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Interpretative phenomenological analysis was used to explore the simultaneous supervision experiences of
counselors-in-training. Simultaneous supervision is when a supervisee receives clinical supervision from
multiple supervisors. Sometimes this supervision includes a university supervisor and a site supervisor. Other
times this supervision occurs when a student has multiple sites in one semester and receives supervision at
each site. Counselors-in-training described their experiences with simultaneous supervision during the course
of their education. Four superordinate themes emerged: making sense of multiple perspectives, orchestrating
the process, supervisory relationship dynamics, and personal dispositions and characteristics. Results indicated
that counselors-in-training experienced compounded benefits and challenges. Implications for supervisors,
supervisees, and counselor education programs are provided.
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Supervision is a key component of counselor education in programs accredited by the Council for
the Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACREP; 2015) and an ethical
requirement in the ACA Code of Ethics (American Counseling Association, 2014). Supervision of
counselors-in-training (CITs) serves the purpose of guiding counselor development, gatekeeping, and,
ultimately, ensuring competent client care (Borders et al., 2014). For the present study, we defined
simultaneous supervision as a pre-licensure CIT receiving weekly individual or triadic supervision
from more than one supervisor over the same time period. At the time of the study, the 2016 CACREP
standards required that internship and practicum students receive individual and/or triadic supervision
averaging 1 hour per week throughout their clinical experience (Standards 3.L. & 3.H.). Some CITs may
gain field experience at multiple clinical sites requiring individual site supervision at each site. Many
programs require students to engage in faculty advising meetings (Choate & Granello, 2006), which may
take a form analogous to formal supervision. Additionally, supervisees may have clinical supervision,
focused on supervisee development and client welfare, as well as administrative supervision, focused on
functionality and logistics within an agency; these roles may be fulfilled by the same person or at times
by two separate supervisors (Kreider, 2014; Tromski-Klingshirn & Davis, 2007). Consequently, although
simultaneous supervision is not required in and of itself, it often occurs in counselor education practice.

Supervision Foundations
Counseling supervision research has increased significantly in the last few decades (Borders et
al., 2014). Borders and colleagues (2014) developed best practices for effective supervision, including
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emphasis on the supervision contract, social justice considerations, ethical guidelines, documentation
management, and relational dynamics. Previous research has overwhelmingly demonstrated that

a strong supervisory alliance is the bedrock of effective supervision (Bernard & Goodyear, 2019).
Sterner (2009) further studied the supervisory relationship as a mediator for supervisee work
satisfaction and stress. Lambie and colleagues (2018) developed a CIT clinical evaluation to be used
in supervision, with strength in assessing personal dispositions in addition to clinical skills. A review
of the supervision literature revealed that a strong supervisory relationship based in goal congruence,
empathic rapport, and transparent feedback processes (Bernard & Goodyear, 2019; Borders et al.,
2014; Sterner, 2009) generate mutual growth between supervisor and supervisee, enhancing clinical
work. Additionally, CACREP mandates that faculty and site supervisors foster CIT professional
counselor identity through the supervisory process (Borders, 2006; CACREP, 2015).

Counselor development is also a crucial factor in clinical supervision. An entire category of
supervision models centralizes the professional development of supervisees in their approach (Bernard
& Goodyear, 2019). One of the most widely known models, the Integrative Developmental Model, plots
learning, emotion, and cognitive factors across multiple stages of therapist development (Stoltenberg &
McNeill, 2010). By focusing on overarching themes of self-other awareness, autonomy, and motivation,
the Integrative Developmental Model (Stoltenberg & McNeill, 2010) illuminates how supervisees
fluctuate and grow in their anxiety, self-efficacy, reliance on structure, and independence. All these
factors may have substantial impact when considering the complexity that simultaneous supervision
brings. Furthermore, professional dispositions of openness to feedback and flexibility and adaptability
(Lambie et al., 2018) may have additional developmental implications when considering the complexity
of simultaneous supervision.

Ethics similarly serve as a foundation of supervisory experiences. Multiple standards and principles
of the ACA Code of Ethics (2014) may be complicated by simultaneous supervision and require special
attention. Veracity may be of particular interest given the commonality of supervisee nondisclosure
(Kreider, 2014), multiplied by the added number of supervisors in one time period. Furthermore,
specific standards in Section D: Relationships With Other Professionals may be implicated by obligations
in working with multiple professionals; multiple standards in Section F: Supervision, Training, and
Teaching may be indicated because of the convergence of both teaching and clinical supervision in
counselor training programs; and, finally, reconciling the additional complexities of simultaneous
supervision not explicitly identified elsewhere in the 2014 Code of Ethics may elicit a need to carefully
consider Section I: Resolving Ethical Issues. With more parties involved, greater nuance would be
expected in ethical decision-making.

Much of the foundational research and reviewed contextual factors have either focused specifically
on sole supervision or do not differentiate between sole and simultaneous supervision. When
considering best supervision practices, the phenomenon of simultaneous supervision presents
distinct practical concerns. Exploration is needed to better understand how supervisees might
navigate different but related supervisory relationships, how goals and tasks can be congruent across
separate supervisory experiences, and how supervisees would make meaning of multiple sources of
feedback. Despite the apparent use of simultaneous supervision in counselor education programs,
few researchers have explored these dynamic concerns.

Multiple Supervisors and Multiple Roles

Early researchers began to conceptualize the challenges and strengths inherent in simultaneous
supervision in both counseling (Davis & Arvey, 1978) and clinical psychology (Dodds, 1986;
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Duryee et al., 1996; Nestler, 1990), with mixed results overall. Nestler (1990) identified the difficulties
in receiving contradictory feedback from multiple supervisors, reflective of fundamental differences in
the supervisors” approaches. Dodds (1986) similarly identified multiple potential stressors in having
concurrent supervisors at agency and training settings. Dodds argued that although the general goals
to teach and serve clients overlapped, each had inherent differences in their primary institutional goals
and structures. Duryee and colleagues (1996) described a beneficial view of simultaneous supervision,
in which supervisees overcome conflicts with site supervisors via support and empowerment from
academic program coordinators. Davis and Arvey (1978) presented a case study in which supervisees,
in a raw comparison, more highly favored the dual supervision overall. These findings highlight the
dynamics that occur in the context of simultaneous supervision and connect with recent findings.

Recent researchers have focused on dual-role supervision, defined as one individual supervisor
serving as both a clinical and administrative supervisor to one or more supervisees (Kreider, 2014).
Kreider (2014) investigated supervisee self-disclosure as related to three factors: supervisor role
(dual role or single role), supervisor training level, and supervisor disclosure. Level of supervisor
disclosure was found to be significant in explaining differences in supervisee self-disclosure and was
hypothesized as a mitigating factor in supervisor role differences (Kreider, 2014). Tromski-Klingshirn
and Davis (2007) surveyed the challenges and benefits unique to dual-role supervision for post-degree
supervisees. Most supervisees reported neutral to positive outcomes from a dual-role supervisor,
but a minority of supervisees noted power dynamics and fear of disclosure as primarily problematic
(Tromski-Klingshirn & Davis, 2007), similar to the earlier hypotheses of Nestler (1990) and Dodds
(1986). The small amount of existing research solidifies the prevalence of simultaneous supervision
and the challenges and benefits for the supervisees. A missing link emerges in understanding how
CITs come to understand their experience in simultaneous supervision from a qualitative perspective.

The distinct focused phenomenon of simultaneous supervision is limited in counseling literature.
The few conceptual examinations of simultaneous supervision in the mental health literature have
indicated confusion and role ambiguity (Nestler, 1990), while at other times simultaneous supervision
has been noted to improve comprehensive learning (Duryee et al., 1996). Our study addresses the
gap in the literature regarding current simultaneous supervision in counselor education utilizing
qualitative analysis.

Method

Given the limited research on simultaneous supervision and its prevalence within the profession, we
decided to explore this phenomenon qualitatively. Our research question was “What is the experience
of CITs receiving simultaneous supervision from multiple supervisors?” We used interpretative
phenomenological analysis (IPA) to explore this question because of its utility with counseling research,
grounded methods of analysis, and emphasis on both contextual individual experiences with the
phenomenon and general themes (Miller et al., 2018).

Research Team

At the time of the study, the research team consisted of four doctoral students —William B. Lane,
Jr., Timothy J. Hakenewerth, Camille D. Frank, and Tessa B. Davis-Price—who each had previous
experience with simultaneous supervision as supervisees and supervisors. The team’s perspective
of this phenomenon from both roles informed their interest in and analysis of the phenomenon.
The fifth member of the team, David M. Kleist, was our doctoral faculty research advisor. The sixth
author, Steven J. Moody, provided support in the writing process.
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Participants and Procedure

Our participants were four CITs from CACREP-accredited graduate programs accruing internship
hours. Smith et al. (2009) suggested seeking three to six participants for IPA, as this allows researchers
to explore the phenomenon with individual participants at a deeper level. All four participants
specialized in either addiction, school, or clinical mental health counseling, and identified as White,
female CITs ranging from 23 to 37 years old. Additionally, each participant reported receiving
supervision from at least two supervisors to include university-affiliated supervisors and site
supervisors. Each participant came from a different university representing the Rocky Mountain
and North Central regions of the Association for Counselor Education and Supervision. To protect
confidentiality, each participant selected a pseudonym for the study.

After securing approval from our university’s review board, we recruited participants through
purposive convenience sampling. We posted a recruitment email to the CESNET listserv, an
informational listserv for counselor educators and supervisors. This listserv was selected as an initial
step of convenience sampling to increase the potential to reach a broad range of counseling programs.
Nine individuals responded to the call to participate in the research by taking a participant screening
survey that helped us determine suitability for the study. After removing individuals from research
consideration because of potential dual relationships, nonresponse, or not meeting inclusion criteria,
four individuals were selected as participants. We further planned to engage in serial interviewing
to gain richer details of the phenomenon and achieve greater depth with the four participants
(Murray et al., 2009; Read, 2018). Prior to data collection, the researchers completed a brief phone
screening with each participant to review the interview protocol and explain the phenomenological
approach guiding the questions. A $40 gift card was provided as a research incentive to participants.
Our selection criteria included (a) being a master’s student within a CACREP counseling program,
(b) currently accruing internship hours, and (c) receiving simultaneous supervision. We selected
participants in internship only because homogenous sampling helps produce applicable results for a
given demographical experience (Smith et al., 2009).

Data Collection

Consistent with the recommendations of Smith et al. (2009), we conducted two semi-structured
interviews with each participant lasting between 45-90 minutes. We utilized the online videoconferencing
platform Zoom to conduct and record the interviews. First-round interviews consisted of four open-
ended questions (see Appendix) that allowed participants to explore the experience of simultaneous
supervision in detail (Pietkiewicz & Smith, 2014). These questions were open-ended to allow participants
to explore the how of the phenomenon (Miller et al., 2018). The final interview questions were developed
through initial generation based off research and personal experiences with the phenomenon, refinement
in consultation with the research advisor, and interview piloting with volunteer students who did not
participate in the study. Research participants were asked about their overall experience with having
multiple supervisors, benefits and detriments of simultaneous supervision, and the meaning they made
as a result of experiencing simultaneous supervision. Second-round interview questions were developed
based on participant responses to first-round interview questions. After two rounds of interviews and
analysis, we conducted a final member check to confirm themes. All participants expressed that the
developed themes were illustrative of their lived experiences with simultaneous supervision.

Data Analysis

We followed IPA’s 6-step analysis process as outlined by Smith et al. (2009) and added a seventh
step with the use of the U-heuristic analysis for group research teams (Koltz et al., 2010). Our process
consisted of first coding and contextualizing the data individually, followed by group analysis,
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triangulated with the fifth author, Kleist, as research advisor. We completed this process for each
participant and then analyzed themes across participants as suggested by Smith et al. We reached
consensus that four superordinate themes emerged with 11 subthemes across the two rounds

of interviews. All participants endorsed agreement with the themes from their experiences in
simultaneous supervision during the member check process.

Trustworthiness

We integrated Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) framework in conducting multiple procedures for
establishing trustworthiness and credibility. We demonstrated prolonged engagement and persistent
observation through consistent coding meetings over the span of 1 year. Additionally, we adapted
the U-heuristic analysis process during data analysis to analyze data individually and collectively to
strengthen the credibility of our findings (Koltz et al., 2010). Finally, after we developed the themes,
we triangulated the results with participants via a member check, ensuring the individual and group
themes matched their idiographic experiences.

We bridled our personal experiences with simultaneous supervision throughout the research
process. Bridling recognizes that researchers have had close personal experiences with the
phenomenon and that bias is best managed by recognition rather than elimination (Stutey et al.,
2020). The four principal investigators, Lane, Hakenewerth, Frank, and Davis-Price, individually
engaged in memo writing, discussed personal reactions to the data, and participated in group
discussions regarding meaning-making of the phenomenon with Kleist serving as research advisor.

Results

Our data analysis produced four superordinate themes identified across all cases. These themes
were (a) making sense of multiple perspectives, (b) orchestrating the process, (c) supervisory
relationship dynamics, and (d) personal dispositions and characteristics. In the sections that follow,
each theme is described in further detail and exemplar quotes are given to support their development.

Making Sense of Multiple Perspectives

Making sense of multiple perspectives was defined as the receipt and conceptualization of
supervisory feedback from multiple supervisors during the same academic semester. Supervisees
identified their supervisors as having differing professional orientations. At times, these differing
backgrounds led to supervisors providing differing opinions for the same client.

Participants used metaphors to make meaning of the distinct offerings of their supervisors’
feedback. An example of capturing multiple perspectives was one participant, Emma, utilizing the
ancient Indian parable of “The Blind Men and the Elephant” (Saxe, 1868): “The point of the story is
all the world religions might have a piece of the picture of God, you know. And so between all of
us [clinicians and supervisors] together, maybe we have a perspective of truth.” Through retelling
of the Indian fable, this participant was able to vividly capture her personal perspective of differing
viewpoints through an integrative lens as opposed to a conflict of ideas. Within this superordinate
theme, the two subthemes of supervisee framing and safety net vs. minefield emerged.

Supervisee Framing

Supervisee framing focused on the participant’s personal view of hearing multiple perspectives
from supervisors within simultaneous supervision. Some participants described hearing varying
perspectives as being helpful and valuable, providing support, and increasing confidence.
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They typically framed the idea of receiving various feedback as a way to gain ideas and then make
their own informed decisions. Molly shared this positive perspective when she stated, “I like coming
to [my differing supervisors] with different issues I have with different clients because I feel like
they both have valuable experience, but in different ways.” In contrast, Hailey identified multiple
perspectives as being “really difficult,” and Diana noted they were “more frustrating than beneficial”
and confusing. Similarly, Hailey stated, “My supervisors are all very different, so they give me
different feedback, and a lot of times it conflicts with what the other one has said.” The supervisee’s
framing of discrepant feedback impacted their overall perceptions with simultaneous supervision.
Supervisees either valued or were confused by the feedback. Generally, participants spoke of times
when multiple perspectives were beneficial and difficult, but it appeared all participants were left
with the task of making sense of multiple perspectives while receiving simultaneous supervision.

Safety Net vs. Minefield

Making sense of multiple perspectives was described as creating a safety net of support, while
others found the experience to be a minefield that increased confusion, ambiguity, and isolation.
Emma and Molly characterized their experience as providing support in an often overwhelming
profession. Molly articulated, “I feel like if I didn’t have that good support, that good foundation, I
don’t think I could do it because it’s just so much.” She later added, “I feel like getting those different
perspectives, getting that support, getting those encouragers is beneficial because I don’t feel as
overwhelmed, even though it’s overwhelming.”

Participants also perceived their simultaneous supervision as a minefield wherein they believed
they were in double binds. Hailey reflected on an experience when her supervisors contradicted
each other and expressed, “It just sucked because I was doing what my supervisor told me to do
and suggested I do, and then I was told everything I did was wrong.” Diana echoed that discrepant
feedback felt like a constant dilemma needing to be managed “carefully.” In reflecting on contradicting
supervision, Diana said, “It's hard because everybody has their own thing. . . . You just kind of have to
appease everyone.” In the face of conflict, it was easier to placate than resolve. Participants’ cognitive
framing was a major element of the phenomenon. Whereas making sense of multiple perspectives
focused on the cognitive elements of receiving feedback from different supervisors, the next theme
focused on the behavioral elements.

Orchestrating the Process

Another theme that emerged in our data analysis was that of supervisees orchestrating the process
of simultaneous supervision. This theme revolved around action-oriented steps in supervision.
The essence of this theme was captured when Hailey acknowledged the need for “checking her
motives” on what she shared with different supervisors. She asked herself, “Am I sharing this with
this [supervisor] because I feel like they’re going to answer in the way that I feel like . . . they should
answer, because it’s easier for me?” Hailey acknowledged the difficulty in this, countering with,
“Or am I just going to them because it’s that person that I'm supposed to see?” Hailey recognized
that having options when it came to approaching supervisors meant that disclosure needed to be
intentional rather than straightforward as it is when CITs only have one choice. Participants were
aware of their process as they picked and chose what to share with whom, through seeking out a
preferred supervisor and through managing the practical aspects of having multiple supervisors.
The subthemes of picking and choosing, seeking a preferred perspective, and managing practical
considerations were a part of orchestrating the process.
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Picking and Choosing

The subtheme of picking and choosing emerged in how our participants described what they
would share in supervision and the course of action taken in their counseling practice. This subtheme
was labeled as an in vivo code, derived from Hailey’s quote: “So I definitely pick and choose what
I talk to about each one. Because —this sounds terrible —but I respect the one [supervisor] more.”
Hailey also described feelings of vulnerability and self-efficacy from week to week, related to her
reactions from feedback: “I knew after having such a hard supervision last week showing tape, I was
like, ‘I cannot be super vulnerable right now. I need to choose something that’s more surface level.”
Molly experienced picking and choosing as a means of proactively managing the repetitive nature
of supervision: “I think just bringing different things to different supervisors is really helpful, and
not constantly talking about the same client or the same situation, because that gets obnoxious and
repetitive, and you're gonna get a hundred different opinions.”

After receiving feedback, participants had varying perspectives on how to integrate and transfer
constructs into action. Some participants viewed discrepant feedback as mutually exclusive, whereas
others had a more integrative perspective. Molly expressed frustration in choosing between differing
feedback from multiple supervisors: “Sometimes I don’t really know which I should go with, which
I should choose, and which would be best for the client. . . . It’s like a double-edged sword, like it’s
good at some points, but then bad at others.” Diana, who expressed similar frustration in choosing
between perspectives, relieved this tension by resolving that, “I have to live with myself at the end of
the day, so as long as it’s not unethical, I don’t worry about it too much. And as far as the stuff that
I'm told that needs to be done, I do what I can.” Other participants espoused a much more integrative
perspective. Emma stated, “I think the thing I like the best about it is actually when [my supervisors]
have different advice . . . because then I feel like between the two, I can kind of find what I really
like.” All participants spoke about selecting what to share with supervisors and choosing how to
integrate feedback into action.

Seeking a Preferred Perspective

Coinciding with picking and choosing, participants also sought a preferred perspective in the process
of receiving simultaneous supervision and orchestrating the process. Some reported the decision to go to
one supervisor over another was situationally based and determined by clinical skill or specialty of the
supervisor. Diana captured this as follows, “Well, I can have a conversation with either. I just get very
different answers. If it’s the technical stuff of what has to be done—her. If it's ‘how would you approach
the situation?’ I do tend to talk to him.” Diana also likened seeking a preferred perspective to a child
searching for a desired answer: “It’s like, who do I want to talk to? It's almost like, talk to the person you
want for the answer you want. It’s like, “Well, if Mom doesn’t have the right answer, go talk to Dad.”

Managing Practical Considerations

All participants spoke to the practicality of meeting with multiple supervisors. Even though
some participants strongly valued having multiple supervisors, all participants spoke to the larger
time commitment needed in having simultaneous supervision. Molly captured how simultaneous
supervision felt overwhelming, adding to the many other sources of feedback she received: “I already
have two group supervisions. I've heard opinions about this, and I'm hearing other perspectives of my
classmates, of my coworkers. Now I have to have triadic and hear their opinions and have individual. .
.. It'sjust alot.” Emma framed this time commitment as detracting from her other obligations: “It just
starts adding up. Like, my whole Tuesday evenings are gone, and that’s time I could be seeing clients.”
Hailey expressed frustration about the obligatory nature and placating to the program’s requirement
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to see multiple supervisors: “Honestly, I just give the other supervisor little things because I know
I have to talk to him . . . and it’s more, like, checking a box.” Finally, Emma captured how this time
commitment was epitomized in documentation: “And the paperwork got exhausting, too, because
I had to do everything in triplicate sometimes.” She further talked about the additional mental
labor: “And now what are we gonna talk about since I just talked about all of this with [a different
supervisor] and feel like I found good solutions, you know?” Supervisees had to manage their time
and fit more supervision into their schedules. Simultaneous supervision added complexity, and
participants needed to orchestrate this process to manage it efficiently and effectively.

Supervisory Relationship Dynamics

Supervisory relationship dynamics was determined to be a superordinate theme as it reflected on
the connecting and disconnecting elements of the supervisory relationship. This theme was broken
into three subthemes. The subthemes of vulnerability, power dynamics, and systems of supervision
illustrated the relational dynamics within simultaneous supervision.

Vulnerability
In supervisory relationships, feelings of safety and vulnerability influenced interactions with
different supervisors. To illustrate, Hailey noted:

There are certain supervisors I feel more safe with. And so those are the ones that
I share more with . . . versus some of them I feel less safe with . .. I don’t share as
much with them that is vulnerable, or that makes me vulnerable.

Participant experiences highlighted how vulnerability dictated what and how elements were shared
in simultaneous supervision.

Power Dynamics

The determination of safety occurred within power dynamics. Diana commented that multiple
supervisors serving as evaluators and gatekeepers can create “this weird relationship where you
don’t want to be too vulnerable because this person is also your boss and can decide if you are going
to stay in that position or not.” Diana and Hailey noted feeling disempowered and disengaged from
supervision, referring to supervisors as “bosses” throughout their interviews. When participants
perceived their supervision as a firmly directive process, discrepant directives were especially
distressing. Diana rephrased this sentiment: “I guess the best thing to compare it to would be if you
have more than one boss, but they all give you a different, ‘I want this, I want this, I want this.”
Emma’s experience was more accordant, and she specifically expressed at one time, “None of [my
supervisors] are really super bossy either.” Participants identified power dynamics as salient aspects
of how they experienced supervision and with whom they connected. Working with more than
one supervisor sometimes resulted in characterization of “good” and “bad” supervisors, making
individual supervisory relationship dynamics crucial.

Systems of Supervision

Participants conceptualized the phenomenon as broader systems of supervision in which individual
supervisors were interacting with each other. Emma noted, “The two faculty supervisors work very
closely together and I assume talk all the time.” Emma and Molly provided multiple examples of
supervisors working together to best serve clients, thus bolstering supervision through their combined
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expertise. Molly stated, “It was nice because [my two supervisors] were in agreement and I felt
comfortable going into session with [my client].” Even negative experiences contributed to systems

of supervision. Hailey reported seeking out additional support when her assigned supervisory
relationships did not meet her needs, widening the reach of simultaneous supervision even more: “By
not being a good supervisor, he helps me seek out other resources and figure it out for myself.” Finally,
Molly noted that supervisor coordination was primarily for evaluation at the end of the semester and
only if problems arose. However, she imagined what it would be like if they were more collaborative:

They would have had a better understanding of the way I work in a counseling
room. . . . Because my site supervisor really understood how I approached things
and the way I would interact with my clients, but I feel like my university supervisor
didn’t really, like, she had little snippets of what I was like in a counseling room.

Power, vulnerability, and systems in the supervisory relationship impacted supervisees from
multiple levels in their clinical journey.

Personal Dispositions and Characteristics

Personal dispositions and characteristics resulted from participants speaking about the phenomenon
as well as what they said about their supervisors. Three dispositions that emerged as relevant were
tolerance for ambiguity, curiosity, and availability. The first two subthemes were identified as they
spoke about the phenomenon and the third subtheme was a characteristic present because of the nature
of simultaneous supervision.

Tolerance for Ambiguity

Tolerance for ambiguity was found to be a critical disposition. This disposition allowed participants
to see differences in opinion as helpful. Emma shared that she “very rarely” saw people as giving her
“conflicting information.” She said that she saw it as everybody having their own perspective. This
connected to her ability to view multiple perspectives as “pieces of the puzzle,” as she expressed earlier
in her retelling of the Indian fable. Although participants sometimes expressed concern about direction,
Diana shared, “You can ask questions and you can not know and it’s okay.” This disposition directly
related to how they reconciled and then reacted to multiple perspectives of simultaneous supervisors.

Curiosity

Curiosity also manifested more implicitly with supervisees. Participants showed curiosity by
taking interest in what supervisors had to say, seeking more information, or staying open to difficult
feedback. Hailey shared that simultaneous supervision “definitely requires a lot of continuing to look
inward and examining your motives and yourself and what the supervisors have said.” In speaking
more broadly, Emma shared, “So I don’t think I'll ever give [simultaneous supervision] up now that
I've kind of experienced how valuable it is to get another professional opinion.” Curiosity manifested
itself as a transient characteristic for other participants. Diana experienced transference with one of her
supervisors, which was a barrier to her ability to exhibit this helpful disposition. One of her supervisors
suggested that she try and work things out with another supervisor she was having difficulty with, to
which Diana said, “No. Who is gonna walk into their supervisor and be like, ‘Okay, so my problem
with you is you're a bitch. You remind me of my abusive ex.” . . . But at the same time, I have to work
with her.” This was an example of Diana demonstrating a closing off to feedback. Both tolerance for
ambiguity and curiosity manifested and impacted their experience of multiple perspectives.
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Awvailability

An important disposition was emotional and physical availability. Emma expressed that “there’s
always somebody I can get a hold of.” Hailey expressed that she had “more coverage just in general,”
but also questioned her supervisors’ true availability: “Do I even need to bring this to supervision
or can I work on this on my own? Because sometimes I feel like I annoy them.” All participants
expressed that availability was important to their experience, although physical availability did not
always translate to being available to discuss what the supervisee wanted. Those participants who
identified supervisors within simultaneous supervision as being more available had more positive
thoughts regarding simultaneous supervision.

Discussion

All four participants identified the complex position of CITs receiving supervision from more than
one supervisor. The results align with the growing body of literature affirming the importance of a
positive working relationship between CITs and supervisors (Bernard & Goodyear, 2019; Borders et
al., 2014; Sterner, 2009) as well as significant differences between faculty and site supervision (Borders,
2006; Dodds, 1986). The results parallel supervision literature detailing the multiple roles of supervisees
(Bernard & Goodyear, 2019) who, unlike supervisors, are not required to have specific education in
supervision. The theme of personal dispositions has been studied extensively in counselor education,
resulting in prominent placement in clinical assessment instruments (Lambie et al., 2018). The presented
themes diverge from the current research base in their construction of a clear model of simultaneous
supervision. The subthemes of picking and choosing, seeking a preferred perspective, and systems of
supervision illustrate the interpersonal dynamics of simultaneous supervision that is distinct from sole
supervision, an underrepresented phenomenon in the supervision literature. Participants in this study
reported mixed feelings with simultaneous supervision. Four primary themes emerged from this study:
making sense of multiple perspectives, orchestrating the process, supervisory relationship dynamics, and
personal dispositions and characteristics. These four themes encompass many areas of the supervisory
experience while illuminating guidelines for supervisors engaging in simultaneous supervision.

Implications

Results from this study reinforce the complex levels of integration CITs experience when receiving
supervision from multiple supervisors. This process of integration can lead to confusion, ambiguity,
and also deeper understanding. The results indicate that the perceived benefit of simultaneous
supervision was often based on the relationship between the supervisor and CIT, ability and support
to organize the process, and the personal dispositions of the CIT. The implications for this research
target three populations.

Supervisors

The findings of this study indicate several implications for supervisors working with clinicians
receiving simultaneous supervision. First and foremost, the critical importance of the supervisory
relationship to supervision in general (Bernard & Goodyear, 2019) was further substantiated as
a foundation for effective simultaneous supervision. Questionable supervisee behaviors such as
intentional nondisclosure via seeking a preferred perspective or picking and choosing can be avoided
through purposefully fostering trust in the relationship. Similarly, supervisors may support the
perspective of simultaneous supervision as a safety net if support for vulnerability is established and
the relationship is actively attended to. Supervisors should be mindful of their availability to CITs and
periodically check in to see if they are meeting the needs of the supervisee.
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Supervisors who are aware of the themes developed from this research may be better equipped
to capitalize on benefits and mitigate challenges. One benefit was that simultaneous supervision
allowed participants to receive multiple synergistic perspectives regarding their work with clients.
Depending on the developmental level of the supervisee and the demeanor of the supervisor,
however, these multiple perspectives may present challenges. Supervisors can apply their knowledge
of developmental models to tailor their interventions. Supervisors might anticipate that CITs earlier
in development (e.g., in practicum) may require structured support in simultaneous supervision to
avoid performance anxiety and frustration from rigid applications of multiple perspectives consistent
with this stage (Stoltenberg & McNeill, 2010). Supervisors may also wish to focus supervision
on interventions that actively facilitate development of these dispositions, such as employing
constructivism to elicit greater cognitive flexibility (Bernard & Goodyear, 2019).

Some early-stage supervisees may experience challenges when navigating varying perspectives
and feedback provided to them by multiple supervisors. Challenges can be mitigated when
supervisors broach the topic of simultaneous supervision with supervisees early. Additionally, when
supervisors ensure they respect other supervisors and create collaborative relationships, supervisee
difficulty with simultaneous supervision may decrease. When a supervisor learns of a differing
opinion of another supervisor, it is important that it is broached as a variance in approach rather than
an incorrect practice. Supervisees experiencing difficulties with simultaneous supervision may also
benefit from supervisors checking in with them regarding the variable feedback they are receiving.

A collaborative supervisory system may strengthen supervisee development and integration of
counseling constructs. Counseling programs can play a key role in setting systemic expectations for
supervisors and supervisees.

Counselor Education Programs

Accredited counselor education programs have autonomy in how they meet various CACREP
(2015) supervision and clinical requirements. Programs may choose to require simultaneous
supervision, may require multiple clinical sites, and may utilize faculty advising as supplementary
clinical supervision. In unique situations such as students completing two tracks or receiving
additional supervision for gatekeeping reasons, how programs manage simultaneous supervision
can become complex. Best practice guidelines, policies, and procedures regarding simultaneous
supervision can be made clear in clinical handbooks, with clinical coordinators, and in material for
site supervisors. This would help to address the supervisee confusion from the programmatic side.
Another important implication with simultaneous supervision is to consider the supervisory process
through a systemic lens. When simultaneous supervision is utilized, there will be many interactions
occurring outside of the dyad or triad apparent to one individual supervisor. When supervisors
collaborate and communicate, supervisees may be more likely to receive congruent feedback,
understand gatekeeping action, and receive consistent expectations. In particular, communication
between academic and clinical supervisors can bridge the gap between idealism and practicality
(Bernard & Goodyear, 2019; Choate & Granello, 2006). Programmatically mandated, semesterly site
visits and opportunities for regular check-ins could fulfill this purpose.

Supervisees

Participants often spoke to the challenge of organizing simultaneous supervision effectively in
relation to feedback, documentation, and case presentation material. Although a certain level of
organizational skill is expected of graduate students, the coordination required in simultaneous
supervision often seemed unanticipated and unwieldy for students. Preparing for the supervision
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experience in another course and/or an orientation in lab supervision may aid in this. All participants
discussed, at varying distress levels, how having supervision scheduled too close together (e.g., same
day or two days in a row) increased repetitiveness and thus made simultaneous supervision feel

less efficacious. Supervisees may want to intentionally schedule supervision sessions spaciously to
avoid potential repetition or redundancy. With the steady increase in virtual supervision, scheduling
supervision in ideal time frames may be easier with increased access and absent travel time.
Programmatic preparation, intentional scheduling, and collaborative supervision notes may aid the
simultaneous supervision process.

In the areas of core dispositions, CITs who embraced ambiguity and fostered reflexivity, curiosity,
and flexibility tended to navigate simultaneous supervision with more ease. Reflexivity, curiosity,
and tolerance for ambiguity seemed to strengthen the ability to receive feedback from multiple
sources, integrate feedback appropriately, and maintain strong supervisory relationships. A typical
guiding question from participants was, “How can I apply this combined feedback to my particular
site and client while still maintaining my own clinical identity?” Necessarily, students will enter a
program with differing levels of core strengths, yet any student can be encouraged to strengthen
their core dispositions. Supervisees are encouraged to think about simultaneous supervision with the
same organization and openness required for other courses such as pre-practicum and multicultural
counseling. Correspondingly, supervisors have complex responsibilities maintaining ethical
competent care, organizing supervision, and fostering these core dispositions.

Ethical Implications of Simultaneous Supervision

In addition to recommendations for the three populations above, findings from this study highlight
ethical considerations. Worthington et al. (2002) identified “intentional nondisclosure of important
information” (p. 326) and “inappropriate methods of managing conflict with supervisors” (p. 329)
as two major ethical issues that are unique to supervisees and correlate with some of the participant
supervisees’” experiences of triangulating supervisors, seeking outside consultation to circumvent
supervisors, or intentionally withholding information. To ensure client welfare, supervisors and
supervisees may benefit from explicitly discussing ethical implications and considerations unique
to this phenomenon at the outset of supervision and again when conflicts arise. Future research
that addresses limitations of this study will further clarify the role of supervisors, supervisees, and
programs in simultaneous supervision as well as specific ethical guidelines.

Limitations and Future Directions

Limited information was gathered about the specific counselor education programs in which
our participants were enrolled, restricting the inferences able to be made about simultaneous
supervision in context. We also chose a convenience sampling method using CESNET and selected
four participants. The choice of indirect sampling, primarily through counselor educators redirecting
calls to their students, may have limited participants. Further, all participants of this study identified
as the same gender and race, which limits the diversity of experience shared. Future researchers
may consider sampling more participants to get a broader exploration of the phenomenon. In doing
so, researchers may be able to obtain greater representation in gender and race to increase the
transferability of this study.

This study focused on the phenomenon of simultaneous supervision as experienced within individual
and triadic supervision. Simultaneous supervision is embedded within the broader experience of
supervision, and isolating the phenomenon required vigilance by the researchers. Future researchers
would benefit from intentional follow-up questions that better focus participants on simultaneous
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supervision rather than individual experiences with supervisors. As our study did not explicitly

ask participants to distinguish between university-affiliated and site supervisors, future researchers
may pursue a qualitative study that highlights the difference. Other research may utilize grounded
theory to develop a model of simultaneous supervision for supervisors and supervisees to follow or
focus explicitly on supervisors’” perspectives of simultaneous supervision. Quantitative research may
illuminate the frequency and use of simultaneous supervision in counselor education programs overall
or identify correlations between counselor dispositions such as tolerance for ambiguity and supervision
outcomes in simultaneous supervision. Because of the lack of information regarding the phenomenon of
simultaneous supervision, many opportunities for research regarding the phenomenon persist.

Conclusion

Overall, the findings from this research indicate CITs valued greater support and thrived when
integrating “both/and thinking” in navigating feedback from multiple supervisors. This perspective
reinforces the need for systemic communication among counselor educators and supervisors.
Additionally, results suggest CITs would benefit from supervisors broaching the topic of simultaneous
supervision early in their clinical experience.
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Appendix

Interview Protocol

Interview Questions

Round 1
1. What has been your experience with having multiple simultaneous supervisors?
2. In your own experience, how has simultaneous supervision been a strength?
3. In your own experience, how has simultaneous supervision been challenging?
4. What have you learned about yourself and the counseling profession as you’ve experienced
simultaneous supervision?
Round 2
1. How has having simultaneous supervision been different from times when you have only
had one supervisor?
2. What has it been like to have your supervisors interact with each other in regard to the
supervision that you have received from them?
3. What personal dispositions (characteristics/qualities) do you think you have that influenced
your experience of simultaneous supervision?
4. How has simultaneous supervision impacted your experience of safety or vulnerability in
supervision?
5. What practical considerations have you needed to consider for having multiple simultaneous

supervisors?
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