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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to find the
extent of supervisors awareness of and
responses to what supervisees left unsaid and
their effects on the supervisory process.

In order to achieve the study purpose
above, seven supervisory dyads were studied.
The indepth interview was used to interview
supervisors and supervisees right after the
supervision ended.

Supervisees were interviewed to
understand what they left unsaid and their
perception about supervisors responses and
the effects on the supervisory process.
Supervisors were aso interviewed to
understand their perception about what
supervisees left unsaid and their responses
and effects. The comparison of what left
unsaid that the supervisees reported and the
supervisor perceived would make sure the



supervisor perceived extent of what
supervisees left unsaid. The styles of what
supervisor response to what supervisees left
unsaid and their effects on the supervisory
process would be got by interviewing with
supervisors and supervisees. The difference
of both perceptions were also analyzed
According to the findings, the
percentage supervisors can correctly perceive
what supervisees left unsaid was 10.2%
correctly awareness includes fully awareness
and partly awareness. Not correctly
awareness includes false awareness, not |eft
unsaid and had been spoken clearly. Besides,
the perception between supervisors and
supervisees about supervisors responses and
their effects were very different. Supervisees
evaluated supervisors intentional responses
and the positive effects more than supervisors
had done. The styles of responses include
something was done and nothing was done.
The most positive effects of the former was
to help supervisees aware and resolve their
problems. The effects of the latter was what
left unsaid continues and the effects of their
continue.
Key words supervisee; supervisor;
supervisory process; left
unsaid; awareness
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