger, 2014). In the latter case, 
the authors suggested strengthening the supervisory working alli‐
ance or restructuring supervision methodology to make better use 

of time with students. In addition, there was a perceived barrier to 
supervision training found, including lack of local or national formal 
training options (Atzinger et al., 2014b; Berg et al., 2018).

4  | DISCUSSION

This systematic review summarizes the literature to date on GC clini‐
cal supervision. The main goal of the review was to use this infor‐
mation to develop standardized supervision training. We found 19 
papers related to GC clinical supervision, which fell into five themes: 
Models of Supervision, Competencies, Investigation of Techniques, 
Difficulties in Supervision, and Barriers.

Our findings indicate that there are many known issues in GC su‐
pervision, but each paper also provides approaches toward assess‐
ing and fixing these issues. Some of the main items that are repeated 
in the literature are those of the supervisory working alliance, self‐
efficacy, and peer supervision.

4.1 | Supervisory relationship/alliance

Many of the papers reviewed here noted that supervisory issues may 
be managed through a strong supervisory working alliance (SWA), 
also known as the supervisory relationship. The SWA is the collabo‐
ration between the trainee and supervisor to create trainee change 
based on mutual agreement of the goals and tasks of supervision, 
and includes a strong emotional bond (Ladany & Friedlander, 1995). 
Specifically, the supervisor can attempt to build rapport, create a 
bond, or otherwise get to know the student to build the supervisory 
relationship (Suguitan et al., 2019). The supervisory relationship is 
important because, when strong, students feel less stress (Caldwell, 
Wusik, He, Yager, & Atzinger, 2018; Gnilka, Chang, & Dew, 2012), 
less role conflict or role ambiguity (Ladany & Friedlander, 1995), are 
more able to cope, are more willing to trust the supervisors’ feed‐
back, and feel less anxious while with patients and the supervisor 
(MacFarlane et al., 2016). The working alliance is integral to GC 
student supervision (Wherley et al., 2015), but this relationship is 
not always addressed in a rotation. In order to help establish and 
strengthen the working alliance, genetic counselors can utilize spe‐
cific strategies: establish student goals for the rotation; ask ques‐
tions about the student's perceived strengths; introduce the student 
to the professional health team; discuss communication styles with 
the student; establish expectations to increase openness and ap‐
proachability; build rapport based on shared culture; share known 
patient background to student; use psychosocial counseling skills 
and strategies in supervision, such as primary empathy (Suguitan et 
al., 2019). This is an easy place for genetic counselors to spend small 
amounts of time to make a big impact on their students’ rotations.

4.2 | Self‐efficacy

The main outcome measure that has been used in GC supervi‐
sion literature is that of self‐efficacy, which is the perception 
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of one's own ability. It has been used to measure: confidence in 
multiculturalism skills (Kyung Lee et al., 2009); confidence and 
competence as supervisors correlated to supervision experience 
and formal supervision training (Atzinger et al., 2014b, 2016; 
Finley et al., 2016); and student perceptions of their own train‐
ing (Caldwell et al., 2018). A problem, though, is that self‐efficacy 
does not necessarily mean that someone is competent — it means 
they feel competent. An outcome measure that takes into ac‐
count students’, program directors’ and supervisors’ perceptions 
of success is needed to elevate our training and abilities for and 
as supervisors.

4.3 | Peer supervision

Peer supervision involves an arrangement in which peers work to‐
gether for mutual benefit to improve professional communication 
and provide support (Weil, 2000). Peer supervision has been shown 
to be helpful and recommended in GC processing (Doyle et al., 2016) 
and is a large part of the wider mental health professions, includ‐
ing psychology, psychiatry, and social work (Kennedy, 2000; Sterner, 
2009). Several of the papers included in this systematic review either 
directly or indirectly noted that peer supervision related specifically 
to supervision skills could be beneficial for improving GC supervi‐
sion. For example, GC supervisors learn better supervision tech‐
niques through consultation with others (Finley et al., 2016; Lindh et 
al., 2003; Suguitan et al., 2019). This is also supported by the ACGC 
practice‐based competencies, which note that genetic counselors 
should be involved in active reflection of one's supervision experi‐
ences (Doyle et al., 2016). Using peer supervision groups, genetic 
counselors can have a supportive environment to discuss challeng‐
ing student issues or reflect on personal supervision styles. These 
groups can meet more often than the GC programs may provide 
formal supervisor training, and participants can potentially receive 
peer feedback before a student has finished a rotation, decreasing 
the amount of trial‐and‐error learning (Atzinger et al., 2014b; Finley 
et al., 2016; Hendrickson et al., 2002; Lindh et al., 2003). Combining 
these items, it is reasonable to think that peer supervision related 
to clinical supervision is a gateway to better supervision for GC stu‐
dents, and should be encouraged for all practicing genetic counse‐
lors. There is an issue of the Journal of Genetic Counseling dedicated 
to the topic of peer supervision for clinical practice (2000, Volume 
9, Issue 5), which can be explored by interested genetic counselors.

4.4 | Study limitations

This is the first paper summarizing an exhaustive list of the GC clini‐
cal supervision literature. While all research known at the time of 
the literature search was included, there were several works that 
were theoretical in nature (Borders et al., 2006; Venne & Coleman, 
2010; Wherley et al., 2015) and were unable to be analyzed as thor‐
oughly as the qualitative and quantitative papers. The literature is 
primarily concerned with clinical supervision, but administrative 
supervision — such as how to order a test or how to find the CPT 

codes — is largely overlooked (McCarthy & LeRoy, 1998). Our search 
results found exclusively articles written in the United States and 
Canada, based on studies performed therein. Thereby, these re‐
sults are not necessarily generalizable to the worldwide network of  
genetic counselors and GC supervision training. By excluding peer 
supervision articles, this review did not explore all opportunities for 
genetic counselors to educate themselves and increase their self‐ 
efficacy. A thorough review of peer supervision techniques would 
be a complementary addition to this paper and the field at large. 
Finally, the clinical psychology and social work fields also have vast 
body of knowledge from which to draw supervision training modali‐
ties, successes, and theories. These can be further tapped to help 
develop GC supervision training programs.

4.5 | Research recommendations

Given that this review was performed to help inform future super‐
vision trainings, and the literature has found that trainings should 
target the areas where supervisors feel the least competent, we 
recommended that each program research what parts of supervi‐
sion are most challenging for their supervisors prior to setting up 
their local trainings. This could be similar to the Atzinger et al.’s 
(2016) study, or a smaller, one‐time survey to their supervisors. As 
the field of GC supervision is young, there are several areas that 
have not been researched. Logistical issues of supervision, such as 
obtaining inter‐institutional agreements, are not well discussed in 
the literature, and more can be done to flesh this out as an issue or 
barrier to onboarding more supervisors. Future research could also 
look at administrative supervision and if/how this is performed in 
a rotation, and if there are differences in how this is performed 
based on type of rotation or development of the student. The con‐
cept of supervision of supervisors has not been explored within the 
GC field, and it is unknown how common this practice is. Having 
standardized and formalized processes for a program to use with 
their supervisors may make supervision easier for both novice su‐
pervisors and students, and should help the supervision expecta‐
tions become more homogeneous between rotations. It would be 
beneficial to the field to see how supervision training is performed 
internationally. Finally, there are no outcome measures that evalu‐
ate how a supervisor performs; nor is there a good definition for 
what makes a good supervisor. Future research should aim at de‐
fining successes in supervision and developing outcome measures.

4.6 | Practice implications

The purpose of this systematic review was to identify points that 
should be addressed in training courses for GC supervision, both na‐
tionally standardized and locally tailored formats. Multiple papers 
found that genetic counselors have an interest in additional and 
more accessible supervisor trainings (Atzinger et al., 2014b; Berg 
et al., 2018; Finley et al., 2016; Lindh et al., 2003; McIntosh et al., 
2006).	The	final	column	of	Tables	1‒5	include	the	evidence	for	the	
recommendations made here. GC supervision training could:



1084  |     SISKIND aND aTZINGER

• Begin with a review of the known models of supervision (Borders 
et al., 2006; Venne & Coleman, 2010; Wherley et al., 2015). This 
should include definitions of Millennial learners, scaffolding (in‐
cluding examples), and authentic learning (Atzinger et al., 2016; 
Suguitan et al., 2019).

• Provide a copy of the GC supervision competencies (Eubanks‐
Higgins et al., 2013). These can be interrogated prior to the train‐
ing to find those with the lowest self‐efficacy among supervisors. 
Training can then be tailored accordingly (Atzinger et al., 2016; 
Finley et al., 2016). Previous lowly rated competencies or issues 
included:

• I can respond to a student's thoughts regarding their clinical skills 
in a manner that enhances the supervision process and I can elicit a 
student's feelings regarding their clinical skills; I can use the ABGC 
practice‐based competencies to set goals; and I can identify learn‐
ing needs of a student at various levels of experience (Finley et al., 
2016).

• Supervisor struggles, including difficult student personalities 
(Hendrickson et al., 2002; Venne & Coleman, 2010)

• Disagreement on student skill level (Atzinger et al., 2016).
• Working with novice versus advanced students in clinical rota‐

tions (Eubanks Higgins et al., 2013)
• Evaluation and supervision methods (Eubanks Higgins et al., 2013)
• Discuss the supervisory working alliance and strategies to 

strengthen the relationship between GC supervisor and student 
(Berg et al., 2018; Caldwell et al., 2018; Eubanks Higgins et al., 
2013; MacFarlane et al., 2016; Suguitan et al., 2019).

• Discuss creative ways to reduce the amount of time genetic 
counselors need to spend in supervision (Berg et al., 2018). This 
can include discussion of other methods of supervision besides 
live supervision, such as listening to recordings at 1.5× speed 
or student self‐report, depending on the developmental level of 
the student (Hendrickson et al., 2002; MacFarlane et al., 2016; 
Masunga et al., 2014; McCarthy & LeRoy, 1998).

• Include information about the particular GC program. 
Supervisors may not know background information, such as 
total number of cases that are usually seen per student during 
the program or remediation policies (Berg et al., 2018; Lindh et 
al., 2003). Not having this information could lead to barriers to 
becoming supervisors.

• Include information about and solutions to previously identified 
Difficulties in Supervision:

• Increase supervisors' confidence and provide resources to ad‐
dress compassion fatigue and trait anxiety, ways to recognize 
these and seek help (Allsbrook et al., 2016).

• Boundary issues and resolution (e.g., through an informed con‐
sent document; Gu et al., 2011).

• Include cultural competency in the rotation (e.g., drawing atten‐
tion to when sessions are tailored to the cultural identity of the 
patient/family/student; Kyung Lee et al., 2009).

• Recognize student anxiety is normal, how to use the SWA to de‐
crease anxiety, and how to provide useful feedback (MacFarlane 
et al., 2016).

• Define supervision and student “games,” examples from each 
side, and how to spot and stop a game from continuing (McIntosh 
et al., 2006).

• Raise awareness of the needs of multilingual GC students and 
possible issues GC students and supervisors might face when an‐
other language is involved in supervision and training (Vanneste 
et al., 2013a).

Finally, while not part of the goal of this systematic review, several 
strategies to help GC supervisors and program directors, outside of a 
training, were also identified. These could include the following:

• Pairing a novice GC supervisor with a more experienced su‐
pervisor as a mentor. This can help the novice supervisor feel 
more comfortable and confident with few students supervised 
(Allsbrook et al., 2016).

• The competencies can be used by supervisors as a guide for their 
rotations. For example: Conduct an orientation with a contract 
regarding the details of the clinical placement and supervisory rela‐
tionship, as well as set realistic learning goals with student and com‐
ment on positive changes made by students in response to feedback 
(Eubanks Higgins et al., 2013).

• Supervisors can create an informed consent to review with stu‐
dents to orient them to the rotation, expectations, how to handle 
boundary issues (e.g., more than one relationship present be‐
tween student and supervisor; Gu et al., 2011; Hendrickson et al., 
2002; McCarthy & LeRoy, 1998).

• It may be that some students are seeing more patients than are 
necessary per rotation (Owens‐Thomas, Wusik, He, Yager, & 
Atzinger, 2019). Setting shorter rotations or giving more breaks 
to supervisors may also be a way to reduce GC supervisor burden 
(Berg et al., 2018).

• Program directors could potentially increase supervisors by uti‐
lizing genetic counselors farther away from a training program 
during summer rotations. These same supervisors may also be 
available during the school year, and program directors could con‐
sider having the student at an offsite rotation and use distance 
learning back to the institution for didactics (Berg et al., 2018).

• The ABGC/ACGC could look at the current state of genetic 
counselors and service delivery and expand the definition of a 
countable case so more genetic counselors who are in non‐pa‐
tient‐facing roles can add to logbook cases (Berg et al., 2018).

5  | CONCLUSION

Students find supervision to be the most positive part about a ro‐
tation, specifically around getting feedback and having feelings of 
being supported or trusted (MacFarlane et al., 2016). This systematic 
review identified 19 papers that are specific to GC clinical supervi‐
sion, including models of supervision, difficulties with students, bar‐
riers, and possible solutions to the issues found. By using this review 
and the Practice Implications as a guide, supervision trainings can 
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be set up to be more frequent and readily accessible to all genetic 
counselors and improve the supervision experience for both genetic 
counselors and supervisors.
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