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 E Leary R AFPREIRK A BB ST R R0 50 ORI L AN AE 1, Bl X057 7 Rk B Y — B R il
HERE R EAMEGERR N PR AN o I ERTE OB i R v AN BR AN A S a3 B S TARRI B ARG R, R
FHRNHERART I L, gt CERSRAPREAMT PR T ) | X 16 DS 48 A0 BE ) SR AR T A .
GEARRWY A 2RI T T 0 T ) 9 i — S T IR A0, R A0 S 0 s e LA T RTA
H, BT U 17 R — SO o A TE R B 2 S ) R BT FE A — b ) T T ] R
MEROEL; B — B S — R R R RO . 458 O BIE I A PR AN = B Bos i1

B — BRI SR, HAEHALSIA fRtt—2L RiiE
KA ABREAN, TAERS, Wiscr; BT
HES 395

1 55

Leary (1957) fx F 42 th A Br 3 JE #& Al
(Interpersonal Circumplex, IPC), %45 A& iy} 4>
TE A2 1 A A il 2H R R, R Tk A SR I TR A
(affiliation), P33 A by MECE, Yot
il 4E BF (dominance), PIH 3 51 A I AN o A PR
HBROIT IIAT R AE N BR PR IE v AH UG T A% 72 B2 FR
A~ N = H #p(interpersonal complementarity), Carson
(1969)H ABrEAME LR ABRE B 37 7615 B
EAT AL, B — T A 5 — i R, — i
B — W, FHH — 0 (correspondence);
FEFE S EAR S, RI—J7 # o5 — 7 WU, KRB
HAM: (reciprocity) o 17 &AM — S0P A1 il b B A
GEAR S N R B AN

CA KT W ARSI DL L= A A, R
SRR R RN BR B W UESE T B BoAb iR

W F 4: 2019-02-01

N AFFAE (Lizdek, Woody, Sadler, & Rehman, 2016;
Markey, Lowmaster, & Eichler, 2010; Markey, &
Kurtz, 2006; Pennings et al., 2014), 7EA [FZEHIAT A
NS BU o A ¢ g W N T
Dermody, Thomas, Hopwood, Durbin FI Wright
(2017) K BAE R ZEXUT Y B8 vh, 1F R — 2 &
P 14 o, 47 o) b E A ) S o R S A B A
Koo DA B gl B PR AR A 52 OC AR R R S
(Pennings et al., 2018), AF5¥ 14 & B A 5 HLR I
B TE A —3, DUACHT 811 B0 i B3 H B0 %
1R =i (Tracey, 2004), T /& Horowitz % A (2006)%F A
PREAMEISHEAT TAEIE, A 1% 2l L ff < v 55>
(indifferent){C B “H > (hostile), K MAT R B 3h
BURF, AT NTEBIE R BAT Ry, WRCEAT AT
A —E BT H

Tracey il Ray (1984)& i 1.0 BRIAYF I AR B
=B B A, A BRI A T = AN

* /AR 20 S AT O HUE TR A SIS RN (2018A02), HAETBASCHAL T I 4A I H (14YIC190028), EFKAL LR 34

ERIFFRIH (16ZDA232)% Bl
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WIS AN DGR, PHIAT A CR W B, K
B EANC R E S, BRI R IR S 55 A A bR B
HACE R EAR-FE U BRRGEH . —HrBsin
3] TADIAEMSE B SR . FE Tracey, Sherry Fl
Albright (1999)AUHFFTH, 20 4% 4535 N4 ZBRATAY
INHAT RGBS (B BRI 6 IR£iR), E it o 22k
TERY T, A B TR A 0 2 AR I B K
L, AR, SRR, HAR A B KR
X F#3]. Altenstein, Krieger Fll Grosse Holtforth
(2013)XFHIARAE H 35 PN FNAT IR YT it B A T 5T,
TEWOB T v ] B B e B R 1 2 R A PE Al X
%, BIRERRSIRPEUE T U B ER& £
TE SR, 1 A B 2 1) — Ik REEE R /N, U B #h
LARXER: EOULIERN, DA A B — B R A B e
AR~ B R R S A A R — P B iE . Dietzel Al
Abeles (1975) & MAEIRIT F I FE B, wLoy .03
IRYT I B AMT O 8 AN B Y0 BRR YT G
H2En, ABTEIRIT N, R B0 BA YT T B AMT
R R D TS B BNA YT . AR
K2 AT R B RE A3 AT I 5T B 0 o M AR T i
T2, RBARIRTT HAIG T iR 2 35 N s i BAR K
A TR YT IS SE AR A 98 (Maxwell et al., 2012),
Tracey, Bludworth F1 Glidden-Tracey (2012)[R]H %}
BT R AR AVE S R TS, RS T A BR B AN
Tt B AETE, BDABR EAMY S~ U JEihZk
[F] B A AE T S U= 100 | 2 i i —> 5 A B3
AR, JFH U B & AR I 4 )6y ACR .

Bernier il Dozier (2002)fii JH % 1E P15 26 1K 5
(corrective emotional experience)f fif B IF H &b H 5
PNRTT B Lo B BN 4 AR B — 200 1Y P
AR, ER YR AN R BRI SR T, e
MR NS UL DA — RS, B H AR
1y A Pr#E s (Teyber & McClure, 2000), # i) IfidfE &
AN IR G U N RRE =51 S Y =2 X N YN (12
JEe 5 ) BRI

= W BRI AL 37 B T — SE A 5 Y T BE
Friedlander (1993)I\ N FfAERTA 1235 N5 2ok
AR ANBRRR, HOSIZ 00 BEAMEAR—E 2 =
W Bota % 7EIRYT R B AR R E B HOC R
T, HSE R A —E ) BRI 2 (Thompson,
Hill, & Mahalik, 1991), Il PRS2 H iz FFE B A
7 BN PR, I AT REBIA S I E R, H R FECY
F A

ANBREANSERIT R 25 . TAER SRR A

K, Tracey F1 Hays (1989)X} 25 56 A [m] i) = 245 1) i
CEAEERIT . A 1 FRL 25055 2] %) i A
I IEATIRIE, KL 5 0 A
PR AMERAG . FEHT (2015) & BUA 256 09 7% 1) I
R 23R AR SRR — BRI TR T a0, e
HAMENTC B 25 . Kiesler (1983)IAATEIR YT W]
WA ST AR B ) AR [F B, IR AT BE RS A
“n)fE” (hooked), BHIVLAELARI7 =X [H] 0 4 3 A AEALHY
AN AT N Kiesler il Watkins (1989)% BLAEIRYT
R, ABREAMCE R ST E i AR R R
ARAFAEIEAISE . Chen F1 Bernstein (2000)% FLAEE
TR, AR R W H AR AR R W2 A A PR
AT L AT B 5T R BN B BN TS g S T
VEIF) %4 (Altenstein et al., 2013; Watson, Daffern, &
Thomas, 2017). Z Fr LU BIAR—E B 4518, BR TR
SrBTBL . AR A AR B T, T RE
N BR B ARK RO I 507 A K

B3R AN AT B0 5 12 S A b4y o = A 4
JOKEIFAG BRI S TPAL AT 9 58 A (Tracey,
2004) . FFFUKFIPARACR AR B E /Y . A2 A5
SO B AT A A SOTAL G MATE R E 1Y
KA h R I RAAT A A7 R 58 SFAL I L
1A FB R AL, PG — AN SR AT AT E i &
AT R SOV Z TR R DG 2 o 47 28 PG BEA 4 H.3h
AISE R4, (B R BRI 2R T . BFSTE R B A
— HEAE S = A KPR IRVE A Ko Sadler,
Ethier, Gunn, Duong F1 Woody (2009)FF /& I . fini 45
YAFT 7 ¥ (computer-joystick method) A A Br H 419
WFFEITEEATR T 90 . H AR A5 2 S 2
AT W EAE SR SRt R, RE BT 5.3l iy b
Pa PR BE A I TS AR R BIGEE  Z5 alwe) iZ TT
i B 5% 400 3R, AN I 25 = 4k 45 #9 19 I i (Sharma,
Castellini, Stulp, & van den Broek, 2017),

RO IR 5 IR YT AU N PR AR B
BASA D BER, (BATSmG A58 07 R R . B,
WEFEE AT NBRA T B S bR A i, AT
E<I NI S S i VA T S-S VNS i e S VU (R
(Benjamin, 1979; Heller, Meyers, & Kline, 1963;
Sadler et al., 2009); A WF 58 W5k P8 PFAk & B 53 B
NBrAT R 5 s Hl(Horowitz et al., 2006)., 2515
KB R METE T o] 78 41 5 47 SR F A BR sl AL 2 ] 4%
FE P . IR, A O B i R Y
ity TH . ©A AR S8 i A\ PR B3 i i AR
HEMT TSR R, KRB IEE R S o AP H 35
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X5 . Kiesler (1983) M4 Hh AR .3l S AL 3
BT E MLy, (B a— i —E, H
J2 U BIA T . i B i L) ST Bk o T )
AN AP E g A S WA A BB £ H
RIREW, BHIFATZ, &5, 1HEFr—2
PR B . 5T R R B o — B s B T
0.70 DAL, T @it — 2 AE 0.32~0.40 2 [H]
(Altenstein et al., 2013; Dermody et al., 2017; #EHift
T, 2015), —Jr T, HHRTE RSB T RS
WA S5 N Z B SR . ARGy, 65 BT
2R B A RS S5 — T T, TR IR 2
A F AN 25, TavE: TR 8 o A6 25 360 U
K Vi#H IR ATEE

L5 L RTIR, AR R TR BN ORS00 BR
I NN R e 2 R N B PO R O NS R
W25 . TAER R A 2R C &R, X HAZ L
DL EATIR R o RN, ASBIFTE R R L B4R AT J7
%, 8 gn R RSy T, e RN —
k.

2 BTk

21 WRME

KH G*Power 3.1 M H I biA &, &S
B f=0250=0.051-p=08, 4% =2, EE
M RE = 3, FKFZRIMHERE = 0, ITHE
R RAREEAR TN 44, FTTRSEHRXTGH 44 /1 3 =
14.7 N o KL A0 BRI ) o0 1 <F8 PEF 7T 4K
2 v 3 3 P R I D 9 AT Y SRR AR . R R
P R A B B, S IER AR SR
UBTE 4 & 8 IR ZE, PSS IRIRECH 5.8 K.
RPRUE SR R BT, S BT & R A ] o &
JEENE, JCH RS EERY, EUREIEHELE . =
HAF JEAE ) R 2545 . — 3k 16 & 23 A, 13
ZEWIN, 3 AE IR TP A AR, HAR
EAIT AR AR Th— NS A5 . H IRk A [F—
FIRITRREAR T e AR as R, i T 516k 3 1~
K A 6] — & I B A~ ZE 1 5 W 5T 45 2R 10 28 fb (P DL
SRR, KL B2 ARIEREA R, 25
SRR 1, BAARRR Tk H R — &R
M NS TER AR E S A, Bk s N, &k
1A, i 19 E 27 %, M=225%,9D=24%,
wITHEYE 3 A, Lotk 10 A B IRIME AR A
0.5 F 74, M=3,9D =23, H4FERTE 3 ELLE
BRI NG 256 &, 3 4R LR R B T i

Wi, ALERERIN 6 A, FHEIRFER 5 4, B
FHWIE 7 N, FEERER 0.5 4, FiITxA
C R IR JEAT 5 G0 5E, 400 s B 70531
S VAR Hn B (4.25) . AT R ECR](3.00) FCy
PR g W] (2.50), Uk B A S0 B 3] DAL Sy
DWIRA .

PAAEWF ST — LA AR 2R AR B9 10 20
HPPAE XS, AW ST S 1 2R UCE, 73 501 4
A — R WRPIE] 15 0800 SRERK
A FENER — R B i Ji — IR A 2 IR ISR A Y o
] 15 734 | B Ja —IRESIR P A 15 o0 AE S 2 i iy
B R AN B, W BT R B sRARE — A
22 METH
221 BUFERE

AT 5T R VAR RO R 0 1 BUBHREFT, 4%
FR&E4E 3] windows 7 #AE R GE . LARYPIT M iR
J¥ (joymon6.exe) (http://www.wlu.ca/science/psadler),
B x RhbRIC TR, R B VB, A i
BNAGS, y WO PR, B R SO E N, B L
Ui B BN, AP Lox BN y b 2 BE R ME A
~1000, BKAEH 1000 P4 #H —HFZIRFE, —
AL BHEAT (N EL 2 F7R), HX R AY 5 4 1 BLAE
RIRAAR A, BAFERAA B 0.5 AHEs—ri
At 5 e P T E AR S T b, RS T A T Y
BRI, T SRS R G . AR
ONFTF 24 17 BT 7L B AR SRR T e (5 B (5 3 1Y
F), AT EAF B R & AR b LB, 78 5l
B B R
e ———

T

= |

A
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B2 IR ER AT s A

222 T{EREER 01 & EREE T AR

TAE R 9 7] 4 87 UB 1T U (WAL-SR; Hatcher &
Gillaspy, 2006)H1 12 A4~ H 41k, G145 1% L |
25— BAr—2 3 AR, B4 4 AT H
KH Likert 5 3451, 408Ul RoR A B ey &
TN S 2 AU FE B IR SRS RS AR o TEAHT
FE, MFANEADYEEN o RECN 0.74~0.84, E5
k1 0.89; FAIIT = AHEREE R o RECH 0.66~0.86, &L
43N 0.92,
223 RIRMREE

SR (Session Evaluation Questionnaire,
SEQ) (Stiles & Snow, 1984)H1 21 X XU FE 25 1l 20 i,
K Likert 7 91745 . AAGSRIREE | SR M
CHARTEAE N IR 4 YRR S i Im A =R
NBITTER IR R ES R GRS o ARWFFEAUE T 231R%
REEEE, Y TEMSRERE o RECH 0.77,
IR 0.82,
224 BSAMREE

i ] Outcome Questionnaire-45 (0Q-45) (Lambert
& Hawkins, 2004)IU 5367 2R . OQ-45 Hy 45 iE H
RIS E N A T PR N SE NN SV o e Rk
SAYERE . R Likert 5 234y, 20 BUbE R
MRS . Y3 AFEE IT AR T A& 4 o) 1
JEHE N, PEE A TR 1 JRNERRE . A
FEFEAT Y o RECH 0.87,
23 WMRERF
231 S FMEH S5IFEEE BB

3 P8 18 1E 89 A Br B#b 3 i (Horowitz et al.,
2006), i FHfa il <M <V <A hr 43 At
i T RO SRR A B2 1 4 i 5o 25 =5 3 5 RO
R i MDA IR i s o, SRl 5 1) 5 FROR MR it v

BB i AU o X RIm, R f5 . BN AE
SEMA PR I U P — AT R AR Sieh .
Wy S8 AU T P 5 5 U A D — 3 £ 47 2R 5 R0 T8 T A
Ui AT A5 YR — i AT R S AR A 1R I Y
WHEEIE . BRI ESIEF BT AR, R
ML, WU AR OE R . BRI R A . XY
TN, I — X SR 07 I B E R, & R
AT, AEXNGEA H D, WO — i 5 A i)
Bl XS 7 A 5 AL, 3 AL ) [ R SIA AT s ARl 23 iR
TR =R CR B, Y1628, 2010), 43RG %45
AR Al SN L R TE KA L A T IR e,
HAEUOBEE, AR Y FE R W) AL — s A,
RIGHE SIS . HR Lol 2524 T & TS B
1T Hs

FA 55 PR 44 0 B R 7 1) i R A 58 AR AR R O
5 O T fie AR AN BRSSO 5E 19 B 1), XF 4
WA AT AN AR, HIO® ks
B5)o P PEAS 2 AR 4 0 46 PPAL BR XTS5 R SRR (A
A0 45 1E UM 58 B0 AT VEAG, BT 5 IR 5T &
18 i H.AH 5% (cross-correlations) 31 5 ¥F 43 — B 1k,
VP BT XA S8 ] () M 7 SR T098 o S PRIE TR 1)
ARE, PEAR IR OR AT 2 N, it R
3 FEPEAS RS, A —BCERR E A T LA SZ 1)
TERINGEE] 0.5 LLL), 8 BHXF PPAL bR ifE S AR 35 B
AR, 1 BRLAN CE SR ABR B AMT A5 T
W -
23.2 ERXIFMH
FEAS 2R AR I8 10T RN 2 5 9k Bl 4y
T HARELLITAL, 48 DR FAGILTITAL 96 I, P
VAR LA — 21 8 o SR IR DAL B % U
P, FERTA BT SR P BENLIMERL 3 A8 — LAl
FOEUOEAS, 8 BRIV — Bk, S5 AR
AR T — Bk 0.59~0.85, I B AP 4r—
HME K 0.51~0.75, Sadler Z£(2009)A Ay Fi L Bixi R4
FEPPAL BAMT B, SR BEAR IR — e
KEFERR N 0.35~0.40 B F . AHFFT o R
FF 78 P15 B A W i 32 7t
2.4 HUEALIE

PLESIRAE AU AT (R A PR o A BRE S
MR R, S R B BVl SRAR AT S 15 RISk
FHWFR I B PR EANKE : (DZEXHE, 15 8%
—EHE = M E N - ER IR,
#ME = YR + E RS Altenstein 55
AN QO3 FHiZ Ty it B A 2 () BLAR K, A
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TGN BB 20 B AMESE 3, 15818 IR N B
1, o3 R T — B s 5 T B A s
Foon, BUEBNAEIE<07), 2 G — 2R e,
2 1 b BN KRR . (2) HAH 5% (cross-correlation),
T 53 A P 5 B[] 2 5 B A DG, E 78 PR B AR
AIFFE H 458 12z 38 F(Slader, et al., 2009; Thomas,
Hopwood, Woody, Ethier, & Sadler, 2014), i 4y
B B A 2% v i 180 U R 2 g5 N Y B A DG OC R LA
FEo I, e G > A 3R i A (lag) (i B AH OC 5 80U
KAE, 5 R I B — B w38 00 B A e
TR o T BN —BUE o W IEE, BUEBCOR, 1R
— SO A A B AN R TUEL, BE D,
2 T ol R AR

3 4%

3.1 RS

B P v il R A IR B — I i) 1Y AR (]
BRI IR, SRRSO B AN . TAE
[ B RN 2 IR R B I A iR PR S T A DG A5 R L3R 1,

MR B 8] — & WIS 55, 4728 5 (A Y AH
Kl A —3, HA RIS IRA FH A
SRR BIAROCH 0.52 A A CAE R 0.54 AN
WEMC, X REFMFEA R I A ., R
JH Matlab 7.0 ZAFHY corr2 pRECH MM BRK A [F]— %
VTR~ ZE S P A A O B A T L3, RIS
AH DG B s FEE AR

#1 ABREA. TIERHA.

3.2 (R —EUM

T B EA DG RBCF AR 0.20, FAAEA t £
¥ WK, t(47) = 7.17, p < 0.001, RI435 A& i
TEN G2 W B OG, R —StE . LU R
— B e R DR B, VDT 2 5 RN 1R B B
Arhe, #EAT 2x3 MR RIR S BT 22000, 45
W, EIRIBZE 0 FRNA B E, F(1, 30)= 1.85,
p = 0.196, n; = 0.116; #if BB FRUN A i3,
F(2, 30) = 1.71, p = 0.200, n; = 0.109; 38 HAL il
%53, F(2,30)=3.07, p=0.062, 5= 0.180, 4[]
3 FR, A G E A TR TTE T AR R — Sk
ametmn TS (p = 0.059), B R — ot
ISR A, BT R W ) 2 25 R (p
=0.183),

DA T — BOME s Ry PR AR B R AT 0T 2553 H,
SRR, WRBY B ERON B E, FQR, 30) =
3.96, p=0.031, ;= 0.220; #IfITZ5 A E RN A
3, F(1, 30) = 0.06, p = 0.818, n = 0.004; 3 HAL
VA 25, F(1, 30) = 0.60, p= 0.558, 2= 0.041, £
R 50 2 BT 0TI A — B M (M = 36.10,
SD = 6.77) G WIE B — B M s (M = 66.25,
SD =20.11) B EMLTHHI(M=91.11, SD = 16.33),
R R — BOrE 5 s — 0 - 28 Ak 3 (I R —
M wne BN, BAMER ). HIBR)E TR —&
WM RS2 05, 5 B — Bork 00 75 22 53 B 45 1R

R,

SRR E B IR G AR K EEFE(n = 16)

A B AR M D WA s WA wigm D s D i C wmx R wmx C i R s

i WA w0 42.94 7.68 1

WA i 40.50 8.74 0.22 1

D s 26.19 5.04 0.79" 0.24 1

D s 23.73 3.63  —0.06 0.48 0.08 1

C i 0.13 0.12 0.03 -0.09  —0.13 -0.55" 1

R -0.56 0.14 0.13 0.05  —0.00 -0.15 -0.13 1

C wui 92.14 63.19 0.72" 0.16 0.54" -0.14 0.06 -0.12 1

R suin 353.25 124.56  —0.35 -0.04  —0.27 0.45 —0.44 0.07 -0.26 1
Ja i WA w5, 46.20 7.58 1

WA wign 4433 9.40 0.42 1

D g 27.93 4.01 0.77" 0.57" 1

D s 23.80 6.73 0.21 0.41 0.52° 1

C wmx 0.24 0.15 0.31 0.16 0.12 0.29 1

R ik —0.62 0.13  -0.24 0.06  —0.09 0.18 -0.30 1

C swui 65.02 77.76 0.45 -0.14 0.42 0.03 -0.07 -0.10 1

R s 330.18 101.41 0.13 -0.07 0.21 0.47 -0.16 -0.09 0.10 1

{E: **p<0.01, *p<0.05; C = TR —BtE, R = EHMEAME, WA = TAERE, D= SRRE.
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—e— FIFLE T
0.05 —m— B ARSI
0 1 1
B rhi e
BHIGBE
El 3 EIRIRA L5 % B B IF B — 20t 2 e i 22
HAEH

3.3 T EAME

P B AN OC R AT YIME -0.60, FAAEAS t G
BN, t(47) = —29.71, p < 0.001, BIY4=E A FIE i)
U742 T B 2t Wl S AR ARG, R B o DAE T
Bl A R PR A B, T2 50 RS IR B R
HAS, #E1T 2x3 MPIINRIR G &I 2400, £
BN 5 A8 BRI 1 2 o DA Al B A o
RIAE s 4E bR, 45K WoR, A2 smy =800 A W
#,F(1,30)=1.92, p=0.187,m;= 0.121; #ifjKrEL
R AR B, F(2, 30) = 2.59, p = 0.093, 13 =
0.156; ZCHA B3, F(2, 30) = 3.78, p = 0.035, n; =
0.213, VLl 4. RN 30T A, B T ITTES
WHT. . JEE A EAMETC R 2, F(2, 30) =
243, p = 0.106, n; = 0.14; A 25 1 7% 1) W 772
BEER, F2,30)=4.15,p=0.026,n7=0.22, Hik
[T 710 Bl M X P - (1 TR
RGN\ P S R ol s R o6 DT R W G o R 3
B 755 A B G T Tl R P o o B DS, BN
) o

450
400
2350
+f 300 |
ﬁ 250 |
& 200 |
£ 0]
100 |
ol  —e-mEwmAN
. —m— AR
Hij T 5
BB
Bl 4 U 250 5 5 10 B il EL AP i 1) 58
AR

RIS TR — & IR 205, Fa bl B A
()7 22 53 W 4 RIEA DA — B, RA &l 28560
2 W) B B XS 45 1 il AR s ) 28 HLAE PO 3572
Jih%k R, F(2,30)=2.94, p=0.074,n;=0.211,
2 PR OB T RE SRR R G
34 AREXNSITIERSA

B T e TR Y (B — 2RO Y A )
RAEAE o 430 DA SRS 019 AR [R) B e O R
T, R — B A Al A S A AR AT o)
HENHSHT, S B I AR R B [l BEALUAS 3
rh O A ] B [l AR G, AR R — U
HEA RN T, BIHRECB = 0.722, [8]H 728 5
T RSN 52.1%. VL TAER S wwe i KAZ B AGE
VA= i

TEE W], A5 R — B o 1 1] 500 A
() S g, RIS JRSR — B M AR, 85 AP 19 T
YRR SRR LT A2l [ H A A5 SR B0, FEAS R (4 %5 18
B B N B B b AR W) 3R ) F0 A AN [, BB
AN A () R B e 32 R B B T . SRR
A Rl — & If =5, TAER X AR EAMR 2R
(ERCIVEEAT S5/ 22 f
35 ABRE(ESIRRE

B P B R B — IR SR S IREOR A,
S A RS W) SRR BE o . SRR v A A
AR, I R — B AN Rk B Dy A R T
Z e PRI, J5 B IR AR RUR W2, g (el
AR 2, SER LK 2,

TEB P, A% R — B s 1 ) T 23R
TR s, N BRAH — SOV e 00 1) 00 23 3R VR B v s,
B SRl — SR IG5 U BN S 2 iR
Ao 5 ITAERE—FE, ABRE AN 23R B FE 1Y 52
W32 W BRI 1 . BRSOk B[R] — % i
ZIa, SRR BEXT N B B R A e [m] 09 25 52 T
FHARE
3.6 ABREHMARESES5EHIR

KRS I ER R NBR B AN &
DL = A B i B — Bk e RIS R B, AR
(R A kAT R RS . H 3 T AR e (E 2 Ak
BT AR R/ INZE S, W80 P R IR b AH O 2R A S A
UM RS, Ry —H D RAER KA & EA ML
AR, BR BRI P &
I~ =B BOR R 9 AT )Mk
R TR 2R) R A R R E T, 18
TETRECN 2, RMIEA R EHIATRE I,
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T2 BAPHSKRENT ABREBIZLERYA(N = 16)

K725 EREy [EVEES 3 Fr 5 RS EY t p R?
SURURSE s 0 15 I — B s 0.043 0.018 0.539 2.396 0.031 0.291
CHARTEE v 1 IR A — B e ~16.419 6.864 -0.553 -2.392 0.033 0.306

g R R SRR BB, (AP RIEZE FHANBH N

AT, VLRI Hr T Ls Rackae, RAGEM
KRGS R DU B — BV e N R IAR
2 RTS S e N 2 TE X LR AN ey, i S R N2
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Abstract

Leary’s circumplex model of interpersonal behavior categorizes the manifestation of personality in
interpersonal interactions into two dimensions: affiliation (i.e., hostile-friendly) and control (i.e.,
dominant-submissive). Interpersonal complementarity refers to mutually adjusted and complementary behaviors
along the affiliation and control dimensions during dyadic interactions, such that greater dominance in one
partner invites greater submissiveness in the other (i.e., reciprocity) and greater friendliness invites greater
friendliness (i.e., correspondence). The first aim of the study was to develop an assessment manual to reliably
measure interpersonal complementarity using the computer joystick method. Using this innovative measurement
method, the study tested the high-low-high pattern of interpersonal complementarity in early, middle and late
stages of therapy sessions, and examined the relationships between interpersonal complementarity and
therapists’ experience, working alliance, session depth and therapeutic outcomes.

Segments of early (first session), middle (sessions between first and last sessions), and late (last session)
stages of session videos were selected from the “Directiveness Research” database from a university counseling
center in central region of China. 48 selected segments were from 16 clients (5 male and 11 female) working

with 13 therapists (3 male and 10 female) for 4 to 8 sessions (M = 5.8). Using the Interpersonal

Complementarity Evaluation Manual of Counseling, two well-trained raters performed joystick assessments of
interpersonal complementarity. In addition, therapists and clients filled out WAI-SR and SEQ after each session,
and clients filled out OQ-45 at the start of treatment and one week after termination.

The results showed that: (1) Therapists’ experience and counseling stage had an interactive effect on
interpersonal complementarity. Specifically, experienced therapists (more than 3 years of experience) showed
higher correspondence of affiliation in the early stage than that in the middle and late stages, and higher
complementarity of dominance in the late stage than that in the early and middle stages. In contrast, novice
therapists (less than 3 years of experience) showed no significant change in interpersonal complementarity over
the three stages; (2) In the middle stage, the affiliation correspondence negatively predicted working alliance
and interpersonal complementarity negatively predicted session depth; (3) The cases with a high-low-high
pattern of affiliation correspondence tended to have better therapeutic outcomes.

Results provided partial support for the three-stage high-low-high model of interpersonal complementarity
in psychotherapy. Findings help shed light on the underlying mechanism of the three-stage model of
interpersonal complementarity, because lower interpersonal complementarity uniquely predicted greater working
alliance and session depth in the middle stage of therapy.

Key words interpersonal complementarity; working alliance; therapeutic outcomes; computer joystick





