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H E EXRBALFRLREBG—ARGERERORZ G F, ©RABAAFENRGETHERNE T L,

FoBE B FAT LG TR, AR LEEAGHRL LRBELS

TN, AR ME S TEAE A,

BRBRF A PR AGROME-REZREEALLBDAMEARA 2O EXRENE T L, EXRAFEA
TALAE S B E 1R B TR SR 5 F A(not on track, NOT)#6 77 2R, BB L FASFHE N RE, FIAERS
VLBt G 7 R BAF a9 aAF. £ X BT a9 4E B AUE] T A4S A A A B T TR o Ao L ZAE R0 AT EFE. #om

EXBAAE ARG B & QBRASL RIE. S FAMBERT ERZ.

F. RRHRE S
R@iE EXRML SHEIEH; MHIES R
HEES  R395

1 3l
— MR, BRI R . PRI 6
W1, 29 67%00 24 5 A AEIRYT 45 oI 3K 4% W] 9 Bl 3t

(Hansen, Lambert, & Forman, 2002). X 1fi, 7EIlf R
SEE R, IR TT T L S B AR I R R
OHBITAUAF 2 35%01 2555 A4k 255 5 ULRleg,
it 50%M) Y3 NI RS H B UGS, ©F
5%~10% 1) 24 =5 A % 4 %Ak (Hansen et al., 2002).

RSB ARA R, YA T UIAS ST I PR B, AR ME U0
X EET] (VR YT A MAY 24 35 A (Hannan et al., 2005).
Ftit, 1S5 (formal feedback)$EAE T —Fh A %k
Y 7 Bk )7 %8 (Boswell, Kraus, Miller, & Lambert,
2015; Howard, Moras, Brill, Martinovich, & Lutz,
1996). ER BRI EREA VR E RS, R AR
HEALI AT BRI & T B, KRG W4 GE R LA 4
W2k A BRI Y 35 P 2 3R 9T i JR (client
perceptions of progress), I -5 ] B i6 97 SR

ks H B 2016-08-29

#2016 4 EZA B ST RKHARIE : HROM AR
72 R HAR TR 5 %96 (16ZDA232)  H & 3 A SCHER
FAERA T H(13YIC190021) % i,
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W6 97 IR 7 B F A BIE T R BT K

EEXBAR AR T ik AR AR A5G SRR 0 89 £ 7

(expected treatment response, ETR)#E 47 ST Fus
#2420 N A 25 T 7E J (Not on track, NOT), NG
7 VTR A L2 A 2 = R AR Ak 1l % i % FLvR
I SR WA L AH N 94 4 (Duncan & Reese, 2015),
EFLHEBTTERTHFEREMNAR, 18
HEE RN R — R TIALR S ARFEET &R
ARL, T TC RS2 T U2 s TR i 2 3
A, Howard 55(1996)4& H# 1E 252 50 -1 R
2 T o= W i s S PN S NNV O i
SRS BT PR Y ET TR YT ORISR SR . B
RENS A U DA G0 T 1 JC 1k S [A) A
AR N TEZ IR R WA 3 AR BRI AR 25,
B2 697 AT LU 47 i 2 > 3 R A5 2
(Shimokawa, Lambert, & Smart, 2010), #:5 =, 1A
57T B IR T RS2 DL S 3 TR T AR )
B R, X — B BB AR < 3 A i g
JE 3 (client-focused research) (Howard et al., 1996),
BT, ER R BRHE T ROR B BRGE  E
K5 BrilE 3% (Duncan & Reese, 2015; Knaup,
Koesters, Schoefer, Becker, & Puschner, 2009; Lambert,
2015; Lambert & Shimokawa, 2011; Shimokawa et al.,
2010). WG EEAR, ExCRBAT AT AT T AL i
DHAYF 3k (Reese, Norsworthy, & Rowlands,

xR
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2009): Ho—, BAFTIHIFIIE 67 R 9 A8l
A, BEERIRIT R RS BE . sk A T AR
WA R, RERE Y BIA YT T R IR YT KR A AE
4 ) RS AR B AR B L, e N 22 AICR
RGR R, AT LAY BIa I I PEAl 24 5 #1697 2 1
A, PO R R A AR S N, T R 2
6T U B R IR YT SRS AL Sy . bk, 1R
Wt 18 40 & A — SR EIR T T-B, Iz b
JH T E AN I R 52 2k (APA Presidential Task Force
on Evidence-Based Practice, 2006),

K 1E SRR T I RS2 b, SRy bt
Btk 7 — AN BREGHE, RIS AL 45 ) L,
BE A L2 1 K R, BOR B Z i AT IR #5320 G
SPIRS5 o SR, e NBIRYT BOR S 38 AT AU
FHIMTA. HATLUE & 1, A H 2 — 3 3 A
IR . WEFERM, 677 B AE e %< 2 R Y
RIT TR, DRGSR AR — D E
(Lambert, 2015), IAb, =5 AJE 2 5 5 0 2% F o
kTR, MRS H MRS, 67 A%
LYY A 0 B 7R 4 A2 0 BIA T 5 22 A
F AL (Shimokawa et al., 2010), 3 i i i 1F 28 52 5%,
VIR ROR N 52 B A8 =, 1RT IRE RS A AL A
e NRAUR 55, JF ik — 2 R 2 N (O 2
YRR AR o

Bl ESEREL BRI EFE
AORR o ASSOREIE SR MG L I | RCR |
B AR 5 0 PR 2R 46 D TN LAY 2, 9% Ak
WFFETT I AT R

2 EXRGBHSIRNE

21 EXRIFHIWS

HET, ERR5 M AT g — & AT
I ZRAR TR X — WS, EBAARSYF AR
I#i(client feedback) (Lambert & Shimokawa, 2011)”,
“HBLUR W A% (routine outcome monitoring, ROM)”
(Boswell et al., 2015) . “JZ % T i (feedback
intervention) (de Jong, van Sluis, Nugter, Heiser,
& Spinhoven, 2012)”. “I&J7 ik & Wi #2 (progress
monitoring, PM)” (Overington & Ionita, 2012)#0
“1F 2 S 15 (formal feedback)” (Macdonald, 2014)
S, Horh, 4R AR A RS RO A
HRLRCR W 4 s PR B P RCREA T W A . AT
AR RS T LK O B T v B SRR R —

BT T B, AT o R WA 05 R A R VAR 1
22tk IESR BN I RO I E R, WiE it bR
MR R IE . XLEARIFERIBARR, HI5R
X H AR ROR# T RGN EMN &, K5
YN RN S e R T=p T DR BER 2 2
AL, R A A0 o S Ab, Ak B S
R A A E A R0 R A 0 A T
AR R R as R, XA BT Ak my . JERR ALY
TRIETE . Rk, FRATH X LEARFZEFR N IEX
S5 (formal feedback), LIEFTSC—EL,
22 EXRIZRIME

WAR BB S 42 TR Ll 5 T A 3
JEM S FHANOT), Wik, EXN M EENE
REPE YN PRITHERIG AL, X AR R 5
NIIRITROR AT o DLk, FATIEIEE Nk
B AGZ HRAIEFE, BT SFE AN
Vi€ T N € SER (I icif i) 7 1D I (R
PRI 5 (Reese et al., 2009; Whipple et al., 2003), 5%
RN R KA &, A AR R
4i(client feedback system)o 241, 3 FIFH A& B BN
R FR G, BIRYT AR 7 45 1 2 & 5t (Outcome
Questionnaire System, OQ Z 4t ) MI-&1E— M AR R4
P R % (Partners for Change Outcome Management
System, PCOM #4t), MBI ZEAN 4.
221 AFBREETERL

TEHEMIRITRCR MG E RE(0Q RE)E
FEI6 97 SR BF % 1 ¢ (Outcome  Questionnaire-45,
0Q-45) 1 lIfi JK 3 #F T. B (clinical support tools,
CST)M#4y . Hth, 0Q-45 FIE Wi4aiRy7 ik I (%
). CST WZAE 0Q-45 I NOT 45 A
IEANE A A E YN T S S
A3t ELAAK ] B £ DR SR W (Whipple et al., 2003).

0Q-45 JEfi Lambert M HI[FZEFF % (Lambert
etal, 1996). Ble—HAMKER, W45 HF R
RS SIS, Ay EANE . ABRICR A
MR =ATm, RIS 3 MaERS
PLKE1(180 71). OQ-45 BrHJaF¥h 0.93, 3
JE G W B A BE A 0.84; 0Q-45 5 SCL-90., Beck
ARA 4 . Zung AR SR, Taylor fEIERFR, Ik
N B Y AL E SN I SEN LI E 5% Fa R S LA s
T H AR ECN 0.53~0.88(Hawkins, Lambert,
Vermeersch, Slade, & Tuttle, 2004), F1-HEA 54X 4>
I PR FN IR I R B4 LAk, OQ-45 X0 38 T il
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SRS U, H BB TN YA JT 2K I (Simon et al.,
2013) AT R IZ, WFREERIFAIFZRER
SRR, HXIEE X 0Q-45 MY vz Al
AR RS (Z2 46 R, IR A, 2008), 0Q-45 L) 64
53R G B G Wi R A AN T REAA, 755385
TR A E,; 0Q-45 MYn]FEtk AR
#8 %X (reliability change index, RCI) A 14 4
(Lambert, 2015), BI43 A OQ-45 (1443 E3 /v
DGR )14 43 B UL 30 e A AL R B
b, HABF B R JC A e As , Hodh, M AR AR
AL/ B G B RN AN SRR
SAEJT W B P OO B 22 A (T R (Miller,
Duncan, Brown, Sparks, & Claud, 2003), CST 247
FEPIASIRA> (Lambert et al., 2007), 55— h—
A~ 40 X B2 5 5 B IFA 4 (assessment of
signal cases, ASC), /il M TAERER | #h& 30 FF .
BIHLFNA: 1 544 45 DU T TR PPAS 2 e 2 35 TR
JrERIGIRE . CST A 84— A de sk
(decision tree), ‘&Rl # BhIRYF RN X ASC ¥l Br
BRI EAR A
222 AE-HENREERSR
GAE-BUERORE PR G2 (PCOM RS0 4HIR
JT AU 2R (outcome rating scale, ORS)FIEH R
1148 # (session rating scale, SRS)H~ H IFHE R,
ORS TERRR R ZATITARARITRHOR, SRS TEAEIR
SRZIGVEE TAERIME . BAJRIA 4 5% H,
b, ORS M2 H £ K A 0Q-45 Pl g AL
FIBER = B0 R . ABRXERAER
AT, HF I — % B AR IA A FERS
(Miller et al., 2003), ORS fii [} 10 cm # oA 3L
4¥(visual analog scale), R4S RIS, &
rRWVE S R EAR, EREDET 0~40, SRS K
Bk H Bordin F &M TAERIEM =4m: H
Br . AR VGRS, (HATHE I — A 4% B IPAE X2k
A %% {4335 22 72 FF (Duncan et al., 2003), SRS AY3T4)
iS5 ORS MF, EArAbT 0~40, 4350k & 3 HH
X T AR ) B3 83 55 o ORS LA 25 43 M43 Sk kil
I PR 14 15 1E % K . ORS 1 W 4 i 28 4 AL (RCT)
A0 K 5 4> (Miller & Duncan, 2004), J51&1TH 6
4y (Duncan & Reese, 2015), #g1k, 243+ A ORS 43
BOBAAE 6 srLANRBITCH kg, EmRT 6
AR I R, e KT 6 4R BUEAL
738k, s PCOM R G Ml I F M, ORS/SRS 7E%

UIRIT TG IR IT I A2 45 25 5 AAE T 451t
73 IR 4 AR} SRS BB PEME T 36 73 E SRS
R— K BIRMET 9 41, 1RI7 I 2R 23 A5
R, BeAh, W ORS /-4 R Y A= i
J&, 7T A 2 g AT THE (Miller &
Duncan, 2004),

PCOM G A LI, H/4E | AL HIRTA
IPEEZARRA o B A AT BEAS A 2 T A
(https://heartandsoulofchange.com/content/measures/
download.php), Z IS4 IR, ORS o R %k
294 0.85 (A PRAEA)F10.95 (U TR I IRFEAS),
e R A — J& J5 A9 7500 {5 BE 24 0.60 (Duncan,
2012)., ORS 5 0Q-45 B/ AN 0.62, H5M
AR A2 B R & 3 . A I & R A Rosenberg
(1985) H B & & ¥ 0 b % 2 ¥ M 3¢ (Duncan,
2012), ORS [Al#EEA RAFAIXIpR008, JFX5 03
TR B 1T H I, ORS 2L B 7
AR A B T A B A3 i R A 2 4E D i T H (Miller
etal., 2003), SRS o FRECH 0.92, — &5 AYHFIIME
J& 4 0.59; SRS 5 TAE [ A4 1] it (WAT-S) AT B A
[7] %4 ] % (Helping Alliance Questionnaire, HAQ-IT)
] HH 56 R 0K 0.48~0.58 (Duncan, 2012). 1Ak, #F5%
20, SRS W HA BT A HINASUE (Reese et al., 2013),
223 Z“EBILEE

0Q ZGLH PCOM R G ¥ i) 1z hi i
HEANRBRG . XN REAVFZ IR ZAL .
Ho—, ZHHRR N A TR IR YT R e S 5t
LR IR YT I (S [R) B SE AR 25 R A 2 ), Il
AU NOT M AR min ek, =, =%
#R A K B S2E WF 5% 35 A 34 (evidence-based
practices), #F 7l 5597 i UK JH (atheoretical), H.
FEAIET M A RYi2 Wi (Duncan & Reese, 2015),
H=, 2RSS EA % A ETR BN, JE4
ABER A, BEMS S BRI | Hrk
W, SEATEA AR, (HoF A fE—xR, K
—, W ES . 0Q-45 A rE 5 S
Fitsr, M PCOM R 10 em #LAHLDIE %
. T, PCOM REGPUE G I OGS L e
WE SR IR IR 25 50 N0 52 55 SR AT A 3
W, M7E 0Q RGEHHIF B A w2k, H=,
PCOM &8 B3R X 4 R 23 MR 1 1A [ B AR A7
FE, M 0Q FRGEATEHGE NG = IO T A
XF AR A B AT PPAL T, A AR AN TR
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OQ ARG I bt A L1~ g 56 1 =X S 15t A 38R
JIT I IR (7 AT 5 T SR AR K, 1T PCOM. &R G 1)
T2 H A RS e TAE SRR R, 7E
Il R 52 e, PCOM R 46 1l AR AR ZE4R T 0Q
Z 4% (Miller et al., 2003), JF H & WHE Z2E)7
Y Bk (Boswell et al., 2015),

b, ZEFEA B R PR iE S E AL
WVEETRITROR, 5 I i 7] B 7 A 2k ) 300 o
X — [ A, Sy B AR OG 2 5 BT 5 U (Lambert &
Hawkins, 2004) ., {HAF53 & B, ff FHECR & 1T
A& IR, B, BFRER 0Q-45
il ORS fEAR IR AR 20, 450, B
MEJE 0Q-45 F1 ORS K4 #7481k e BE ¥ AN K
(Durham, McGrath, Burlingame, Schaalje, & Lambert,
2002; Miller et al., 2003), XLEIEHEFRI, Zh2J5L
AT BEAFAE T HE A i, (H AR E R 5 A T
R I AW

3 EXRIGERERAMR

31 REBFAER

WEFE R, 12U BE A SR B AF I IR IT AL
o MBYE Carlier F£(2012)1L5IR, 760 B {EFE G
B, A 70% M WF T A R AR WY, T IE R 5T
PARHEAFMRITROR o WAR B Sy ™4 (W BIF ST
o A Cn I R T BRI ), 1E S 45 DU X Y 97 U
HEREDR ., PERE R0 (Duncan & Reese,
2015; Lambert, 2015). JfH, SXFECRARZ B
& T H (Knaup et al., 2009; Lambert & Shimokawa,
201 1) A BRI T HE (A L RZE X AAIRYT) (Anker,
Duncan, & Sparks, 2009; Slone, Reese, Mathews-
Duvall, & Kodet, 2013){5 0, 1ok, #F52 K,
TE 2B 5 BE AT BB 24 3 N A A 1 He %,
[Fi) Fof it 2 2 = AR A 1 2 O i L &0, VAR
xR AR A L, B Y kA
ALY LR, ARAT W G 2 N R
PR EIE 2 f%(Lambert & Shimokawa, 2011),

W R, BRI EE RS S NOT Y&
NIRRT R (Shimokawa et al., 2010), X5 Riemer
Al Bickman 2011)HULE—2L, BINAYT HARS 508
I 22 ) A7 22 R AR (R 7 AT Sy e i)
B0 BRI, X IE S 15 BE A4 g IS S i e I A >4
% A (On Track, OT) IR T RBCR 1 A+ — AN,
XFTHIRAEIRAENT ™ E ) OT 45 N, VYT I [E >4

F NS R TR 3R A5 B P 48 5 HB 7 AL
S (Hawkins et al., 2004; Simon et al., 2013),
32 WEARFTUN

W R, 1E 2 Bid BE A% 48 =0 IR YT 1Y)
sk, BARIE, BB G BaT7 Im 4 &
T O IRIBYT B #E (Lambert et al., 2001, 2002), T
HiB 3 E 7 45 NJAY7 it R 3 & (Reese et al.,
2009).

1 2 i BE S 42 i O VA YT B 350K (treatment
efficiency). AR ZS AU 243 A (4 NOT #1 OT), h
ITIRCRA R R, — 7w, ARG, i
M AN RAENNOT), W B A a7 .
RN AT REFT B S 5 2R SR A e IR BUN 1Y
WWITRUR . A —Jrm, X F ARG Iy HE WA Y
M4 A(OT), Al e HA B i 23 iR YOI AT 15 2]
TR o Bk, SFRERRIZER B 2 F N, SEERET
T SRIREAD T REA—HE . 16 MM 5, 4%
REIR SO HIRIT AR, I —ERE WAL
JEVEUR , Lambert 25(2001) 9 BF 55 fH IESE T 0L F0,
B A ER R B8 5 T NOT 48 A 23Rk
WHL, IR T OT 3 AR SR B
Lambert 2(2002)it — 2 (858 L 80, A 1w
TR, YR TT WA AN N 450 5 3]0 BER TT AR
., ALK RIEITIN, AR IR 5ok i
OB R (B AT A B, i IERR
RBIFARMT NOT 3 AR 23R iy B i
2  (Hawkins et al., 2004; Reese et al., 2009;
Simon, Lambert, Harris, Busath, & Vazquez, 2012),
PRI, XSS Lambert 55 A5 IEA—
3. Lambert 55 AMTFSR A RFE B HOHRE,
1M Hawkins . Reese 1l Simon %5 A\ FWFIE IR 45 K £
Beok At XD T2, WL, X0 RE2IGT7 A
[, aniish 5 55 B 2R il iy o SR SR B 5T vl %)
I A — 28 R o

TE B Bt T TR R i 42 e 229 3 A 3 R 1 it o
(speed of progress), Reese £(2009)# i) T 1IER
TRPE RTINS AN E R, B
R, SRR, BA R mA b 2 EH
ANEAV R MEHRE RS, BRNS, &
e P 2453 A 453 7 - (median number of sessions,
L SIRIRBOSIRIG, £ 56%I1 243 ARG 1] §¢
AR SR, FEARERURAL R, 2t 10 IR(P A &R
WHOSRIG, A 52%0W 243 A 20T §EBU2E
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XRW, BT S H A R T R 2R R
AT RE A OR35S (] A R AT AL AT Y
B HE, de Jong £ (2014)% %% T 1IE R B v 72
WRIT AN R A, BFR AR R,
ER R ARG T Y AR R R M AE
B o HE—25 FTER R A & 4 YA
7 1 B8 5% (Bickman, Kelley, Breda, de Andrade,
& Riemer, 2011) X EERFHERW], S ALRERS H
AR S S FAMIRITAOCR, N HAR RSt = Y
NGB,
33 ReAaEMXEk

IE R R BEAE B =5 R YT S AR YT T A
£ (Gondek, Edbrooke-Childs, Fink, Deighton, &
Wolpert, 2016), —J71fi, 677 WAl A F 1E 505 5t
KA M AR, [ A5 e g IR Y R
. PEEIRIT RN . QAR 3 A0 IR
AR, WRIT IS RIE R TR — 5, RI7 A
FH R BOR e R R AT 7R 7 % & (Reese et al., 2009).
F—Jr L, HHEANERE X TR R )G, 7]
XA O Y T R R BT a2 0 BRIR 55 B AT
RIERAR, LART ORI B AR 2 53697 ik
i % (Michie, McCaffery, & Henegan, 2008). I,
Sh, BEFEUH, HH R RS 4R & 2 3 AAE
RIT 2 58 (Gordon, 2012), RJH, 1ER SR
PR T IRTT BT B A AE

25 LA, AR AR S TR IT AR,
Rl & NOT Y AR R o [AImF, U 15
REAE R IR L 42 2 A (245 NOT 1 OT)Y ks
B, IR MR SO A A4 B, BFRHE
X I 2R 5 BE A5 B8 = IR YT AR R R L . KR
PRI 5 T XTI Jo T i — 25 B A3

4 EXRIGRIERNE

TES B T BE S 4 = R T RICR 7 AR L
WA 27 X T IX L, BE5E#E NPT

TR IR 25—, WG IMAOLA, ik a b s 5t
= 7ii # & (Conceptualized Feedback Intervention
Theory, CFIT); 5=, M= N 5IET7 XU A0
i, s HEAER®E

ROERSTE i, AMEREE R AR S RS2
HEZ2 PR 5 HE A AR —ZE (cognitive dissonance),
OB A AASS 1 TR AT B8 (Kluger & DeNisi,
1996). 76K i FiS W FEAt [, Riemer Ml Bickman
QoI —P RN —ELTTHTIEIRZERM R
DL, BDAE Ak S Bt T 3 ¥ i8 (Conceptualized
Feedback Intervention Theory, CFIT), MR #EiZFHiE,
MRS IR R S R RS, ISR E
BRSBTS CH AT HE R ) 31T L8, xfi
TRIBITIBXT A CAERIT T BRI — AR
M FEAY (Riemer & Bickman, 2011), #7 &%
AR5, WRITIR = AN e 5, JF Bk X 4
/N — 22 (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996), H & %5
B, BRI INAT M U . AR IR
M, IEXR BT NOT MF ARCREL, HN
NOT 53 N SABTE 4 5 7 Az AR vh 58, 3T 5|
HLVRYT AT M B A  CFIT MIAYT M B9 4L f i %,
SRE T PRI O N 28 (de Jong, 2016): 25—, JAYT
WS B 2% G e s it ELIA AT i, RIVAR 2 5t 2 T
B AE R 52, WRIT IR SO TR AR
7, JF R R B O BA T R — B O3 .
ST AR S AR AN 1 R .

3 — W A5 TN R TE 2R 5 BE A5 2 R VR T RO,
SEIRIT IS M A AR B945 5 . Gordon (2012)
K, MFHALEIRIT TS 5E (quality of the
client’s participation)-g 5% Wi I J7 %5 S 1) J 7 22 (X
FRo — i, RGHERIBITINEM . E3hiE s
N PHR %Y (internal resources)f)—Fh 5=, gk T
M AFERITELETIS 5 E (Gordon, 2012;
Macdonald & Mellor-Clark, 2015); %5 — I, 4
F AR O BEE MR L EE S, i,

FTTEOTT
BB
v
R — TN g
TR WAR—3 HIEOIE) o
*
YT TP
fr SR

1 JRYTITAT o2 B2 R (% R 8 I Riemer, M., Rosof-Williams, J., & Bickman, L., 2005)
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R 2 F AT TR AR AR AL, T
NS5 ARG — 25 4 &, XS0 bR yT
SRR R B o T o [ AR OGSk, B
A H AR RO, s 1 =X 5t iV R ML 4o
T# 2 FR).

M b S B 90 B 1 5 R 9 9 VI %) 14 38 PR 2%
Xof R AR B R, 31X 4 B ER AL HE A T U Y 3
Bl JRIT B RS NFRAE, G0 [ FR AR R
RERAmm . AP XS . AR FE TS (de Jong et al.,
2012), B R RASHLEDE — ARG . 22t
(RT3 Vw8 Rk NS eI A R G i S
SCUERFSE RORBG . LA, BRI H AR R A i BRI
=R B AE LT L R OT 3 N3kes).
LHEAEWA, MIEIT 7 P A A 1E 2R iR
SRR RE M, & — WA, T RE
FFESEPRIE oL . Be e 88 N R3S 5 VA 7 R
By —A AT 5 19 K 2 (Gordon, 2012), {H3E HAE
IS BWE R EH R B0 — e, A1
Je AR 56 SRR 5T Y B0 IE

5 EXRRIGTFARMRMIEWER

— ARy, IE R T B B I IR A A, i
AN R — BARVR YT 7 Ik Bl (Reese, Slone, &
Miserocchi, 2013), P Y455 A B9 S5t 38 5 R 3R
— A3 R AR 5 IR YT Y IS HE SR A DG B Y 52
o B, St B T ARG RIR, 2
fie Xt FO B g 1E FH (Reese et al., 2013){HZ, 1E
R AE FRURA 320 2 A R R s, A
AR R EARE R B B RE . 23 AR AE

PRI ERREE L VRTT I AR I DL AR ST R I SR
51 RIRASHIF M

S A B A0 48 B 9 RRAIE LA B s i
JrTE o SR BT ALE S RS S
ot ) B DA R S st i T =

S5 AS By Y REAE 5 e B 15 i 2R . Harmon,
Hawkins, Lambert, Slade 1 Whipple (2005)% 1A N,
LR (Feedback Source) . /i A . [ it
J5T A K 2 153 B4 T K 52 i 3 7 DR S 5 46 2R 110G
TEAA T, 3R T2 00 B 5 A RCR . i) A e Ak
I TR R A 2 R B R BT RS
A R S BT iR B AT ISR G A
CAT NI Rt A A T HAT WU e I R 55
T, MR R A R TR ST AT O Y R
(Riemer & Bickman, 2011); M LTS, B FE
FEIE 20 S it 7T 4 v S Wt RO, T 1 Sk 9 St
155 T 52 B8 B3R (Harmon et al., 2005),

F5 B R B B B 1 e B A AR . AR
W], SEZRBAHLL, A BRI 55
M ONRITROR, TR I g e A HE e A e 1
ﬁ%(Bickman et al., 2011; Knaup et al., 2009),
Slade 55(2008) 5% & I, R 11— Jl 1) B3R Ji B3k,
SRR B AE IR 5 A, HTE R R R R IR
pQUUEIBTRE kYN G Ry S AR /S S 5 410
A A T4 R NOT 5 AR IRRBIAR, T By /Y 5
BRA B FIRYT I SR R B S S IR R S RYT
ROR ] A8 A, I N7 R S AT ) Y i 4
(Harmon et al., 2005), #fiife#Eias7 X 2455 /)
TRYT W e IF I R IABC S AR 8 %

CYFNIER) —————— N

BHNRTSHERR

HITRREER

R ITARA ST S

N
g

K2 ZHBBCRE
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B 7 S S RO . SR AL Y
I IERIR: — M URHEZ5RYT T (Feedback to
therapist only, FbT); 75— N [RII R HELA G XU
(Feedback to therapist and patient, FbTP), /5% %
B, FOTP X} 11245 NH A AL A1 Hawkins 25
(2004)f5 KB Be o HE T 1121 201 44 4 RGP
BCZE 3 AMAYT/NH: MR CER ). FbT ZHA
FbTP 4., AFFE45 0 & B, FOTP 41 AR 7 s R 2 4R
F FbT 4, NPT EHN (D = 0.33), de Jong 5
(Q014)BEHE 413 B EFALT ISHUAGHY 3 Atk
R, R FEFEAB, FoTP 4% 42 & i WA T UR
HIVE R SR

J AR BAR, WRYT RO A . Whipple 5
(2003)WF5E R, BRFIH 0Q-45 X 4=K NG
I RCOR AT WA A, R I DR SR T B R PPAh
MG Z A IR A, 4R L A ) B e SR
W&, ST 2R IR I ROR
52 HEAMVKRERTERE

IR W, 43 AW b A R0 ™ 5 R
(initial distress)5Z M 52 15t XA TT SCR VR FIRCR
0T 2R 5 R 08 1R W) A R R T E Y T2
OT M4 AMIAYTF B4 (Hawkins et al., 2004), %]
FAREHE SRR R A X R R 224 OT %43
NIIEIT RO (Lambert et al., 2001), Amble, Gude,
Ulvenes, Stubdal F1 Wampold (2016)tHfii[a] AN,
A ARG PR R, IE SRR RIOR M, XU
PR, YR SRR E, IF 3R B AR
I WA FAMEN, Flhn, X TFRIAsR, RE
MH ARG AR B ), AR, TE R A
FERREEE & Y NMIRIT R, 2B REAH
AR YT 71 >k 51U 00 (Oenen et al., 2016), X /& A
RHEBHUETE T, S A% 8 A ik 5 s &
RE RS2 L, X LEfiE 102 Y AR B gk
AT EWE R, JFH, X FRAaIAE, EX
FBTATBEIREL T IE LT B SR, i 45 B
HHIG T M5 Sk WA 2% (Oenen et al., 2016), X137
7w, IERUR BT BEIANTE A FAE TRl A%
AR, XA T E A Y A, A
ER R B B AE MR ZY, v RE I 55 5B ns
X F AR Z5 0 4 35, O BIE Y AT Re 4 il Bh
BT R, YFENETACRNIEA FE R T4
(R, #H, 2014), Jf HiAy7 9 3hHLl BE7E
Hor 2 2989546 F (Ryan, Lynch, Vansteenkiste, &

Deci, 2011), BUET, JRY7H AR B AR AR, 1E
2 A5t A VR FH AL 55, 3% 45 1 X B 15t 9 5800
ME L9 &% B (Simon et al., 2012),

53 JAFMAEER

TRIT IR R AR IR YT IR A i S
D NFFHE LA NE =TT,

TRYT IS S A5t A 285 B 2 5 Wil S 4B A R Y
BN ZE ., de Jong % (2012) 55 S0 TIF T S B AS BE
XA R . HAF R A R BN, R RA
TEIRYT I E AT I O N A=A 2L, Simon 5
(2012) & B, 097 I R BB A U T R i A5 R 2
H 55 RS I RCR o e Ah, AT I E Sl A
MR B S 200 ie, WAELESE 209 2 95 A3k 4
(Reese et al., 2009), Oanes, Anderssen, Borg Fl
Karlsson (2015) % BF 5% b 3¢ B, 38 33 J2 15 TG 4k
(feedback conversation)¥ 4 3 A Y 2 1515 5 5.0
BRI Y XA A I 2 AL o (HESEIIX — 1,
T RTINS 2 5 Y SR, IR I
DR, XU, WBIT XS SBEERRL . FII S
BEREAT T B v S A5 R

TRIT I A AR 2 52 i SO Y 2
KR, HHEL, A SGG7 I NRHIE 5 S5 300
1 26 F A JSEWESE, (HIRIT I B N RRE 212
S SO0 () — A A T Z 00 K 2 (Riemer &
Bickman, 2011)., A RAYFFFERY, HI7IHAY H
AR . NSRBI . AR 5 (commitment
to use the feedback)Xy I 50 E A 1815 1 FH (de
Jong et al., 2012). 74, PERIHE WG 7 X}
R BEge 2B, 5 BHIRITIAH L, Lotk
VAT U o R 7 A S (de Jong et al., 2012),

AN, RIS N 28 5 5 e B A5t Y 3
B Lambert Z£(2002)% M, ALK HMIATFIE, B
RE M FH IE 20 R ISR $2 5 O BIVA YT A% . Reese
S5(2009) A& B, T HIE A R I g, 55~ /Y
TRITIIAH EE, L MP IR Y7 I % 24 0\ AR s 1
FEG . AHIRST N NG5 I A 5 0 Je 28 16
SR (Reese et al., 2009).

5.4 GATTEIC

WL R W], JRT7 B S B CR . R
B S A T 28R B A B B Knaup %(2009)
R, TS EOS RINA T (9 A M)SCR B
% J& 3] Knaup 55 AR 24 3 AW IR AEAR K S 5t
UHRAFRZ N ZR, de Jong AF(2014)2% HI B ™ 4%
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s, RE SR R IA YT h
PIRINT . WFFE R IR, BRSO ) i A7 7 1 /08 1
RYT Y, AERB ALBA T T NOT Sl A K.
XERAFEDIE T Knaup 5 AMIEEHE ., 14N, Amble
FQOIOHZEZEE T IEX RIS SR Z AR
KFR o WHFREB, R8O I 6 TR 7 1)
W (ER 3 IRE3IR) o X W IE R it 2 T4 TR YT
A R AR IE o

Rl R AE AT X NOT X3 AF
B JRHETREAR = H—, FERBBITH, 8
IR T 20l L PUI NOT 23 A, IR %EE
JRYT KM (Lambert & Coco, 2013); H.—, #32ZK/
IO IRIT A AR RIE B N, — %
KA T 19 24 55 AHAEIR W] RETE ™ E, MR
ML AR AZ D AT B, BT BE ) A iR 245
W, 2P RE A N T BRI R SR ROR, X
B 55 52 5 38R (Simon et al., 2012),

6 MRAEFMEE

Bt E =X S 5 S UE RIS AN T, X I
IREERIEHEWANTE & ZHRF RS T %
FORRAEE, R DEREIIRIE), & HX 4
ZHAZIBT IR BR ] . % T sefi s, kg
24, ER BRI KOG . 41 Wampold (2015)
I IERX BRI 25 4RO BATT SR hy 58
MR o SE L0 B2 2 AT P4l TAE41(APA
Presidential Task Force on Evidence-Based Practice,
2006) JU) & 75 35 77 U7 2 A B A= 3 vp fd T e =X
Fst, PAPPAGILL IEATE ) o tehb, R R
SRR VAT IR A E R B Ander 22 YA YT
BIESR ) [ 2 W 2R G HR A IR T RCR I EE
(van der Wees, 2013), T A1, 1EX B LG HEIE
I7 MR 55 W 1) EFEAL . Bl AR, 30 3 LG
PR SI0T GUR I AR R R R LA EE R L, 1
PWIA DI, A5 —Len) A R R
6.1 MRAZHF/R

O BAYT rh Y 1 2R S 5T 5 A AR 5T T
PR R, B, ER ST R AR /N T A
TEG TG 56 1 AN JE Y () i (Reese et al., 2009), HE
EBAE, TR AN B R S A,
JLT- i A W S AR LA 58 2 8080 1 ) 3, JF HL
AR it 5 e 45 = ) MR YT 34T (intention—to—treat
analysis, ITT). i FI fig S80S ST IE R BTG

T RCR BRI (RIS, 2003), RIIL, KR H
AR R REAS K 30 22 55, () A feff B & 209 23 7
Ty R g BEAS 8 Rl i IR, R, Bz XA
FEEFF TR U] . R 2R AR 1 5 A
HEBRTE B o3 Z A U, O H 2 8h R deh
HARH A BEAL A A 78 o AR IR DG 58 58
X IR NGS . BoE, BRI T IAFER,
Fi 2 I T2 BREE N 1 K274 2 5 A\ £ (Lambert
& Shimokawa, 2011). AR BBFFE A 7EAS [ A4
(AL BRI D AR FNG ST BRI T 2% 48 U 50
RITRCR IS
6.2 ERXRIFEERIGIIRITA R

FEHTT ST T S8 R 5t T IR RCR A
RPEWF ST, (BARDAT 22 38 iR IE 2B 5t i AL
o 24HT, CFIT Je&ME— Al T I PR S B 4 52 15
B, ESRIEA YT WA R B ALE T A E ] . iR
W HIRAENS BT RE NOT M 2f A3 es, Mok
TRGF i RE OT 8 A\t RE M S5t T Tl 3K 45 o
BEAk, CFIT BYRFR 73 A I AR ARAG ISUE DT 5T A A5
35 (de Jong et al., 2012), i SCHR FBUA I, BIR
$EE OT MFNIGITRCRIBETE, H Y F AR
FEAR BN B, AR 7 IR ] 2 005 T R
145 B (Hawkins et al., 2004; Simon et al., 2013),
XRM, AT RS E R SR F L Y — &8
gy o SR, ST & IE R AR HIAL ] A8 524X
TR TR IRy VE T, 07 220 W 24 = N Y 52 el
(Riemer, Rosof-Williams, & Bickman, 2005), A it
ARRAEIRDIE LRI s, b [5]) 2% JEIA 7 il
SEEYN O
6.3 RZIEXKIRAIETUHR

AT, PIFERYH ARG PCOM &
A OQ FR&E)H h ¢ [ & IF &, A G R I 5
W EEHEEEETTRE, Tk, EXXBWITG
SRVBEE | 2 AR A e R A, TS
HKUl, MHRBPR L E# T, L3RR DR
Z R EE AT X R TIE RS 5 MR AU
PRI, R ok T 7E H Al SCA S S5 (AR 2 S04k BT
Jee e R AR 0, DT JE — 25 A 36 1 X B 5t ) AT 4L
P EAETF R IZEAT I Z 1, W 7850 7% I8 SR
R, SILEMF, LU A A
Ho—, K55I AR5 R GER E 2 ARHA R
W K, TERBER S FNR T IR AT,
MNP SRV R R, TR
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Formal feedback in psychotherapy

SHE Zhuang'*; SUN Qi-wu'; JIANG Guangrong'; SHI Yanwei'

(" School of Psychology, Central China Normal University and Key Laboratory of Human Development and Mental Health
of Hubei Province, Wuhan 430079, China) (> Shanghai Institute of Technology, Shanghai 201418, China)
Abstract: Formal feedback refers to the systematic monitoring of client perception of progress throughout
therapy through the use of standardized scales and a real-time comparison with an expected treatment
response (ETR) to gauge client progress, and then provide this information to clinicians inform further
treatment. Outcome Questionnaire System (OQS) and Partners for Change Outcome Management System
(PCOMS) are two main measuring tools that are widely used to collect client feedback. Formal feedback
appears to be effective for clients who are not progressing well in therapy, the so-called not-on-track (NOT)
cases. It also increases the overall speed of progress in clients and promotes better cooperation between
therapists and clients. The current study sought to investigate the mechanisms of formal feedback based on
contextualized feedback intervention theory (CFIT) and the interactions between therapists and clients.
Factors affecting the intervention effects of formal feedback included feedback itself, initial distress level,
impact from therapists, and duration of therapy. The article included discussion on methodological problems
and limitations, shortcomings of the mechanisms, and recommendations for further cross-cultural research on
formal feedback in China.
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