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1-2 affirm
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1-4 protect
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2-1 separate

2-2 disclose

2-3 reactive love

2-4 trust

2-5 submit

2-6 sulk

2-7 recoil

2-8 wall-off

105



3

0 45

180 45

0 45

180 45

90

2. 

1

a. referent b.

c.

d.

e.

1-2

1-5

2-4

2-1

2 1-4

2-4

3

4

5

106



16 1

16 14

48

14 19

Sr Se

Sr01 Se01

Sr02 Se02

5

Sr54 1-4

pattern

Se54 < > 2-4

Sr55 1-2

1-4

107



Se55 2-4

Sr56 1-2

Se56 2-2

Sr57 1-4

Se57 2-4

Sr58 1-4

Se58 2-4

Sr59 1-2

Se59 2-2

Sr60 1-2

Se60 2-2

Sr61 OK 1-2

1-4

Se61 2-4

Sr62 1-2

Se62 2-2

Sr63 1-4

Se63 2-2

Sr64 1-2

1-4

Se64 2-4

Sr65 1-4

Se65 2-4

108



1. 4

5

2. 3 5

1

2

3

4

5

.80 .88 .84

4 1 2

109



3,4,5

6,7,10,12

9,16 8 11 13 14 15

leader

4

1 Sr214 Sr221

2 Sr86 Se91
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8 Sr61 Se72
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10 Sr63 Se81

11 Se101 Se123
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13 Se58 Se66
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5

Sr Se

1 1-2 4 40% 2-2 3 42.86% 10 71.43%

1-4 5 50% 2-4 3 42.86% 4 28.57%

1-6 1 10% 2-6 1 14.28%

2 1-2 3 50% 2-1 1 14.28% 8 72.73%

1-4 2 33.33% 2-2 3 42.86% 1 9.09%

1-5 1 16.67% 2-4 3 42.86% 2 19.18%

3 1-2 6 50% 2-2 5 50% 7 89.48%

1-4 5 41.67% 2-4 4 40% 1 5.26%

1-7 1 8.33% 2-8 1 10% 1 5.26%

4 1-2 10 52.63% 2-2 10 55.56% 21 67.74%

1-4 8 42.11% 2-4 7 38.89% 10 32.26%

1-5 1 5.26% 2-5 1 5.55%

5 1-2 7 46.67% 2-2 5 41.67% 15 65.22%

1-4 8 53.33% 2-4 7 58.33% 8 34.78%

6 1-2 9 37.58% 2-1 2 9.09% 22 57.90%

1-4 15 62.5% 2-2 12 54.54% 1 2.63%

2-4 7 31.82% 15 39.47%

2-6 1 4.55%

7 1-1 1 5% 2-2 13 72.22% 25 78.13%

1-2 13 65% 2-4 5 27.78% 7 21.87%

1-4 6 30%

8 1-2 6 40% 2-2 4 33.33% 16 69.57%

1-4 9 60% 2-4 7 58.34% 7 30.43%

2-5 1 8.33%

9 1-2 13 39.39% 2-2 18 56.25% 39 69.64%

1-4 16 48.49% 2-4 13 40.62% 2 3.57%

1-5 1 3.03% 2-6 1 3.13% 15 26.79%

1-6 2 6.06%

1-7 1 3.03%

10 1-2 6 30% 2-2 11 45.83% 24 66.67%

1-4 11 55% 2-4 10 41.66% 2 5.55%

1-5 1 5% 2-5 1 4.17% 1 2.78%

1-7 1 5% 2-8 1 4.17% 8 25%

2-2 1 5% 1-2 1 4.17%

11 1-2 12 50% 2-2 12 52.17% 36 81.82%

1-4 10 41.67% 2-4 9 39.13% 3 6.82%

1-5 2 8.33% 2-5 1 4.35% 5 11.36%

2-8 1 4.35%
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5

Sr Se

12 1-2 13 40.62% 2-2 17 51.52% 39 69.64%

1-4 15 46.88% 2-4 13 39.39% 1 1.79%

1-6 2 6.25% 2-6 1 3.03% 1 1.79%

2-2 2 6.25% 2-8 1 3.03% 15 26.78%

1-2 1 3.03%

13 1-2 5 50% 2-2 5 55.56% 13 81.25%

1-4 5 50% 2-4 4 44.44% 3 18.75%

14 1-2 6 42.86% 2-1 2 16.67% 19 82.61%

1-4 6 42.86% 2-2 3 25% 4 17.39%

1-5 2 14.28% 2-4 5 41.67%

2-5 1 8.33%

2-6 1 8.33%

15 1-1 1 2.56% 2-1 1 2.70% 52 77.61%

1-2 23 58.97% 2-2 22 59.46% 5 7.46%

1-4 8 20.51% 2-4 12 32.44% 10 14.93%

1-5 7 17.95% 2-5 1 2.70%

2-6 1 2.70%

16 1-2 8 36.36% 2-1 1 5.56% 23 74.19%

1-4 11 50% 2-2 8 44.44% 3 9.68%

2-2 3 13.64% 2-4 8 44.44% 1 3.23%

2-8 1 5.56% 4 12.90%

17 1-2 23 46.94% 2-2 20 48.78% 55 69.62%

1-4 21 42.86% 2-4 18 43.90% 1 1.27%

1-5 2 4.08% 2-5 1 2.44% 2 2.53%

2-2 3 6.12% 2-6 1 2.44% 21 26.58%

1-2 1 2.44%

18 1-2 18 66.67% 2-1 1 3.70% 34 68%

1-4 8 29.63% 2-2 17 62.97% 5 10%

1-5 1 3.70% 2-4 7 25.93% 11 22%

2-5 1 3.70%

2-8 1 3.70%

19 leader 1-2 24 58.54% 2-1 2 5.13% 58 80.55%

1-4 12 29.27% 2-2 24 61.54% 3 4.17%

1-5 4 9.75% 2-4 12 30.77% 1 1.39%

2-2 1 2.44% 2-6 1 2.56% 10 13.89%
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A Study of Interpersonal Behaviors and the Supervisee’s
Perceptions in Counseling Supervision Process

LING-CHEN WENG FENG-TSU LIAO

Center of General Education Graduate Institute of Guidance

Meiho Institute of Technology and Counseling

National Kaohsiung Normal University

The purposes of the study was mainly to investigate the supervisee’s perceptions in counseling supervision

process and his or her interpersonal behaviors that shown during counseling, also to find out the relationship

between interpersonal behaviors and the supervisee’s perceptions. Sessions of a volunteer supervision dyad

were recorded, and material of the supervisee’s perceptions was collected by using Interpersonal Process

Recall (IPR). In total of 19 events were taking into account and analyzed. The interpersonal process of all

events were intensively analyzed with the cluster version of Structural Analysis of Social Behaviors(SASB).

This study findings showed: Firstly, it was often to see that the supervisor displayed “affirming” or

“protecting” behaviors while the supervisee exhibited “disclosing” or “trusting” behaviors, which

“complementary” seem to be appropriate to illustrated the form of interactions. Secondly, there were seven

different categories of supervisee-perceived significant factors as well as seven different categories of

immediate impacts were gained from the study. Lastly, the characters of event themes, interpersonal

behaviors and the supervisee’s perceptions changed with supervision stages, it also found that the supervisee

could clearly perceive the supervisor’s controlling, hostile, and disclosure behaviors. In addition, suggestion

for practice and implication for future research were discussed and provided based in the study findings.

KEY WORDS: counseling supervision process, interpersonal behaviors, significant events, supervisee’s

perceptions , Structural Analysis of Social Behavior
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