DER2EIR 2015, Vol. 47, No. 10, 1279-1287
Acta Psychologica Sinica

DOI: 10.3724/SP.J.1041.2015.01279

DEEFAFTERENERERXS F0HER

K

VO

LR

(D E MO ST N E W E AR, PR 0 BB,
WAL A K R 5O B R R SR EE, i 430079)

E:
==

i

N T HRRTARF R AE S W B b i & R, R Stiles 45 (2004)42 i Y 4 DAZL4EES KL

(shape-of-change parameters)Xf 30 />4 (1) TAE [F] B A6 & i) ad 2 b (1) & R AR AL AT R R o RIS Hr i 4 R
A 3 RTAER R R A, 3 nl R . eME R R U R, AN, 3 Rl kA, 4 Mk
FEAE S B0 ) B B i R R B i AR S B 52 LEBOE RO A R0 2 35 A AE TAE R R R SR A =X
s, RBE A KRBT T AR B A2 T Be A B AR A& S, & I 7E R0 R O R AL L S

VA X IR A 2 AR
KEEIE TAER; REAEL SR, DHEER

2ES  R395
1 515

tgdspt, B E Y EEE B ARSE, 1B AR
ESEEL . E LTS 52, Bordin (1979)WFF-HF 5% &1L

R TEARLEA Rl ik rh L R AR R, 2
A RE M A 2 ) SR A A 58 M3 G o Aol TAR
[ii] B (working alliance) il & X FE—MELE T A AT
by tEa Y SR, AR A B A R R P VR T AL
o TEBEIE BB AR R, T AR B R O BG40
I f% 32 5% 1 B9 BF 5% A% 1= (Orlinsky, Ronnestad, &
Willutzki, 2004), AIRFRIEFA TR TAE R @ X
A — e, (B Z BN 2 [a) ks A W) B SCh
H Y NS BRI Z RS AR SCR I BT R
J& (Horvath & Bedi, 2002),

BT, TAEFRSESHETHCRZ R ER TR
HAPSEATIES: . X 200 205 oc kM, 7e
AR R AR B ARSOR Z AR r
0.275 (Horvath, Del Re, Fliickiger, & Symonds,
2011), HAZZA PR A8 5 1520 (Flickiger, Del
Re, Wampold, Symonds, & Horvath, 2012), 7£JL#
HAEIRTT MR FEZRIER T e g 3] 1
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KUY 25 R (Friedlander, Escudero, Heatherington, &
Diamond, 2011; Shirk, Karver, & Brown, 2011),

Horvath (2005)A 2k TAF [F] 28 A9 B 5% K 350mT LA
I3 RSB B i — B BOAIFSE A 1 RS e
PRRE A TG0 85 b TAR R 35 & ROR A9 6 &
by A B EEER S TAER A
TEEMTRER . ARSEM, MR T - PHE
FEE TAR R W RERT ] A 221 . PR b, BAR T AR
W5 HRCR R KR BT FIESS, EXS TAE [
R B A T e AT 41 1l 2 N AR s S 2 B
/b (Stevens, Muran, Safran, Gorman, & Winston,
2007). fltm, WRMATTERY], TAER W 2UE
52k & 536 97 RCR % UI A O¢ (Safran, Muran, &
Eubanks-Carter, 2011), 2.0 G 97 09 222 HL
e 2 0 AR [R) B3 %) & e B Ak AT AE 5T o

Gelso Fll Carter (1994)X} %515 Z 4% 157 bt
TR R AT TR, $RI T AR R K
18U B (= ) A AR A AT T S ) e e 7
PR RRIT W T 2488 AR TIRYT R ARUL X,
TR B Be o A B m KO B TAR R B, B S S 3 AT
AR HES ML, TAERBRAKEE
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bz B, HAERDIRIEIT Y, FERJE B A
(A 0 AR A5 SRR S, H T AR [R] B K P &R R
B — R KT

Kivlighan #1 Shaughnessy (2000)iA-4 Gelso Fl
Carter MR EEEMAMRE: &%, 78 TAEF
W & AR T AAAE G AR AR, HOR, X segd
KA — LS MEPCRA E T H VKR, h)
WL, AH A T AR [ 3 AR K, T AR
() S8 ) A Jre A X0 95 T 3R I AT S A A i At Y]
KR 253 B 19 7 i R AR R B A0 AN m) & R A
A, RN FEART Y LI TRERN . LK
9 R 2 (e IR U8 = AR R B Y
KRR, I HAWIES T Gelso Fl Carter (1994)f9
i, TAER S U th 2 i A8 A X 5 H A AR f A
A A A ROR

{H IS BT % T AR [R) 98 1Y) & S e A T 5
B 05 W Joik A B U AU 2 (Kramer, de Roten,
Beretta, Michel, & Despland, 2008), Z(&H U RIFZ
53R I 0 (Kramer, de Roten, Beretta, Michel, &
Despland, 2009). PISK—LEEF 58 EH N M TEST BRI
PR, AKATAREH BURAR R U B (Stevens et al.,
2007; Stiles et al., 2004), 5 U B UANR], Safran 45
(Safran, 1993; Safran, Crocker, McMain, & Murray,
1990; Safran & Muran, 1996)4%¢H T T/E R ¥ Ay 24—
&5 (rupture-repair) B 54, A 757 i F rh T AE [
WA — RN B R AE S 7 Be . TAER]
WA PRI T S e AR AR BRI, I R
X [ R R R AR 5B R — AT R

Stiles 45 (2004) 2k H 2 b 45 1iF Z %X (shape-of-
change parameters) i iR T AE A W ) & A, 44
WEBT 4 FTAERBEAZ B, Hb s
Kivlighan #I Shaughnessy (2000)/HF 7455 —%,
{RMEPR A A R th e A8 4k =X, i HL 4 FpAs
R SRR A 22 5. Stiles S iF—
A I, BRI R IR R R U B S, B
SegR Iy TR TAER M AR R B, TR Z
v BRI R M 3R B AR S RO . e,
5T F AR FHAS 18] J5 v % A [R) W Ao e 2B SR A
KT TSR, —2efFo0 8 &L T A 28 1 i 34—
B S IRYTROR Z [ ) 3¢ & (Strauss et al., 2006),
— BB F (Stevens et al., 2007), Safran 8% 3 4~
R B et 5 R R, TAER S AER A
B S5IR7 RO A r = 0.24 (Safran et al., 2011),

AT 2 6 2 TR B AR R B AT T

BRI AR CR B, 71658, 2011b), AR A T
TAE R B8 5 % 0 80 0 06 R (B Ik &5, TR R,
2014), TAERAA LMK mEECEZESE, 16
%, MEAE, 2013), HATX T TAERSE & R
IR TR B, M as I A—8, XA
[F) P B A R 3 5 22 T 22 TP UE R S . AEATFSR
Wit b, DAERMWISE N T i TAE R &
B, HR R A RRE &, B yr i, 4
WY, 8 IRk BRI, SRR HIE & Joik 35k
AT &S o, i KA —, eIy R maEA
i BB 5T 45 R B A AR — i ) 5 )1 B S
— R . AR H R R Y AR
H AR 20T TARER S 0 & AR i, TRl AS:
B AR A JR A 5 AR I E &R .
2 Tk
21 MRM&R

TE 5 P RF IO BRSO IF R M i, 3
A 61 (i I 469 £ 455 AT 1429 YA 1231k
AT THERIEAS . 0 T IFER TAER A & RAs vk,
PEHLELZ5 2210 . BT 2R 50 38 HYY RRTE 4 1K
w4 UL ERIANEE . Z BT AR 4 ke 4 LY
SR R Ry A AN A e vk il £ Y R TR AR 5K
KR ZEHATAIE . FFARHER IR 30 M5,

HEAN X 30 BMFANKA 4 Frmny o
wAE LG, H 28 A(93%) M TE R AR AR s g A
FiE 10 A(33%), &Pk 20 A(67%). 4ZH A\ H4FERE
Jg18 & 31 %, M =226, SD = 3.4, JTHEM 4 KE
11 IRERAEE, M = 6.53, SD = 2.03, Mdn = 6.

FZimim A 2000 IS 55, K B3
AN(15%), Lt 17 N(85%), 4Eit 24 E 58 %, M =
37.6,SD = 12.8 . KL M 1 5 22 45, M =6.75,
SD = 6.03, Mdn = 5, il Iiixt i O & e 47
5 VEE, F Y5 i 2K A B DL Hs
(4.21). NHIFT N (3.40) K 0 BEB) 77 (3.20) L) o
AERITERAE 1 = 3%,
22 MEIR

T 1£[E) 88 8] % (Working Alliance Questionnaire,
WAQ) XIS FE N BRIKES . HARMES FA =
MYERE, 2212 ANH, BAYEE 4 AWH, R
Likert HHICH (1= R, 3= £55,5= i), %
[7) 5 A7 J5EBeg F 5 A 3050 P88 AR TR0 A5 38, 45 A4 3 1 P 350
—HHEIITE 0.70 DL ECRIE, 1658, 2011a),

F i8R 18] % 2] AR (Outcome Questionnaire-5,
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0Q-5) 0Q J&H Lambert %(2004) 1 & B E 4M 72
ot A TSR TP T B, S = A SR TR
oo ABRCRMAS MO =JrmpNg, 3t 45 8,
MR 0Q-45, 0Q-45 XK JH Likert FLC4y, 1543
s, O PR S, B RS 0Q-45 i H
HE YN KA, BB A R
&, TR DR, 75 0Q-45 Hiklit 7 518
R REIH, 4 0Q-5.1X 5 MU i A
B 9. 10, 15, 23, 42 8, ¥IsetR R4
JEMIH, H 3200 R P ARRE R o 78 LAAE A B
1, 0Q-5 5 0Q-45 B4 AHIE S 0.89 % 0.90, N
SR 0.82 % 0.87 (ZAHRA, k4G, 2008; F
FNES, #RB%3i, B 1, Hartmann, & Orlinsky, 2013).
23 WMRERF

TEA B O AR OB A S 55,
2 50 S N B S R E B, BREH
SRESHF S WAQ 1 0Q-5, HFIZE%., M= Apk
PRUEFT RIS AN S RINE 3, A2s52ma 25,
Mg NS — 28/ ML 2 5 RS R IR .

3 4

31 THHIESH

AWFFE R B A BT A R B 15 7778 A [
AR, H R R ) B A BT VR, InE)Z
MRS, B SR & R R S, Jeik
X3 A PP ] BE A AE PR, Borgen Fl1 Barnett
(1987)EHUCHF R 240 B 19 7 ¥ 5| B i FR I F 5%,
Kivlighan 1 Shaughnessy (2000)F J5 44 58 25 20 Hr 1)
IEN AT TAER B EREX IR b, At
Stiles 45 (2004) I\ A B IR S5 R A — DR Hr
(AR R, TESIRUCBUR D IHE AT LY, — H 23Rk
Bz, e Bk SIR AR R 00 1 & R B B
WARAFE G bR, i H RIS A A AR
KEZWIENR . 7Hob, IR AR (growth mixture
models, GMM) (Muthén & Muthén, 2007) HSRHEXS
T BRI [RGB AT 408, (R RERZE S —
FEFRELR M B R BOR 45 o 1T A SRS T s i
AN, PR3 T 5 R A AN T

R T AT LR WA B, AR ECR
Stiles % (2004)$2 1 1 4 DS HOR 2 TAE R 1Y 22
fEF#1IE (shape-of-change) o X ™5 i A FE A UK 2
XA AR I — AN A I R, AR5 Il )A
(1) 4 DS HORAE LA ZE 10 A [R) 23 B s (] 719 28
FEFEIE . FEABEGEH, MR ElE S REATR -

WAQ = intercept + slope (CS) + curve (CS?) + residual

A% £ (WA Q) M BRI &5k TAER A 191545, H
AR (CS) O AL B 25 IR B . 23R IR
AL PR, F%IE (intercept) 3L BRI 8 19 2 % il
S AR R K o AR (slope) 3R TAE A Wi
AN S IR E (curve) Ko TAE R 2R 1Y
TR, B2 (residual ) T FREAYIR S, X 4L
TR 22 A9 7 MR 22 (RMSE) [z Bl 1 oK 9 5 72 Fr fi B
Y78 5, AL AT DARR A A8 At Ze i bR i 22, PRI S%
F IR E R &0 s SRR

R, AR, Y mH 5 R
SEReJE, FAT LU 4 S SEOR S XA A2 TAER
B AR AR ARAE - R (intercept) 78 1Y & TAE R B2 1Y
K, BER (slope) Fl I i (curve) {3 TAE [F] A
AR Ak #3477 AR 152 22 (RMSE) Wl sz e T4 []
WA R
32 RESH

A 5T R R 200 M1 1 5 1 SR AR & AT REAEAE
AN IR A AR ) B A A SR i, T oG Yy ) B
1 A S X, 7 EEHERR R K s . I, R
XF 30 MAERFRE . AR iR 2 3 A
AR AT RIS, AR EEE X R, R
Borgen il Barnett (1987)f &1, RH Ward 221
T RNE AT R R S . BA RE B FTRR
(WP D sl Ry 3 28, B8R Ap—R 1A 2
MAZE, T HAFZ A @ IR Z FOR A 1 R
73 VARG 59 Fr 15 435 SR i R 1 (3B AR NI, 1999),
F 2R EICE 2 (k-means cluster), 8 E 472
Bl 3, BEHATRE T, iRk 5 R RS
ENESE St oy I o PTTT S O L 211 9 e o 1 e
ZEMBR, X AR50 R HZ RIS Sk AR 2R
%, DEE ST, KBRS 4,
RAEFRE, U RATUERE 3 BN dEai R,

FRAMSEO T IE bR Z LR 1, R
BB A S 5RE, —REMAEMN, 512K
AYRE SR RBRNIE, ZRii& W, ZBREKR, 7F
B U BRI AR B RRAE, B Homy 24 o R B KA
K, 7% e T2 56 2 B UR AR IE,
JUPEA AR, 2858, B a2
KA, 53%M D3R8 T2, 5 3 BFHERRER
i, WA Bk, A —ERERZS, KHa
PR T R, 40% M RIE T2, MEA
FIPER | ARSI RRAE 3 R SR B rh 3 T 2 2=
Fo B2 DL LA S IRESRIE N6, R 19w
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Dendrogram using Average Linkage (Between Groups)

Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine

0 5 10

15 20 25

1

Rl ZERTUEAESSUNTHHEREE

24 1% 11 2% I 2%

R (intercept)

M 3.49 4.05 3.83

SD 0.74 0.75 0.43
#h# (slope)

M 0.30 0.10 -0.12

sD 0.02 0.08 0.05
TR (curve)

M 0.20 0.01 0.01

SD 0.10 0.04 0.11
75 5% (RMSE)

M 0.36 0.16 0.20

SD 0.20 0.09 0.12

VE: B n=2; I n=16; 5 112, n=12; RMSE =
KRRz,

5
45
o
< 4
3
35
3
) -1 0 1 2
HE SRR

K2 AR A =Rl R A

SR IR, s 3 AP AR B R & A
o i TR ZE 2 LU O AR 2R IECH H

AR iR A, PR AN R 1) 2 iR U B S Al KR 1)
WA ity ZE P B A e, (R AR BN SR
33 AEEZREREBYR

R HEE 3 R TAE R R R AL R S RCR,
BT B — RO RS . AR
0Q-5 /K FAENH AL/, IR OQ-5 /K- F1yr #EfE
i H AR R AN B DR, DA RLE 5 R Y T (e
HEERE Y FNSEPR 0Q-5 /KT 2 EAE IR 1R
b o AT B 22 (52 BR B HERR 7RI RAEAR 7K
- By AR S HIRCR Y RZ )

W 3 Fh AR R R ) & R | AR R 31
KA, AR 2R 1) T AE R 28 S 35 KA R
A, DUHERR TAE [R) 23 7K 7 X0 35 10 35028 19 52
Ph 0Q-5 Mk /R A &, AT R P 7 22
SIHT(ANCOVA), g5R R, TAER BF 35K 1)
BN E, F (1,26)=5.15,p<0.05,17=0.17; 1fii .
Y1) B3 & R i = B 35 b AN i 3%, F (2, 26) = 2.09, p >
0.10,n*=0.14,

34 TBHESZAMR

I Stiles 55(2004) UL, ELEAM & JRBI
1 JLAS ZH05 T R SRR DG A WT RS 50 AN ) A {1
o B (intercept) N E FEME S iR BAES 1 LS
TAER B A 4R w AR, PR EE AT LA R
g T AR R B s 5 MRCR I C R . REE
(slope) S Wiy 2 T A [R) B i Ze PR ARfb ka8, mT LA
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SR A 58 T AR [) B ) e 1 75 T A e 3 i IR K
Vo IR M Z (curve)fUER AR R HE B9 — R A8 fk ka3,
T LR A8 Gelso il Carter (1994)32 H By «U I AF
FEBE XS B A R . T O AR R 22
(RMSE) U 2 T/ [7) B i A8 S R B, ml DR e T4
[ 2R AR MR B 5 IR, L, KX 4
MSECEGE BB IE IR 0Q-5 HFR 22K AHH ¢
DA I DL AR, S5 RARCHIAR R, —029 < r <
-0.02, p>0.10,

35 MHE-EEEXESAMR

Stiles 55(2004 )i\ Ky T4 [w] 23 % 245 52 1) i A2
A REAR AR, i ELAS IR 2 85 A AT BE & AR AR AN [R] st
), SR X AR A S E AT IR I3 Ar 45 7 1 T e TC vk
R F By, T4, Stiles ZERHE 4 U 25k TAER]
WA BIAS43 DA S AR AR RAE A 4 2 0 3 i R b o LA
B R R IR AEE R B, X SR
AL FE T A R B 52 bR A o0 A% 28 4k 2 50097 1 o 7
FITRIE Y 2 > RMSE LAE, FFRRIEER A7, T
YERIBR A M T 6 (7 #1405 1 Stiles ZFAUIFSY
AT 22%M T TR R R AEE .
SR, AR LR (R A5 (8 F ) WAQ 2 5 St
4, FTLAARELIEAE KT 6 X 4cbiif), FEAHFFT
A 1A Y3 B R 2 e R A F B

Stevens 45 (2007) M4 B Ik 23 ik TAE 7] B 45 53
(AR AR I i B 0 B o B HG il 2 1
HI TAER SR A 1), R SIR TAER R W5 T
B 1Lk b, fEBLIE A 3 31 5 IRERIN UK E BIIR
ETF AT 0.25 4Bk F(7 &t ar) . IRILhRIE,
Stevens 25 [EEAR A 50%FK) 2425 A2 7 A 33 56
RN HAEE R B, AR A 3 1M(10%) 45 A
FFE b, N AR Tl RAEE 7 B AR
HWPOR, R WAQ R A A2 hE, LA
0Q-5 MERZAE R ARG, AT RN E I 2557
Hr(ANCOVA), 55 WIR, T AER B2 7K 3L
NBE, F (1,27)=5.79, p < 0.05,n*=0.18; i
—BE R BN E W, F (1, 27) = 4.10, p =
0.053,1°=0.13,

TE LA 5T 2 £ A AR v 9 JE ik (Strauss et
al., 2006), AWFFEILZILL 253 A T AR R A5/
Bt 25 0 B o i U AE G B o A, R IE45
bR o T X 53 1) S 15 20 7 ) B O R B 5 B
)25 35 ANAEE R B B 22 5
36 AREFHAMRMEBEZRIER

FIHFTIE, ABFEREA &I TAE R 5L R

B S ERROCR Z M KR . EAMBAVFZ 0580
I RIFEREE R, (HEIE A WE5T 3 45 I F 52 b 40 ok fi
FEX—IG ., N THRRX LR, RFRIE
S ik R AN ] R sCR 1 [a) B8 A e s =X S
fal o RIIE, DL OQ-5 AFR2ZE1F A R A6 bR, 437l 1E L
ORI F B 2510 3 2R, R e R Rk 2
R WAQ 1370 R P8 HAS A 1P BRI bR i 22 7 1k
FbES SRR, DL T R T AR R AR ke A

&l 3 R A& B RO B I 3 A2 [m)
RIBRA S 5 T DRIERE Db &tk
B, 268 IS 8 g Kssist, 28 4
FWA A ANE TR I, 58 I DRI S
Stevens “£(2007)M R AEE 7 BebnifE . I L
F, 3 MEEWR IR SRR 2 ke
IR BT B R B A Rl B i >, A A A
FTEM R 1~2 Wk, [FBRXRBBBE,
MG e, A D2 IE S OC Rk nsE,
DEIL ARNGRFREE, AR L AN T
TR, WA L, Ait, XD RERLAHARAT T4
Y ISR o

1.5 ——1II
1 \ —— 1T
0.5 \ / X : . *
o
<
2 0

05 203 \L\;>/Q
-1
15

K3 BRSO AR 3 A2 ) Bk =X

P 4 SR BRI RO e 22 19 3 A SR AR
RIEAGE . HP AR TR L R Rk 3k
LRMERE IR, MANSE IR et R th
TAR M MR Z, R8RS 8
R, AR AT R LT A O R BERAB I R B,
AN TR Bl I AR 1K 3 [ B AR AB S A5 R s

25 —
2 I

15 —III

o ! W

< 0.5

B 0 /\

o5l T /23 475\ 6 /71 & 9
-1

-15

-2 SURH

B4 ERSOREZER 3 A R R R
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ARWEFE LA B ARG B 00725 0 A SO BIE SR 42,
R Stiles 45(2004) 4 i YR ALRFIESHOR 22 T
Y IF) B A A St =X, Ja it R A e 415 81 3 26T
VIR B Y A AR A, sl 2o MG | 2tk T AN
TR

A [F] A A L PR S RN v T B TE LAAE
RIFFE 34 & Pl (de Roten et al., 2004; Kivlighan
& Shaughnessy, 2000; Kramer et al., 2008; Stevens et
al., 2007; Stiles et al., 2004), fij I KA H R
TERS Th R N, (HIERTR TP IFAZ 0, F52 |,
Stevens 4 (2007) 1A H 7E S5 B 4 5 1) i 7 v — A>3
A 18 AR [ B 2% e 1) v AR — e B AR A AR AE
Stiles 5 (2004) LI\ g ¥k LLAR G —A> iU 5 30 K
P IS 18] A (] B ) KP4 T4 IS o X SEF 5T A
Shy i S R R T A T Y ) R A A A
B HE WL B4 . Kivlighan F1 Shaughnessy (2000)
JI S B 1) s AR AR AT AR 5 HT 5 A 5 i
FERBIA (4 REIR), R TEIX 2 6 Y I ] B S
PR b TC ¥ X3 — A AR 1 — AR — e 452 R — Ry
FE M RABE B BARME 2R R Tk, rfs
SRR — B, HANE PR 0GR A
2 AR, i HAREX 2 M RAIT AR R (1
A4 W, 1A 5 RER), AT IR B i
BB . BORAWITE A R HAAE I 48 153 2
(AGE W CAE R B ) K i X, it th &l 2 W LAE
th, HSE 3 Rk R R BRI IE AR, AR
TTE WAQ HY— it Bfr I o

ARWFE R, fEdEd T TAERSR KPS, T
VeI B A i AR IE S RO i R B E
W BT X6 5 TR RAOCR B S e, B i LA [A] B i K P
HEMBCRZ A B C R — S, EAMFE s
B TR A9 45 3 (Kramer et al., 2008; Stevens et al.,
2007; Stiles et al., 2004), X4 RAFFATH —Lo%E
W, AHIF T FEUESE B S8R o e, ABIFSE R ok
Krds T AR S WROR A SR R B eI O, A 827
P —LF %,

B, A IR B Kk RS S RO Z
(i) SR 1) — 1> 7T £ J5t Pl 2 ) — 2 R ASE =X 7 A [+
124535 N AT REAE A E RS S wilin, —MEER
[Fi] B X6 — 8 > =5 A Sk 15 AT BB R UK A 9 P i R4
B, B TR WA PR A R AT
iR, B 2 A U SO AN B S (R

B A& M JCIH %) (Horvath & Luborsky, 1993, p.
568). Bordin (1994)1A A i iz% [F) B8 & 37 J5 B i 30
AR 2 5 [ Rk A 5800 HE ST P A IR DL AT X 03 o
Bordin A TE 2535 A ] BUAS 1 H AR M OETE AT
MRYT TAEIS, TR BE A 2E 4 E B8 T A M s 2 <
B TA) R AR S80S AN [R5 HROCRAS S8 04 [ 2 kg
BG5S S X — ik, ML 3 FIE 4 TT LA
KIL, [Rl— A X 2 IR i A W RO A A
AR IR e S L

HWR, BAT R IR 9 R S W RCR O
AW AT RS PR 00 ] 3R 0 5 SCRTIN & T HA K
Stevens 5 (2007) Ay 2R JH — i i1 A ) R 0 4 T
FLR W 0 B2 7 BOFARTEAR, K o id H TAE
] i T B A LERE, WS . HARME ST FHA S
ARG RE, R YOG R S AN S U, ini HL L
IR PR A O A G FR T R B SR SR SR b L ik
ZE . I 2 ATLLE h, JLRR R B &k s
AR RE BT AN R o B AR R K B 250w 191
OUT, X EEANGL I 5l 21 S AT BEXELIZE 08 . PRI,
A Je BB 5 AT fig T 22 R FHXT A B K TR A28 b T fin
JE R B PR 5 I i T, 40 Safran SE ARG & U
XUJ5 W AR EL W R Ok E LT AETR B (Safran, 1993;
Safran et al., 1990; Safran & Muran, 2000; Safran,
Muran, Samstag, & Stevens, 2001),

WAL, A — B PR F ] 23 5 e ) BE 1Y) & A
A ERERZ R FR . BN, Piper %8 (Piper, Boroto,
Joyce, McCallum, & Azim, 1995)%& P4 T &K F
P m RN, Sy [A] B R AR I RCR,
I7) S P A AR A 2 L [R) S Y~ 24 K B i T
FARK R BT B W G 30N, R R B A 7K, T
JEI6] B A SRR AIOC . HeAh, A A
M Ta) L R 28 3 R 2 1 T AR R B 5 & sUeR 2
[6] 1Y 5¢ £ (Falkenstrom, Granstrom, & Holmqvist,
2013; Lorenzo-Luaces, DeRubeis, & Webb, 2014), i
THATTRR, AR TCERE A HF A E
T U A 7 X AR [F] BE 5 R ROR Y G R Y R A
PR, SRR RN —
o WNE 4 FTLIAE N, SFRER NS REAATRE
IR B R P8 o A5 ZEA ST R, Xt n]
RE AT 5T vt 3 ) R e 2R 52 W 1 L AT T
ST — B . BT, % AR R 2R & R
MBI FE 30 32 BT ST T e i BR 1 o 7 [R] B3 4 J ik A v
PR X SR | B N R 5 R B R R R
IFIALANBE, 10 ELAHXS R, X FE 7 f2 i 1
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PRER . BIFFE 8 T 4 3 B 4 1 7 vk ok S e [] B OC &
e ] 14 % 81

Xof T AN [ 25 1) B4R AN 28 Y [R) BR 2 Ji A2 A B K
BA FEPTARUTE, KR AIAT— L
K ERG/R. B 3 WLUE 1, ERRCR A 3
A ALY [RIERAE S 2 AR B T A R
R, AT A RBIERE Y 1~2 IR&IR A
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The Developmental Patterns of Working Alliance in Counseling:
Relationships to Therapeutic Outcomes
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Abstract

Working alliance in counseling has been a highly attended research area for several decades. Although a
positive relationship between working alliance and counseling outcome has been well established, little do we
know how working alliance functions in counseling process. Studying the development of working alliance
would contribute to this understanding. Some theories have focused on describing developmental patterns of
working alliance based on existing research findings, such as the U-shaped model and the rupture-repair
episodes model. However, empirical effort has failed to show significant effect of these hypothesized
developmental patterns on counseling outcomes. This naturalistic study aimed at exploring the developmental
patterns of working alliance as emerged in counseling sessions and examining the relationship between these
patterns and therapeutic outcomes.

The participants included 30 clients from 4 university counseling centers, 10 males and 20 females, with
the number of sessions ranging from 4 tol1, M = 6.53, SD = 2.03, Mdn = 6. By the time of data collection, all of
the clients had finished their therapies. There were 20 therapists in the study, 3 males and 17 females, with
professional experience from 1 to 22 years. They rated their therapeutic orientations using a 5-point Likert scale,
which resulted in the strength of endorsement, from high to low, on person-centered, cognitive-behavioral and
psychodynamic approaches. Each therapist offered 1 to 3 cases respectively. Clients filled out measurements of
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working alliance and depression symptoms after each session. Four shape-of-change parameters (Stiles et al.,
2004) were used to describe the developmental patterns of working alliance in the counseling process of these 30
cases.

Results from the cluster analysis revealed three developmental patterns, labeled as linear increase, linear
decrease, and quadratic increase. However, none of these developmental patterns had significant effects on the
counseling outcomes. Then, correlations between the four shape-of-change parameters (i.e., indicators of
developmental patterns) and outcomes were tested, but none of the correlations was significant either. It was
also found that the rupture-repair episodes defined in terms of various criteria could not differentiate good
outcomes from poor ones. Notably, the levels of working alliance were still found to predict outcomes. In order
to explore the reasons why the developmental patterns had no relationship with outcomes, we conducted case
studies comparing the working alliance developmental patterns in cases with good or poor outcomes. Results
showed that the same developmental patterns emerged in both types of cases, but these pattern may have
different meanings for different clients. It appeared that therapists’ regulations of working alliance in early
sessions may have great influence on therapeutic outcomes.

Key words working alliance; developmental patterns; outcomes; counseling



