
282 Counselor Education & Supervision • June 2006 • Volume 45

© 2006 by the American Counseling Association. All rights reserved.

The School Counseling Supervision Model:
An Extension of the Discrimination Model

Melissa Luke & Janine M. Bernard

It is well documented that clinical supervision in school settings is
underutilized. One hypothesis for this situation is the lack of fit
between current supervision models that emphasize the supervi-
sion of individual counseling and the multiple roles of school coun-
selors within comprehensive school counseling programs (CSCPs).
The authors propose the School Counseling Supervision Model (SCSM)
as an extension of J. M. Bernard’s (1979, 1997) Discrimination
Model. The SCSM uses a 3 (focus of supervision) × 3 (supervisor
role) × 4 (CSCP domain) matrix. Examples are provided for potential
supervision interventions using the SCSM. Implications for train-
ing, practice, and research are discussed.

During the past decade, national organizations including the Ameri-
can School Counselor Association (ASCA), the American Counsel-
ing Association (ACA), and the U.S. Department of Education have
more strongly endorsed the implementation of comprehensive school
counseling programs (CSCPs; ASCA, 2003; Campbell & Dahir, 1997;
Dahir, 2001; Sink & Yillik-Downer, 2001). Designed and modeled
after the work of Gysbers and Henderson (2000), as well as Myrick
(2003), CSCPs were developed in response to the contemporary
educational reform agenda (Dahir, 2001). CSCPs reconceptualize
school counselor roles and functions because they de-emphasize
remedial counseling services, minimize administrative and cleri-
cal duties of school counselors, and increase school counselors’
professional accountability (Paisley & Hubbard, 1994; Paisley &
Peace, 1995). Consequently, proponents of CSCPs claim that they
replace historically reactive and crisis-orientated school counsel-
ing with a full spectrum of preventive programming to meet educa-
tional and learning goals for all students (ASCA, 2003; Dahir, 2001).
Currently, CSCPs are the most widely used organizational frame-
work within the school counseling profession (Green & Keys, 2001;
Gysbers & Henderson, 2001; Sink & MacDonald, 1998).

As a result of the growing body of empirical research indicating
the efficacy of CSCPs (Hughey, Gysbers, & Starr, 1993; Lapan, 2001;
Lapan, Gysbers, & Petroski, 2001; Lapan, Gysbers, & Sun, 1997;
Nelson, Gardner, & Fox, 1998; Sink & Stroh, 2003; Whiston & Sex-
ton, 2001), a majority of states have formally adopted some varia-
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tion of their own CSCP (Gysbers, Lapan, & Blair, 1999; Sink &
MacDonald, 1998). The most common components of CSCPs in-
clude four functional domains for school counselors: (a) large-group
guidance; (b) responsive counseling and consultation; (c) individual
advisement; and (d) programmatic planning, coordination, and
evaluation, often referred to as systems support (Gysbers &
Henderson, 2000).

Clinical Supervision of School Counselors

Although individual clinical supervision has long been an integral
part of school counselor training (Bradley & Fiorini, 1999; Brott &
Meyers, 1999; Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related
Educational Programs, 2001; Dahir, 2001) and is acknowledged as
a necessary component of school counselor practice (Crutchfield
& Borders, 1997; Page, Pietrzak, & Sutton, 2001; Paisley &
McMahon, 2001; Sutton & Page, 1994), it is fair to say that clinical
supervision has yet to establish a substantial presence in school
counseling contexts (ASCA, 2003; Crespi, 2003; Crutchfield & Bor-
ders, 1997; Page et al., 2001). According to the ACA Code of Ethics
(Section C.2.d., ACA, 2005), counselors have a responsibility to
monitor their effectiveness, seeking supervision when appropri-
ate. Despite this mandate, a preponderance of professional school
counselors are not involved in any clinical supervision once they
are employed as a school counselor (Crutchfield & Borders, 1997;
Page et al., 2001; Sutton & Page, 1994).

Remley and Herlihy (2001) explained the absence of clinical su-
pervision in schools by suggesting that supervisors may lack a
comprehensive understanding of the setting, population, needs,
context, and tasks of a school counselor. Others have asserted
that increased focus within professional school counseling on
components of the CSCPs, rather than on the person of the coun-
selor, may have exacerbated the already pervasive underutilization
of clinical supervision (Barret & Schmidt, 1986; Crutchfield &
Borders, 1997; Gysbers & Henderson, 2001). Additional reasons
are explored in the article summarizing this special section of
Counselor Education and Supervision (Miller & Dollarhide, 2006).
It is this perceived lack of fit between standard clinical supervi-
sion practice and the needs of the developing school counselor
that we hope to address in the model extension presented here.
Using a 3 (focus of supervision) × 3 (supervisor role) × 4 (CSCP
domain) matrix, in this article we propose the School Counseling
Supervision Model (SCSM), an extension of Bernard’s (1979, 1997)
Discrimination Model.

The Discrimination Model

The Discrimination Model (Bernard, 1979, 1997) was originally
developed as a conceptual framework to assist new supervisors in
organizing their supervisory efforts. Although atheoretical in ori-
gin, the Discrimination Model provides a tangible structure for the
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supervisor to use in selecting a focus for supervision and in deter-
mining the most effective way to deliver particular supervision in-
terventions. To date, the model has been used primarily as a guide
for clinical supervision of individual counseling. In the decade that
followed its inception, the Discrimination Model was the subject of
considerable empirical investigation, generally supporting its use
within clinical supervision (Ellis & Dell, 1986; Ellis, Dell, & Good,
1988; Glidden & Tracey, 1992; Goodyear, Abadie, & Efros, 1984;
Goodyear & Robyak, 1982; Stenack & Dye, 1982; Yager, Wilson,
Brewer, & Kinnetz, 1989). More recently, the Discrimination Model
has been incorporated into conceptual schemas for the supervi-
sion of group work (Rubel & Okech, in press), for spirituality as a
focus of supervision (Polanski, 2003), and supervising for concerns
regarding suicide (McGlothin, Rainey, & Kindsvatter, 2005).

Focus of Supervision

The Discrimination Model (Bernard, 1979, 1997) depicts a three
(focus of supervision) by three (supervisor role) matrix of supervi-
sion. The three identified areas of focus are intervention skills,
conceptualization skills, and personalization skills. For the clinical
supervision of counseling, intervention skills include all observ-
able counselor behaviors that distinguish counseling as an inten-
tional interpersonal activity. Such skills range from the simplest
head nod to the delivery of a complicated counseling strategy. A
subtler dimension of counseling that is tracked by clinical super-
visors is the counselor’s conceptualization skills. These include
the counselor’s ability to choose an appropriate intervention, to
make sense of what a client is presenting, to find and organize
client themes, and to establish process and outcome goals. Finally,
clinical supervisors look for evidence of personalization skills when
observing the counselor. This focus category could be described as
the ability to use one’s self appropriately as a counselor and in-
cludes interpersonal warmth, intrapersonal cohesion, ability to
draw on the strengths of one’s cultural characteristics, lack of
defensiveness, and so forth. Although some conceptualization and
personalization skills may be observed directly, they are more of-
ten interpreted by the supervisor and initially require discourse
between counselor and supervisor to become clear.

Supervisor Roles

The Discrimination Model has been described as a social role model
(Bernard & Goodyear, 2004) because it describes different role pos-
tures that supervisors assume to stimulate the professional de-
velopment of their supervisees. These proposed postures include
teacher, counselor, and consultant and change the manner in which
the supervisee is approached within supervision.

As is implied by its name, the role of the supervisor as teacher is
one wherein the supervisor instructs, models, provides feedback,
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and evaluates. Supervisors choose this role when they believe that
a less structured approach will leave the supervisee confused or
somehow unable to access the supervision being provided. The
supervisor as counselor is typically asking supervisees to reflect
on an activity, on their thoughts, or on their internal reality. When
supervisors adopt this role, they are not telling supervisees how to
proceed; rather, they are assisting the supervisee to take advan-
tage of a critical moment for reflection. The supervisor as consult-
ant acts as a resource for supervisees but encourages them to
trust their own thoughts, insights, and feelings in their work. When
in the consultant role, the supervisor deliberately shares respon-
sibility for learning and development with the supervisee.

The SCSM

The SCSM extends the Discrimination Model into a 3 × 3 × 4 (CSCP
domains) matrix (see Figure 1). Each of the CSCP domains is con-
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ceived as a point of entry for clinical supervision of school coun-
selors. The first domain, large group intervention, has been modified
to include other large group interventions performed by school
counselors (e.g., meetings of parent groups). All other CSCP do-
mains have been left intact. The SCSM is an attempt to address
the concern (e.g., Remley & Herlihy, 2001) that clinical supervi-
sion of school counselors has not been modified to accommodate
the growth of CSCPs. Therefore, the SCSM is based on the follow-
ing premises: (a) all four domains of CSCPs are amenable to clinical
supervision; (b) school counselor supervisors must attend to the
supervision of functions outside of individual and group counsel-
ing; (c) the technical eclecticism of the Discrimination Model is
beneficial for working with school counseling supervisees; (d) each
of the four CSCP domains requires skills that are reflected in the
Discrimination Model; and (e) the social role postures that are
helpful in the supervision of individual counseling are relevant
to all CSCP domains.

Navigating the SCSM: Implementation

The first task of the clinical supervisor using the SCSM is to de-
termine which of the four domains (or which combination of do-
mains) is being addressed in a particular supervision session. Clarity
in identifying a CSCP domain will assist the supervisor in making
a mental shift toward the skill sets that are required of the super-
visee within the domain. Once the point of entry (i.e., domain) for
supervision has been clearly identified, the supervisor is ready to
consider the focus of supervision and the supervisory role.

Focus within the SCSM. Although the three Discrimination Model
foci remain intact for the SCSM, they are expanded beyond their
use in supervising counseling. In addition to intervention skills
required for successful counseling and consultation, skills such
as the ability to conduct classroom lessons, the ability to conduct
needs assessments, and the ability to coordinate initiatives with
teachers are also included. Exactly which skill set is the focus of
supervision is determined by the CSCP domain. Similarly,
conceptualization skills of concern to the clinical supervisor in-
clude the supervisee’s understanding of the relationship among
various activities conducted by school counselors, planning a
schoolwide function, deciding which components would be most
helpful for a career day, developing a plan for evaluation of ser-
vices, and choosing a developmentally appropriate classroom in-
tervention. Finally, supervisee personalization skills are expanded
to include how one handles oneself in a variety of contexts, not
just within individual counseling. These skills include the need
for assertiveness in advocacy situations and for poise in front of
large groups. In short, when using the SCSM, the supervisor uses
the same template that is used for supervising clinical work but
broadens the focus of supervision to include the interventions,
conceptualization, and personalization that are involved in suc-
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cessfully implementing all aspects of a CSCP. Figures 2 through 5
provide discrete examples for each of the four CSCP domains. Fo-
cus areas appear on the left of the figures, followed by possible
supervisor responses from each of the three supervisor roles as
one moves across.

Roles within the SCSM. As with areas of focus, supervisor roles
are used to assist supervisee development for all of the activities
that make up CSCPs. Therefore, depending on the CSCP domain,
supervisors model not only counseling interventions but also ad-
vising sessions and negotiations with parents and school admin-
istrators. They assist supervisees to reflect on their thoughts and
feelings about district-sponsored mandated programs and how these
thoughts and feelings affect their performance. Furthermore, they
serve as resources for classroom activities, schoolwide initiatives,
and evaluation strategies. Again, Figures 2 through 5 provide con-
crete examples of the use of different roles within the SCSM. Spe-
cifically, the figures show how the same domain-related focus area
can be addressed from three different supervision postures.

Choosing focus and role. As has been explained elsewhere (Ber-
nard, 1997), the Discrimination Model was designed to raise the
awareness of the clinical supervisor regarding choices for both
focus and role in supervision. It was not designed to dictate which
focus or role is optimal in a particular situation. The same would
be true for the SCSM. To this extent, the model serves as a naviga-
tional chart for supervision and helps supervisors become more
deliberate in their supervision.

It is important for supervisors to make clear distinctions among
focus areas within supervision because blending them, or inadvert-
ently “sliding” from one focus area to another, may be confusing to
the supervisee. For example, telling a counselor that her presenta-
tion to the Parent-Teacher Association was a bit ragged (a focus on
intervention) when what the supervisor is really thinking is that
the counselor had not planned adequately for the presentation
(conceptualization) may not be helpful feedback. At the same time,
the supervisor may have observed an unorganized presentation but
hypothesized that the counselor was extremely anxious (personal-
ization). In this case, finding a way to address both areas of focus in
supervision would be optimally helpful to the supervisee.

Similarly, supervisor roles are often inadequate in isolation. As
depicted in Figure 3, a supervisor may choose to reflect a supervisee’s
awareness of lack of rapport with a client. To end here, however,
may not be appropriate. Once the supervisee is ready, the supervisor
may need to switch to a consultant role or a teacher role in order to
complete a successful supervision intervention. In short, full use of
the SCSM requires that clinical supervisors consider all CSCP func-
tions as well as all focus possibilities and role possibilities.

The intentionality of moving from one focus to another or one
role to another is qualitatively different from the “sliding” previ-
ously mentioned. A deliberate use of different foci or different roles
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demonstrates fluidity with the model and an awareness of the learn-
ing needs of the supervisee. Sliding from focus to focus or role to
role without awareness that one is doing so is a very different matter,
lacking intentionality and making supervision far less decipher-
able for the supervisee.

Implications for Training, Practice, and Research

Implications for Training and Practice

The Discrimination Model is widely used to guide the preparation
and training of clinical supervisors for their profession (Bernard &
Goodyear, 2004; Association for Counselor Education and Super-
vision, 2000). As an extension of this model, the SCSM could be
used to assist supervisors-in-training to appreciate the unique
supervision needs of their school counseling supervisees. The SCSM,
then, should help to balance other models of supervision that fo-
cus almost exclusively on the counseling and therapy enterprise.
Conversely, school counseling students who receive SCSM super-
vision will benefit from supervision that more directly parallels
their experience in their internship sites. Because internship stu-
dents are required to involve themselves in all aspects of school
counseling (CACREP, 2001), supervision that focuses exclusively
on counseling either leaves important aspects of their training un-
supervised or reinforces the disconnect between the emphasis of
preparation programs and the student’s experiences in the field.

The SCSM is also relevant to CACREP Standard III.F. (CACREP,
2001), which requires preparation programs to offer professional de-
velopment assistance to site supervisors. As professional develop-
ment for site supervisors, the SCSM provides a context for experiences
with which school counselor supervisors are already familiar. The
model becomes less complex when trainers begin with solicited ex-
amples of supervision issues and assist supervisors in identifying
the correct CSCP domain and the focus of their concern. Identifying
the correct focus (intervention, conceptualization, or personalization)
within a domain activity is typically the most fruitful step in becom-
ing comfortable with the model. Once domain and primary focus are
clearer, trainers can help supervisors consider various role options
available to them in resolving the supervision challenge.

Implications for Research

Although the SCSM adapts the comparatively well researched Dis-
crimination Model (Bernard & Goodyear, 2004), any advancement
of the model requires additional empirical work. Exploratory in-
vestigation is needed to determine whether the supervisor roles
and foci are replicated when extended across the four identified
areas of school counselor function within CSCPs. Findings from
such investigations can be used to support, refute, or refine the
SCSM. A subsequent avenue of research would be to validate the
implementation of the SCSM with both counselor trainees and
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practicing school counselors, assessing both supervisor and su-
pervisee experiences (e.g., working alliance, satisfaction, self-effi-
cacy). The impact of the SCSM on specific school counselor functions
within CSCPs could also be assessed.

Conclusion

Others have underscored the need for an elevated presence, if not
regard, for clinical supervision within school contexts (Crespi, 2003;
Crutchfield & Borders, 1997; Page et al., 2001). To date, no model
of clinical supervision has emerged that specifically addresses the
functions of a school counselor within CSCPs. As an extension of
the Discrimination Model (Bernard, 1979, 1997), the SCSM incor-
porates the four primary domains of school counselor function within
a CSCP, thus increasing the points of entry for clinical supervi-
sion in school contexts. Simultaneously, the SCSM validates and
authenticates the importance of all aspects of school counseling,
not just the responsive services.
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