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Appendix A

Interviewer and Auditor Biases

Since biases of the research team may influence the interviews or analysis of the data, the researchers documented and discussed their biases and expectations regarding several aspects of the study (i.e., experiences with cultural issues in supervision, definition and qualities of culturally responsive and unresponsive supervisors, advantages and disadvantages of culturally responsive supervision).  Interestingly, all of the authors indicated the importance of addressing cultural issues in supervision, but only one individual indicated that cultural issues had consistently been addressed in their supervision experiences.  Four team members indicated that cultural issues had been addressed on a limited basis in supervision, and only four team members had a cross-cultural supervision relationship (i.e., worked with a culturally different supervisor).  Five team members reported that when cultural issues were addressed the focus was often on clients, and only one team member recalled focusing on how cultural issues may have affected the supervision relationship during supervision.  Two team members reported having negative supervision experiences when addressing cultural issues and these experiences have caused them to be more cautious regarding cultural issues during subsequent supervision experiences. 

Additionally, team members also discussed what they perceive to be the advantages and disadvantages of culturally responsive supervision.  In regards to advantages, five individuals indicated that culturally responsive supervision enhances the safety of the supervision environment and facilitates the development of the supervision relationship.  Four members also acknowledged feeling culturally valued and appreciated.  Some team members (n = 4) indicated improvement of client treatment was an advantage, whereas three others acknowledged the development of their own clinical competence as an advantage.  In contrast to the advantages identified, five team members indicated that there were no identifiable disadvantages to culturally responsive supervision.  Three members indicated that one disadvantage they may perceive in culturally responsive supervision may be those supervisors who became so preoccupied with cultural issues, that they ignore other important supervision issues.  Although, when raising this concern, each team member also wondered if this preoccupation could, then, truly be considered culturally responsive supervision. 
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Appendix B

Method

Information regarding the procedures for data analysis is presented below.  For this investigation we strictly adhered to the CQR data analysis procedures originally outlined by Hill et al. (1997).  

Procedures for Data Analysis TC \l1 "
We used Consensual Qualitative Research (CQR) methodology (Hill et al., 1997) to analyze the data.  As is required by CQR, decisions regarding all data analysis are determined by a consensus of research team members (i.e., first six authors of this article), and these decisions were independently reviewed by an auditor (i.e., seventh and eighth authors) throughout each phase of the data analysis.  To arrive at consensus, team members discussed differences in her/his perceptions of the data and ideas until each team member agreed with the final decision regarding the placement of data and the development of core ideas or categories.  When it was difficult to arrive at consensus, the team reviewed transcripts, listened to audiotapes of the interview, and revisited their biases during team meetings to clarify concerns or to determine if personal biases may be influencing perceptions of the data or ideas.  All auditing feedback was reviewed and discussed until there was team consensus regarding any changes.  If the team disagreed with a potential change, they again reviewed transcripts, audiotapes, biases, or even discussed the potential change with the auditor until consensus was reached.           


Coding into domains.  Based on the interview questions, the research team developed an initial “start list” (Miles & Huberman, 1994) of domains (i.e., topic areas).  These domains helped the team to cluster interview data about similar topic areas.  Each team member independently reviewed and assigned interview data to the domains, and all interview data were assigned to at least one domain.  After this independent review, the team met to compare and discuss their assignment of data to domains until they came to consensus regarding the appropriate assignment of all interview data.  Consistent with the CQR procedures, domains were modified during the course of the analysis to reflect the data more accurately.  The final domains for this study are presented in Tables 1 and 2.   


Constructing core ideas.  After consensus had been reached for the domain coding for each case, each team member independently read all of the data and identified the “core ideas” within each domain for each participant she/he interviewed.  The process of identifying core ideas is often called “boiling down” or “abstracting” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990), and the goal of this process is to reduce the data to more concise and essential terms, with core ideas that closely reflect the raw interview data.  After the team members’ independent creation of core ideas for each case, the research team met and discussed the core ideas until the group arrived at consensus regarding their content and wording.  This review process resulted in a consensus version that contained the transcribed interview data, now organized into domains, and the corresponding core ideas.


The consensus version was then sent to the auditor for independent review.  The auditors’ roles here were to check the assignment of interview data to domains, and to scrutinize the accuracy of each core idea.  The auditors provided feedback to the research team, and again the team reviewed and discussed auditor comments/feedback until consensus was reached regarding changes to the domain coding and/or the wording of core ideas.  
 


Cross-analysis.  This next stage of data analysis involves the identification of themes or patterns across cases, but within a single domain.  Here, the domains were divided into thirds, and each team member developed the category titles for all cases within a domain for his or her third of the domains.  The other team members independently examined these category titles and corresponding core ideas, and the team members then met and discussed the category titles until they arrived at consensus regarding the labels for each of the resulting categories and the corresponding core ideas that were placed into each category.  Core ideas that did not fit into a category were placed into an “other” category for that domain.  The team members also revisited the consensus version of each case to ensure that all core ideas had been coded to relevant categories.      


The cross-analysis was then sent to the auditor for feedback.  The auditor carefully considered each category, the core ideas assigned to each category, and the fit between core ideas, categories, and domains.  The research team reviewed the auditor’s feedback and arrived at consensus regarding any changes to the assignment of core ideas or the wording of categories in the cross-analysis.  The auditor then reviewed the revised cross-analysis, and changes were again made until the auditor and research team had arrived at consensus regarding the best fit of the data and the appropriate wording for the categories.       


Stability check of cross-analysis.  Prior to any data analysis, two of the cases were randomly selected as stability cases, and were not included in the preliminary cross-analysis of the data.  When the preliminary cross-analysis had been completed, the data from the two stability cases were then integrated into the cross-analysis.  The research team members examined these new data to determine if they substantively changed the domains and/or categories (i.e., patterns of the resulting categories within domains) or the frequency designations of general (i.e., categories that applied to all cases), typical (i.e., categories that applied to at least half but not all cases), or variant (i.e., categories that applied to fewer than half but at least two cases).  The auditor reviewed the integration of the two new cases into the cross-analysis and provided feedback.  Again, the research team arrived at consensus regarding the auditor’s feedback on the integration of the stability cases into the cross-analysis.  The findings from this study were determined to be stable, since domains, categories and frequency labels did not substantially change as a result of adding the stability cases into the cross-analysis.  
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