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Structural equation modeling was used to investigate an overarching model of the interrelationships
among a combined set of variables (i.e., trainee anxiety, supervisory working alliance, and counseling
self-efficacy) related to trainee willingness to disclose in supervision. A modified version of the model
satisfied the predetermined criteria for good fit to the observed data. The findings provided further
empirical support for the relationships between higher counseling self-efficacy and less trainee anxiety,
stronger supervisory working alliance and less trainee anxiety, and stronger supervisory working alliance
and higher willingness to disclose. Empirical support was not found for a relationship between trainee
anxiety and willingness to disclose or a relationship between counseling self-efficacy and willingness to
disclose. Implications for practice and future research directions are discussed.
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The willingness of supervisees to disclose pertinent information
to their supervisors plays a primary role in the eventual success of
supervision (Ladany, Hill, Corbett, & Nutt, 1996). For instance,
disclosure about therapy interactions and supervision experiences
must occur for supervisors to foster trainees’ professional compe-
tence (e.g., Bordin, 1983; Loganbill, Hardy, & Delworth, 1982).
Also, for supervisors to monitor client welfare, they must be made
aware of clinical issues as well as personal issues that may nega-
tively influence the therapy relationship. The failure of trainees to
disclose also impacts the supervisor because he or she could be
held responsible for unethical behavior of the trainee (Bernard &
Goodyear, 2009).

Existing research has primarily focused on the information that
is concealed in the supervisor�trainee relationship in a single
session or over the course of the relationship, and these studies
have revealed that the content of trainee nondisclosure in super-
vision typically involves supervision-related issues, clinical issues,
and personal concerns (Banks & Ladany, 2006; Hess et al., 2008;
Ladany et al., 1996; Mehr, Ladany, & Caskie, 2010; Yourman &
Farber, 1996). Although trainees’ willingness to disclose has been
found to be related to less reported actual nondisclosure (Mehr et
al., 2010), the factors that contribute to trainees’ willingness to
disclose in supervision have remained understudied topics. To that
end, we examined a proposed model of the relationships between
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trainee level of anxiety, perception of the supervisory alliance,
counseling self-efficacy, and willingness to disclose.

Trainee Anxiety

The supervision environment tends to raise anxiety for many
trainees, particularly because of the novel situation that supervi-
sion offers and the evaluative nature of supervision (Liddle, 1986),
the personal and professional importance of supervision (Loganbill
et al., 1982), and the inherent role of conflict and ambiguity in
supervision (Olk & Friedlander, 1992). In addition to evaluation
concerns, anxiety in supervision stems from worries about one’s
own clinical competence (Liddle, 1986). The management of
anxiety is considered a primary task of supervision (Frantz, 1992),
particularly because anxiety can interfere with the trainee’s learn-
ing process in supervision and with the quality of the supervisor�
supervisee interactions (Loganbill et al., 1982). Trainee anxiety
can affect such interactions through its influence on what the
trainee is willing to disclose to the supervisor (Bernard & Good-
year, 2009). For example, an anxious trainee may disclose less,
attempt to conceal limitations (Liddle, 1986), and solely discuss
positive clinical interactions (Ronnestad & Skovholt, 1993).

Research has found that lower levels of anxiety in a single
supervision session were related to higher willingness to disclose
in that session (Mehr et al., 2010). In other research, 57% of
participants reported that level of worry about making a mistake or
being judged was an important contributor to their willingness to
disclose clinical mistakes to their supervisors (Walsh, Gillespie,
Greer, & Eanes, 2003). Based on existing research, it was hypoth-
esized in the current study that a lower level of trainee anxiety
would predict higher willingness to disclose.

Supervisory Working Alliance

The supervisory working alliance correlates with various
supervision-related variables and has demonstrated a significant
influence on trainee disclosure (e.g., Ladany et al., 1996; Webb &
Wheeler, 1998). For instance, a positive relationship has been
found between rapport in the supervisory relationship and disclo-
sure of clinical and supervision-related issues (Webb & Wheeler,
1998). A supportive supervisory relationship was also identified as
the most salient predictor of willingness to disclose clinical mis-
takes among pastoral counseling students (Walsh et al., 2003). The
supervisor�trainee relationship is often defined in terms of the
supervisory working alliance, which encompasses emotional bond
and agreement on the tasks and goals of supervision (Bordin,
1983). The importance of the supervisory relationship is further
supported by findings that the perception of a stronger alliance
relates to higher willingness to disclose in a single supervision
session and less anxiety in that session (Mehr et al., 2010).

Based on the existing research (Mehr et al., 2010; Walsh et al.,
2003; Webb & Wheeler, 1998), it was proposed in the current
study that trainee perception of a stronger supervisory alliance
would predict: (a) higher willingness to disclose in supervision and
(b) less anxiety. These hypotheses also possess heuristic support.
For instance, a trainee who perceives the supervisor as emotionally
supportive would likely be inclined to disclose a personal issue
impacting clinical work. Additionally, in a relationship with agree-
ment on supervision tasks and goals, a trainee will likely be able

to anticipate what will happen in supervision and thus experience
less anxiety.

Counseling Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy is one’s belief in her or his ability to execute
actions successfully in a particular domain, and self-efficacy in-
fluences one’s feelings, thoughts, and behaviors in that domain
(Bandura, 1982). Counseling self-efficacy encompasses the coun-
selor’s judgments of her or his own ability to perform counseling-
related actions (Larson et al., 1992), such as basic helping skills,
organizing a counseling session, and handling challenging clinical
situations (Lent, Hill, & Hoffman, 2003). Self-efficacy has been
investigated as a predictor of both state anxiety (i.e., temporary
anxiety in a specific situation) and trait anxiety (i.e., the general
tendency to be anxious; Spielberger, Gorsuch, Lushene, Vagg, &
Jacobs, 1983). Negative relationships have been found between
counseling self-efficacy and state anxiety and counseling self-
efficacy and trait anxiety (Larson et al., 1992). Thus, it was
hypothesized in the current study that higher levels of counseling
self-efficacy would predict lower levels of trainee anxiety in
supervision.

Currently, no research exists that either supports or refutes a
relationship between counseling self-efficacy and willingness to
disclose in supervision. Thus, this study also examined an alter-
native model, with the additional hypothesis that higher counseling
self-efficacy would predict higher willingness to disclose in su-
pervision. Social–cognitive theory (e.g., Bandura, 1997), which
proposes that self-efficacy beliefs are a contributing factor to an
individual’s reaction to threatening events, provides theoretical
support for this hypothesis. For example, if a supervisee has
committed a clinical error, low self-efficacy may make the super-
visee feel less inclined to disclose the mistake to the supervisor.
The alternative model allowed us to determine whether the inclu-
sion of this additional relationship enhances model fit, which
would provide a better explanation of the factors influencing
trainee willingness to disclose in supervision.

Hypotheses

The purpose of the current study was to examine a proposed
model of the relationships between trainee anxiety, trainee percep-
tion of the supervisory working alliance, counseling self-efficacy,
and willingness to disclose in supervision. Four predictive paths
were hypothesized:

Path A: Counseling self-efficacy ¡ anxiety. It was hypothe-
sized that higher counseling self-efficacy would predict less anx-
iety in supervision.

Path B: Supervisory alliance ¡ anxiety. It was hypothesized
that perception of a stronger supervisory working alliance would
predict less anxiety in supervision.

Path C: Supervisory alliance ¡ willingness to disclose. It was
hypothesized that perception of a stronger supervisory working
alliance would predict higher willingness to disclose in supervi-
sion.

Path D: Anxiety ¡ willingness to disclose. It was hypothesized
that lower levels of anxiety in supervision would predict higher
willingness to disclose in supervision.

An alternative model was examined that includes Paths A, B, C,
and D, as well as Path E.
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Path E: Counseling self-efficacy ¡ willingness to disclose. It
was hypothesized that trainee’s higher counseling self-efficacy
would predict higher willingness to disclose in supervision.

A visual display of the target and alternative models is provided
in Figure 1.

Method

Participants

Two hundred one professional psychology doctoral students
(171 women, 27 men, 3 unspecified), averaging 29.3 years in age
(SD � 6.7), provided complete data and, thus, participated in this
study. An additional 55 individuals initiated the study, but did not
provide complete data and, thus, were not included as participants.
Participants identified as White/European American (n � 165
[82.1%]), Black/African American (n � 11 [5.5%]), American
Indian or Alaskan Native (2 [1.0%]), Asian American or Pacific
Islander (n � 6 [3.0%]), Hispanic/Latino (n � 4 [2.0%]), multi-
racial (n � 8 [4.0%]), and “other” (n � 4 [2.0%]). They were

primarily in clinical (56.2%) or counseling (29.4%) psychology
programs, and were supervised in college counseling centers
(23.9%), hospitals (23.4%), community mental health centers
(17.9%), academic departments (15.9%), and private practices
(7.5%). They identified as beginning practicum (27.4%), advanced
practicum (28.4%), or internship (39.8%), and reported a median
of 16 months (M � 23.3, SD � 23.1) of counseling experience. At
the time of the study, they had attended a median of 12 supervision
sessions (M � 23, SD � 41.4) with their current supervisor.

Measures

Demographic questionnaire. A demographic questionnaire
was used to obtain information about participants’ age, gender,
race, academic program, year in the program, level of clinical
experience, months of counseling experience, total number of
clients seen, average number of clients seen per month, theoretical
orientation, supervision setting, amount of supervision sessions to
date, hours of supervision per week, date supervision began, total
number of sessions that supervision will meet, time lapsed until

Figure 1. Structural equation model. Note. Path E is included only in the alternative model.
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next supervision session, evaluation procedure, taping procedure,
supervisor’s race, supervisor’s gender, and supervisor’s employ-
ment setting.

Trainee Anxiety Scale. The Trainee Anxiety Scale (TAS;
Ladany, Walker, Pate-Carolan, & Evans, 2007) is a 14-item self-
report questionnaire used to assess trainee’s level of anxiety in
supervision. Item responses are on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging
from 1 (not at all true of me) to 7 (totally true of me). A single total
score is calculated, with higher scores representing higher levels of
anxiety. In the current study, participants were asked to respond as
if they were about to have a supervision session with their current
supervisor. The TAS has been found to be positively related to the
congruency of supervisor�trainee interpersonal response modes
(Crall & Ladany, 2007) and negatively related to trainee percep-
tions of the supervisory working alliance (Mehr et al., 2010). Prior
internal consistency estimates for the TAS have been .87 (Crall &
Ladany, 2007) and .95 (Mehr et al., 2010). The internal consis-
tency coefficient of the TAS for the current sample was .93.

State–Trait Anxiety Inventory. The State–Trait Anxiety In-
ventory (STAI; Spielberger et al., 1983) is a 40-item self-report
inventory used to assess state and trait anxiety. The STAI State
Anxiety Scale (STAI-S) contains 20 items with possible re-
sponses on a 4-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (not at
all) to 4 (very much so). The STAI Trait Anxiety Scale
(STAI-T) contains 20 items that use a 4-point Likert-type scale,
ranging from 1 (almost never) to 4 (almost always). Higher
scores reflect more state and trait anxiety. The STAI-T has been
found to correlate highly with existing measures of trait anxi-
ety, and both the STAI-T and the STAI-S have been found to
have high correlations with measures of personality attributes
that would be expected to be related to anxiety (Spielberger et
al., 1983). Averaging the data from various populations, the
median internal consistency coefficient was .93 for the STAI-S
and .90 for the STAI-T (Spielberger et al., 1983). The internal
consistency coefficients of the STAI-S and the STAI-T for the
current sample were .93 and .91, respectively.

Working Alliance Inventory/Supervision (Trainee Version).
The Working Alliance Inventory/Supervision (WAI/S; Bahrick,
1989) is a 36-item self-report questionnaire used to assess trainees’
perceptions of the supervisory working alliance (i.e., bond, tasks,
and goals; Bordin, 1983). The three subscales, which correspond to
the factors of the alliance, each contain 12 items. Participants
respond to items on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (never)
to 7 (always). Higher scores on the subscales reflect perception of
higher agreement on the tasks and goals of supervision and a
stronger emotional bond with the supervisor. The WAI/S is posi-
tively related to trainee satisfaction (Ladany, Ellis, & Friedlander,
1999) and goal setting and feedback processes in supervision
(Lehrman-Waterman & Ladany, 2001), and negatively related to
trainee role ambiguity and role conflict (Ladany & Friedlander,
1995). Previous internal consistency estimates for the WAI/S
exceeded .90 for all subscales (Ladany et al., 1999; Ladany &
Friedlander, 1995; Ladany & Lehrman-Waterman, 1999). The
internal consistency coefficients for the current sample of the
Bond, Tasks, and Goals subscales of the WAI/S were .91, .92, and
.93, respectively.

Counseling Activity Self-Efficacy Scales. The Counseling
Activity Self-Efficacy Scales (CASES; Lent et al., 2003) is a
41-item self-report questionnaire used to assess counselors’ per-

ceptions of their abilities within three “overlapping, yet somewhat
distinct” (p. 102) domains: (a) executing basic helping skills (15
items), (b) organizing and managing a counseling session (10
items), and (c) handling difficult clinical situations and client-
presenting issues (16 items). Participants respond to items on a
10-point Likert scale, ranging from 0 (no confidence at all) to 9
(complete confidence). In the current study, the total scale score
was calculated, with a higher score representing higher counseling
self-efficacy. The total scale score of the CASES correlates highly
(r � .76) with the total scale score of the Counseling Self-Estimate
Inventory (Larson et al., 1992), another measure of counseling
self-efficacy (Lent et al., 2003). The internal consistency coeffi-
cient for the CASES total scale had been found to be .97 (Lent et
al., 2003). The internal consistency coefficient of the CASES for
the current sample was .96.

Self-Efficacy Inventory. The Self-Efficacy Inventory (SEI;
Friedlander & Snyder, 1983) is a 21-item self-report questionnaire
used to assess counseling self-efficacy, measuring confidence in
the domains of assessment, individual counseling, group and fam-
ily intervention, case management, and completion of academic
requirements. Participants respond to items on a 5-point Likert
scale, ranging from 0 (not very) to 9 (very). A single total score is
calculated, with higher scores signifying higher self-efficacy. The
SEI was found to correlate highly (r � .83) with the Counselor
Self-Efficacy Scale (Melchert, Hays, Wiljanen, & Kolocek, 1996).
A previous internal consistency estimate for the SEI was .93
(Friedlander & Snyder, 1983). The internal consistency coefficient
of the SEI for the current sample was .91.

Trainee Disclosure Scale. The Trainee Disclosure Scale
(TDS; Walker, Ladany, & Pate-Carolan, 2007) is a 13-item self-
report questionnaire used in the current study to assess willingness
to disclose in supervision in domains such as clinical issues,
personal issues, and supervision-related issues. Participants re-
spond to items on a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (not
at all likely) to 5 (very likely). A single total score is calculated,
with higher scores signifying higher willingness to disclose. In the
current study, participants responded as if they were about to have
a session with their current supervisor. The TDS is positively
related to supportive gender-related events in supervision (Walker
et al., 2007) and perceptions of a strong alliance (Mehr et al.,
2010). Previous internal consistency estimates for the TDS were
.89 (Walker et al., 2007) and .85 (Mehr et al., 2010). The internal
consistency coefficient of the TDS for the current sample was .86.

Self-Disclosure Index. The Self-Disclosure Index (SDI) is a
modified version of the Supervisor Self-Disclosure Index (SSDI;
Ladany & Lehrman-Waterman, 1999), a nine-item questionnaire
that assesses trainee perceptions of supervisor self-disclosure in
domains such as clinical experiences, supervision experiences, and
personal information. Participants respond to items on a 5-point
Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (often). A single
total score is calculated, with higher scores signifying higher
self-disclosure. In the current study, the SSDI was modified to
assess trainees’ own disclosure in supervision. Scores on the SSDI
have been positively related to a stronger working alliance
(Ladany & Lehrman-Waterman, 1999), but no validity information
is available for the SDI because this modified measure has only
been used in the current study. A prior internal consistency esti-
mate of the SSDI was .88 (Ladany & Lehrman-Waterman, 1999).
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The internal consistency coefficient of the SDI for the current
sample was .86.

Procedure

Participants were recruited through e-mail contact with directors
of programs in counseling psychology and clinical psychology
accredited with the American Psychological Association (APA), as
well as training directors of APA-accredited internship sites found
on the Association of Psychology Postdoctoral and Internship
Center website. Directors were solicited to distribute an initial
e-mail and follow-up notification to trainees that included a link to
the online questionnaire. The cover letter instructed participants to
complete the questionnaire as it related to their current supervision
experience with their primary supervisor. Confidentiality, in-
formed consent, anonymity, potential benefits and risks, and the
right to withdraw at any time were detailed. Participants who
completed the study had the option of entering a raffle for a $25
gift certificate to Barnes & Noble or choosing from two charities
(Susan G. Komen for the Cure and Autism Speaks) to receive a $1
donation from the researcher. The incentive groups did not differ
significantly on the primary variables. The study was granted
approval by the Institutional Review Board of Lehigh University.

Data Analysis

Structural equation modeling (SEM), with AMOS, Version
18.0, software (Arbuckle, 2009) was used to examine how well the
proposed target and alternative models fit the sample data. To
assess model fit, several fit indices were examined, including the
chi-square (and associated degrees of freedom), the root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA), goodness-of-fit index
(GFI), comparative fit index (CFI), and Tucker�Lewis index
(TLI). The recommendations specific to counseling psychology
research for studies with sample sizes that are smaller than 500
were used: a value of .90 or greater for the GFI, CFI, and TLI and
a value of .10 or less for the RMSEA (Weston & Gore, 2006). In
our study, conclusions of good fit between the hypothesized mod-
els and the observed data were determined by satisfying three of
these criteria.

Results

Due to space limitations, readers may access additional statis-
tical information within the online supplemental materials. Infor-
mation about preliminary analyses, the prerequisites of SEM (e.g.,
establishing multivariate normality and model identification), and
the means, standard deviations, and correlations of the primary
variables (see online supplemental Table S1), as well as the un-
standardized and standardized results of the target and alternative
models (see online supplemental Table S2) may be viewed in the
supplemental materials.

Target Model

All indicators loaded significantly on their respective latent
variables (p � .001). The results indicate that trainee percep-
tions of a strong alliance significantly predicted lower levels of
supervisee anxiety (� � �.52, p � .001), higher counseling
self-efficacy significantly predicted less supervisee anxiety

(� � �.36, p � .001), and perceptions of a strong alliance
significantly predicted higher willingness to disclose (� � .46,
p � .001). However, anxiety was not a significant predictor of
willingness to disclose (� � �.18, p � .126). The target model
did not meet the criteria established a priori for good fit,
�2(30) � 118.999, p � .001; GFI � .903; TLI � .889; CFI �
.926; RMSEA � .122. Modification indices included the rec-
ommendation of a covariance between the error terms of
STAI-S and STAI-T. Because the items of these two subscales
of the STAI measure have considerable overlap in item content,
use the same rating scale format (i.e., a 4-point Likert re-
sponse), and rely on self-report, a covariance between the error
terms was justified to capture this shared method variance
(Cole, Ciesla, & Steiger, 2007; Quintana & Maxwell, 1999).
The modified model demonstrated significantly improved fit
over the target model, ��2(1) � 21.583, p � .001, and it met
the specified criteria for good fit, �2(29) � 97.416, p � .001;
GFI � .922; TLI � .912; CFI � .943; RMSEA � .109.

Alternative Model

Within this model, all factor loadings were again significant,
and the four directional paths shared between the target model and
the alternative model showed the same patterns of significance.
However, counseling self-efficacy was not significantly related to
trainee willingness to disclose (p � .070). The alternative model
did not meet the criteria for good fit, �2(29) � 115.561, p � .001;
GFI � .902; TLI � .889; CFI � .928; RMSEA � .122. Moreover,
including the path between counseling self-efficacy and willing-
ness to disclose did not significantly improve model fit over the
target model, ��2(1) � 3.439, p � .064. Modification indices
again suggested a covariance between STAI-S and STAI-T error
terms, which significantly improved fit over the initial alternative
model, ��2(1) � 21.761, p � .001. This modified alternative
model met the criteria for good fit, �2(28) � 93.798, p � .001;
GFI � .922; TLI � .912; CFI � .946; RMSEA � .108, though did
not demonstrate significantly improved fit over the modified target
model, ��2(1) � 3.618, p � .057.

Model Conclusions

Neither the initial target nor alternative models demonstrated
good fit to the data using the specified cutoff values, but the
modified target and alternative models that each added one cova-
riance between measurement error terms both met the criteria for
good fit and demonstrated significantly improved fit over the
initial target and alternative models, respectively. The modified
models had nearly identical fit indices to each other. However, the
modified alternative model did not demonstrate significantly im-
proved fit over the modified target model, and included a relation-
ship not yet established in the literature. Thus, we conclude that the
best-fitting model (see online supplemental Figure S2 and Table
S3) is the target model with the modification of including a
covariance between the error terms of STAI-S and STAI-T.

Discussion

Hypotheses

Although the relationships in the model have been examined in
existing research, the current study was unique in that SEM pro-
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vided information on the overall fit of the model and the specific
relationships between variables. The following hypotheses were
supported: (a) higher counseling self-efficacy would predict less
anxiety in supervision, (b) trainee perception of a stronger super-
visory working alliance would predict less anxiety in supervision,
and (c) perception of a stronger alliance would predict higher
willingness to disclose. Two hypotheses (i.e., lower levels of
anxiety would predict higher willingness to disclose and higher
counseling self-efficacy would predict higher willingness to dis-
close) were not supported.

Trainee Anxiety

Despite theoretical (Liddle, 1986) and empirical (Mehr et al.,
2010; Walsh et al., 2003) support for the hypothesized negative
relationship between anxiety and disclosure, anxiety was not a
significant predictor of willingness to disclose. However, the re-
lationship appears to be approaching significance within the mod-
ified target model (p � .155). Thus, it is possible that use of a
larger sample size would have enabled a significant relationship
between these variables to be revealed. In addition, although the
STAI-T measure of trait anxiety was a significant indicator of the
supervisee anxiety latent variable, this measure did not have a
significant correlation with either of the disclosure measures. Ex-
amination of the bivariate scatterplots revealed a few individuals
with high trait anxiety and high willingness to disclose, which may
have influenced the bivariate relationship between these variables.
However, a strength of the SEM approach is that relationships are
examined between latent constructs as a composite of their indi-
cators to obtain a more complex understanding than is possible
with the correlations between individual measures (Schumacker &
Lomax, 2010).

In future research, it may be helpful to consider how the specific
supervisory relationship influences the context or source of trainee
anxiety. For instance, although certain intrapersonal variables
would be expected to contribute to trainee anxiety (and by exten-
sion disclosure) with any supervisor, interpersonal variables
unique to the specific supervisory relationship likely contribute in
varied ways. As an example, the experience of feeling silenced,
oppressed, or judged within a particular relationship would likely
generate a level of trainee anxiety that would minimize the like-
lihood of disclosure in that relationship, as well as reduce the odds
of disclosure through its influence on the supervisory alliance.
These relationships would be of particular interest to study with
trainees from socially oppressed or marginalized groups.

Supervisory Working Alliance

The findings concur with prior research findings that the super-
visory relationship has an influence on trainee disclosure (e.g.,
Ladany et al., 1996; Mehr et al., 2010; Webb & Wheeler, 1998)
and offer additional support for a relationship between the alliance
and trainee anxiety in supervision (Mehr et al., 2010). Overall, the
results further validate the assertion that the supervisory alliance is
a fundamental component of supervision (Ladany, Friedlander, &
Nelson, 2005). These findings add to the extensive literature that
exists regarding the central role of the alliance in supervision, as
evidenced by its relationship with a myriad of other supervision-
related variables (e.g., Ladany, Walker, & Melincoff, 2001;

Ladany & Lehrman-Waterman, 1999; Ladany et al., 1999;
Lehrman-Waterman & Ladany, 2001; Ladany & Friedlander,
1995), and fit supervision theories (e.g., Ladany et al., 2005;
Stoltenberg, McNeill, & Delworth, 1998), which emphasize the
alliance as a vital aspect of effective supervision.

Counseling Self-Efficacy

The findings that higher counseling self-efficacy is predictive of
less anxiety in supervision are consistent with existing research
(Larson et al., 1992) and provide further support for social–
cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997). However, the results did not
support the additional hypothesized relationship (counseling self-
efficacy ¡ willingness to disclose) of the alternative model. The
relationship appears to be approaching significance, and it is
possible that use of a larger sample size might have permitted a
significant relationship to have been revealed.

Building on the Model

Though some nondisclosure is expected in supervision, the
disclosure process is influenced by various individual and contex-
tual factors (Farber, 2006). The variables in this study were
deemed priorities for investigation, but further consideration into
additional variables in the context of the current model is war-
ranted. For instance, based on existing research, the case could be
made for inclusion in the model of supervisor style as a predictor
of trainee perceptions of the alliance (Ladany et al., 2001), super-
visor self-disclosure (Ladany et al., 2001; Ladany & Lehrman-
Waterman, 1999), and trainee willingness to disclose (Ladany et
al., 1996). Additionally, existing research would also support the
inclusion of supervisor self-disclosure as a predictor of the alliance
(Ladany & Lehrman-Waterman, 1999) and willingness to disclose
(Adair, 1999). Finally, prior research would support trainee satis-
faction as fitting in the model as a predictor of willingness to
disclose (Ladany et al., 1996) and predicted by the alliance
(Ladany et al., 1996; Ladany et al., 1999) and supervisor style
(Fernando & Hulse-Killacky, 2005).

Study Limitations

The sample acquired in this study was predominantly female
(85%), young (M � 29 years), and White (82%) and, therefore,
there may be limited generalizability to men, older trainees, and
trainees from racial and ethnic minority groups. Additionally,
individuals self-selected to participate in this study, and volunteers
may not be fully representative of trainees in general. Furthermore,
due to the data collection methodology, response rates could not be
calculated. Although e-mail solicitations were sent to all directors
of APA-accredited doctoral programs in professional psychology
and all training directors of APA-accredited internship sites, we do
not know how many and which directors actually forwarded the
solicitation. Thus, we also do not know how many professional
psychology doctoral students were provided with the opportunity
to choose to participate in the study. For these reasons, caution
should be exercised in terms of representativeness of the sample
and the degree to which the findings can be generalized to the
overall population of professional psychology doctoral students.

Another limitation is that participants were asked to anticipate
their feelings of anxiety and their likelihood of disclosure as if they
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were about to attend a supervision session, but participants re-
ported a median time lapse of 6 days (M � 5.27) until their next
session. Thus, their responses may not have been as accurate as
they would have been had they actually had a session immediately
after the survey. In the future, it might be beneficial to request
participants to complete the survey directly before entering their
next supervision session.

A final limitation to this study is related to the self-report
nature of the measures used in this study. For instance, the
measures we used assessed willingness to disclose from the
self-reported perspective of the trainee. No studies to date have
examined the correlation between self-reported disclosure and
actual disclosure in supervision; thus, it is unknown whether
self-report is an accurate reflection of the contents of the actual
supervision session.

Implications for the Field

The findings of this study suggest that a supervision environ-
ment ripe for trainee disclosure would be one in which the trainee
perceives a strong supervisory alliance. In addition, when trainees
perceive a strong alliance, they will experience less anxiety related
to supervision. Trainees with higher counseling self-efficacy will
also experience less anxiety related to supervision. Though not
fully supported by the findings, we might also argue that the
experience of a level of anxiety that is not excessive will promote
trainee disclosure. So, what can the supervisor do to create such an
environment?

First, the supervisor should actively attend to developing a
strong alliance with the trainee through behaviors (e.g., empathy,
respect, collegiality) that demonstrate the desire for an emotional
connection, as well as behaviors (e.g., open discussion, encourag-
ing trainee initiative) that demonstrate a clear interest in reaching
agreement on supervision tasks and goals. Another suggestion
would be to use supervision as an opportunity to promote the
growth of trainee self-efficacy by such activities as promoting
trainee self-supervision, identifying and working from trainee’s
goals, and using direct observation (e.g., audio or videotaping) to
identify strengths and areas of growth. After all, developing con-
fidence in one’s abilities is a fundamental goal of professional
training (Bernard & Goodyear, 2009). A third recommendation
would be to openly discuss aspects of supervision (e.g., evaluative
component, power differential) that are anxiety-provoking and
actively work to assuage trainee worries. Overall, through the
active and intentional creation of an open and supportive environ-
ment, supervisors will promote the disclosure of important and
relevant information in supervision.
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