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1. #&

A gy 4gogoju YrtAFE ol &
% EHESo|A ‘transaction’ °l&E &o1E Hst
7 B Berne(1957, 1964)< transaction® “At
37 mAgel 8 w2 eI ol EUE
#hod “Transactional Analysis(TA) &3 3he 4
AXEY 48 ¥ o]&& FASFAL, Grinker
(1961) = DeweySt Bentley?t ZE2 U4 &l
8 HA Knowing and the knowno X =481
91¥ ‘transaction’ @ W& ARZARA7H(social
worker) @) AAlE A 7159 dFe] HE
Aglx 2] A ‘transactional model’ & UL
&9 ¢ &3, Barnlund(1970), Sereno $ Boda-
ken(1975), 2811 Myersst Myers(1980) T&
JAaEY 44 4FatE NGO transe-
ction® interaction® TE3re] AMEEIL U

o138, transactiond] 7igel Az # 9
AaE olge FopA Holx A BF #/A
o) o3td ztz Uge 0|23 AA HE
T 9ee AT & itk 2 ol &9 tra-
nsaction®] /HEE LS MEo 2 A3t 8l
exle dxd #8 v Fol B 5 Y4 T
H, Kanfer(1962) ¥ @l Z transaction intera-
ction® EFHIIE ot I

agsted Baeisde (1D ¢4 & 4 F79
gl 2ldte] AL 3l transactiond] 2
o] 1 ®w3k3, (2) Kanfer® A FH3HaL 3l
e 7248 g2 EFHT U transaction® in-
teraction® F 7Wd 19 gujalels YL =M
transaction?] 71E € H& EHsA B Hi

Ap B Aejon

i

2. Berne2l TAO AN A{ transaction
Berne©] transaction? NE& Edi2 3o A
s ¥ A9 ¥ HIUyoez LA
Transactional Analysis(TA)E Aol HEF A

74

& 1957d 119 ulF IAGX BT 4533
A JtRA FALD Transactional analysis:A
new and effective method of group treatmentoll A
F}. 19583 E o] FHZT Al American Jour-
nal of Psychotherapy®l A 128 AALRI, 2
T TAY #F Hze ¢ AL Transactio-
nal Analysis in Psychotherapy7t 19614 ] €4 H
Rov, 19643 Games people play, 19663l
B Principles of group treatment 5 ¥EFE o
o AMET wF 50 LEHAUT. 284, Pa-
tterson(1966) & A3 Kol, 2o ARE
A transaction®] 7@ 7o B¥E Vg %
2% % gtk 2380 8T 22 transaction
#dd 7ie5e ot £ 5 AT

‘sl EF 2 JElUE AHHF 24
(social intercourse) &g transactionsZ F&
o Aoz oL dfFHe g dojun,
Z X22EH & 349 transactional sti-
mulus® YE5E &+e transactional res-
ponseE Fojdc} 2l of responset X
of thalA 3 stimulus?t HI, T &
# 2 X9 responses Yol thadted 3fhe] sti-
mulus7t Ech.” (Berne, 1961, p.82)
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‘Aol Z2 HidelHel dde AFF% &
Aol wrgo g FAEE transactione AbH
% 39 (social action)d] THelct 21HL
st Qle 2f Abge] 22 RE 79
A7 Hsomething) & €71 H-Fel transaction
olgt Xt ZElm 7ol utE AR

o] transaction®] # st offoich F Ai"%?’
z oj4e] AMFEL dejutx e
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(Berne, 1972, p.20,

ojdel JleE
tiono] BT ogu &
ATk

‘transaction’ & T JAAFE S FHAA ALF
A 34 L ArEA gFe ¢ ‘:}"4’:’ 1<+ Berne,
1964, p.29). 2|3 ‘transaction’ & thlejA}
A%9 #AL TS A EHA  transac-
AejF ol At ¥l AFH g
o A3 RFO 2 oA e AHE A FF
HR o 2 A, o] 2}, il LT HHF L 2n
3tz e Aojct(Berne, 1972, p.20). AHHA,
Berne®] TAS H| 714 £4 A& 71edA F
W 2] transactional analysis propertt 4 ¥ ¢]
ALEHe vtz ol grEF FAAe] 40
o} ol & RLAFT Yv' ofrthF BF 19
=8 Concerning the nature of communication®|
1953l 2EE w3t 2e o] =AM o
AeALEFd slolA 47T Agstnzt e
8 oAxBde $424e FAA e
wd AA e grag, 5 FAE AAEF
(latent communication)°] Ze€ &Ul& ¢& &
ARz £ B71E Ad YAEF, B

o] A Berne®] E3he transac-
23 Zol AElE & +

uon::z Y

DA AUEA o8] JERE AFII UY
I 73]9 tielelrataE e 4y, & tmnsaction%

2 AAp2Fd BA BT Y AVE 2

A QoitE A2 189 AARY SALE
Bolt}, Berne(1961)01 &3, BjAielas

ol A £ARC e ool whE FARKY)
7 HI, 28 AR = oloA vt2 T F
ARXI7E He dadtedcd Agez ¢gsA
AP soizts B2 YA transactionE !
Aol tH(p.80). o] AL rtaE e HAo] A&H
A Hgte UL THFED UE Aol 2y
U 7.9 transactional analysis proper‘t A4+
Ao AdAe]A & £ 31F0], Berned ol H gt A
A Wate] By FoMx 242 st o
droz ¢Yd ASH Td ¥Heve Zste
"6?"%-4 transaction® 8 9 £ e e
I vk E4e] ZF2E 51 9T Berned o

A}_\_, of #3 oleld FHL Barnlund(1970),
2213 Sereno®t Bodaken(1975) £ <lXi4E
Ay FHLLES ¥EHAH HAY FE H
Z5E SAAS o] YelMel ransaction®
A Aolg Eeolz e Heldh

E§ Berne(1972)2 ¥4 2451 gl vhet
#ol “Adidtn e 4 Arge] A=
A7FE L7 dE transactions E
ovj, olzle] wbE Jjeie] A %
olth{(p20) " 71wdt vt o 714
2 7] w2l transaction®] e %
14, & transaction®] 3
32 vk 289 ransaction®] FH-L
77 Berne(1964)9 2}3}H,
& Jele EAUAe &7E FEANE F
Ae 49 AANFE(strokes) S dv Aot
I¥E2 transaction® A “dA He FA7
ol ut2 &gl FASE 4A He

o gt 2222 transaction®] & 4 HOE F
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B %%ﬂﬁ EAAAAZ
Azael HAolda

Aol g g
471 A fﬂ?l
T8 & Uk
FH, TAZRQ McCormick(1977) & ¥ 2 %
A 712 ¥ Berne(1972,020)8 X g st
"] & Al 2he A3 (recognition)d 713
Easict soizte a6 BoE e & A
it @y el FAUANME L7 W2
interactions 271 Ethe 2318 transactions®t
2ARG(p1g)"2 FHEEHe: Ve
A TA2 transaction®] interaction@e W& £&
WEstn oleg slth, &, 1 Berne
9] transaction A= ¥hgolztil 3+ intera-
ctiond] HAL TEIHIL SIS
A ol AE eulsta g

g

mlo

ESD

HA interaction™

& AAStL

olgt Z2 HBEgA Em, Bemed transac-
tion EAUAAZTE F1 ¥re IF(excha-
nge) S2A9 guisl 1Al B BUd ¥
A2E F1 e Aolew ¥ F Uth(Berne, 19
72)

A Oden(1974)2 transaction® ojdHo=Z

AH3EA transaction®] Latin® 1€ 9 transa-
ctio= trans (to go beyond or through) -+ actus
(an action or act of public business)el E¥roj
24 transaction2 & F& Y v olde
gei7lA g E¥stn Uy Mgez {3
U H(p.114). =% Oden transaction®] e

B FsAHoln, ZF3e BHEY FIU
2 RHEE TP ASE AAETR 3l
o} oAl TEjA, o] 22 Odend] transaction®]
e oj A e, A VA et E FA2
2 s AAcge 2ASY ATBAREE
A58, BAde @d2MY 553 transac-

tion/fEd 2 oldgted =& £33 It

ol
< fo

F(F -ﬂ k
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3. Grinker2| Transactional approach®i|
U0{A transaction

Grinker(1961)¥ Dewey$t Bentley(1949) 2|
Ao T FFAAMY
Enownol M == 3 YT transaction?] 7H+E el
A A2AEY % 2¥o2 A transactional app-
roch®] 7HEol] #&t ofeltieiE LA HUH(Pa-
trerson, 1966).

Dewey2t Bentleyw A4 2 #she] wazxy
A &7 259 2 A Al(organization and

(1) self-action, (2) interaction,

Knowing and the

presentation) &

283 (3) transactiond] Al 74X #HoE B
& QuE EtQTH AFESo] o5 AAle 8 of
A ALy g Aoz 713E W ol & self-

action2. 2, dFHHA 42 BH & Ue AHEH

AbEo]l dystg THAINIE olF1L g o
ol % interaction® £, 131 AlZo] ALEH HE
of & (process) 7tEd UL
tion2 2 71€3tT AcH(p.108). Toch(1570) < &
E, oldd €79 BHOZAM transaction?
Mde, FH7A] 4422 =Hol U9 interac-

@ ©°l¥ transac-

tion¥ ¢ BH IS & A=2& B L 7ies7)
A&t DeweySl Bentleyel 93t Agog A}
28 Hog ¥tk ayEz olEe 7&En
AT T4y HEE ZEH Be Aol MG
£ oo BT Tgo] B Aoz YRd

“interaction®& Atef E(events) 9] BHA
B g7 34 Hel| 3 g Ee] ¥A
A Jle ol e 71 st AFEle
g9 f¥elatn 3, transactione At
HEd &/ 7&r fa(descnptlons) i
AHolI JAIAR] Aozt 45z ¥
A Atelge] 29 011% WAl E °ﬂ ikl
MZE 71gE0°] 79 o= dASgqY
R2E SASAM AHEA o)FF 4 3le



g7e F¥oltt” (Dewey? Bentley, 1949,
p.122).
“interactione BT E 3 Wi Ee] &9

Eddd wix] HASA 992 (named),
g2z AXE A B 227l fE
2 29 HzH(procedure) & - EFUAE

Azol gk 243 ¥4 (action and reac-

tion) 22 Ughte Ao BHE #E T
N FotE 4= Sl FHolZH, transactionS

vehte ZE AA(EH)EE JEsA d
AHoz FHINBA A A (system) £l £
gelo] e didEe] AZA(re-determina-
tion) & A4 % 3}+7] (re-naming) & AF-E7
AEgsrte otk (ibid)

“interactione interactdti Ue FHLLEE
ol G2 ASY =A% =YL A"l &
7] 218 "AMA S (facts) BA Bl 4 A
& #oleba §chd, transactiond LA
o} FHLA F o= Uz HA AANE
H)E T4 U o 849 FAE
A (specification) & EoiH 3le AME H2
31A BEald 4+ gl A (fac) olw”
(Ibid.)

4

“interactione AHE
Hoeg HI

A2 st HAL G733 39, transac-

tion& °‘AFE’ (thing) < ZH&(action) 7H& o
Az, ‘e S AEANE BHE F e 3

o2 Et}”(Deweyel Bentley, 1949, pp.122-
123)

“interaction®] #7714t 2H e BFH 24
Eo] A¥2A(oint investigation) 8] ti4te]

77

- FAelEr] Boe

il
N

loll gFxjA] A
ol HYERA ézﬂﬂ‘ﬁ}l 71’73'}'3; A
A, transactionZ F7[A o £ &7
= ghudgtel @l ojw XAlg
Fow, 2E o]l T3 HPo] BEAH
Tl g rlEAHd A 7%:‘%77?’7"1 & 7hgskA
weth 2y fo1AH S B3
F2E 8 2 37 E“ivf‘ﬁ FEA A
(common system)&ol 1E8E TEHoZ
T8¢ g 278" (Dewey?t Rentley,
1949, p.123)
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ol4fe] ZlEE A Dewey«} Bentley9] tran-
saction®] NE& 25’333?? B oEd g
R A, transaction BT7Y ¥ FH, F AEE
By #3249 ouE AU gitH(p.108).
o] ¢ transactiond FIrolu Al 2E]ln B
=l

of 9eiM HFEEA AHdel ATl H8T 4

U= Aol Paiterson, 1966). ILHE2E BT E
HZ o2 X transactiond & TEL] G A
428 £ 9 Roz HAY,

5, ol2]% transactione BT2 A&

al
FE Aoz BrlEvke o338 Higyqd gle
Rogx 7|&e] 7 A AEA 7eE
& 9loiA A Z A (redetermination), 8 &7
(renaming) & A¥§A g3 2 + sle 22
2 2y gye #Aolgr € & 3lvk(p.122).

AR, ZZE Aol obd AMEE, & 719
FEL Agted glov, o HAEL AEAE

&2 # e Aolvh(pl22, 123).

A, ole} 22 transaction®] T3t
FHRAEL 7 £y, 5HE EAEANY
22, 5gd€ ez 94
8 (specification) & + g FEAA (common
ZgEo] e st AAR &
e Aolth(p.123). Dewey2t Bentley(1949) %
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Dewey? transaction®] gt &2 ARE2 inte-

ractiono] A MEeE o F2H o2 A A (sys-

tem) & ZZ37] Yot wEn UHp.
116)
bR oM E M AZ FE3e DeweySt Be-

ntley® transaction®] #H & Abgo] AL A
Zatan e AeE e AATE 2d A
5 29 AA FRE 48 SYHY EA=
Ba et Ay E5EL /714 859 &

Boz A ZrFgojol gk & BAgle ¥ A
of EAE £x AZ, oHE £ gloe Aol
=

a3 =2, 94, transaction® BHAME F

717 8BRS HEE 33 S AL de
ZAG O A &% AAgezes FAHA
o AA AL AAZ; BEEHAALT e HE
AAME] F31 Qle Aol

89389, DeweySt Bentley9 transaction®] 7}
g ERFE DEFY & T, QFFY
dAe =D, FE 2PEY FRE Y3
ol gt o4 2 HIBROE ¥ AA HoA 98-8
FI1 ToWA WA e Aoz B (3
et EF A M HAA A A #as]ojok
e Fol ZxHI ' Helth

Grinker(1561) & ©]2+2-& Dewey% Bentley 9]
transaction®] 2t B9 tiatel] i Q1o #
Hg HdAge FA4H WBEAYS AEXY
FA HEg Zolth Grinker(1961)® AT X
Y AL DABAY, @ F4AE, Q28
ol sz ﬂt,k%Akﬂé%A.&i%ﬂ
ZFEEH 2 THEY 3T transactiono B
Hotrh 24 Oe WExe 8R4 gA
o] EAE, F A Z5E @3 £ &7
ellAq 2218 718 F AA E(entities) o]y &2
AJERZAZL bz & E5% A A (system)
WA N2 GEg FI PE TEH Sty
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DA 2 olslatm gt olal s WY X
2xe] #A4, & transaction®] o9&
T O&3 el &3 Urh

Grinker

“olAd 2= self-actional & interactio-
nald] 2= es FHo2M 81 od F A

A<l B7(a specified environment) 1ol Al

E £ 2 ol Ml B2 FAe Ao
Zte goZdo A transactional S AY ZHa

HolepZloh dabe +EEI, B8 4N E
(entities) olWt & AMAEZ M o} U 1

Eo] | 53¢ A% (situation) o] o3k
Ze 55T 9%E2 A2 7o) nHo §
Abgkol ool Al &85, 19 whgo

OAl BA 85 Apgo) A mjoj=wdi,
2 AL I ABH (reciprocal o} 2, &8
ot} transact®i I AHRE B 2
Eo] EA3te A A (system) 9 F(seting) &
AYEL dv B E(processes) ol 2l 8o
23Hn, = 2RI #h A5y Fd
A gzt NEAe 4 "é’%’ﬂ’%‘"]
FEAEFFH| L, £8Ho|n aglx A&
3313 ¥ transactiond] 4 FL 1 :1“?’
279 $+o}.” (Grinker, 1961,p.200)

o]} ¥ Grinker’} WEA S} X829 tw
4T JE 99 L
AN WERY (82 7he] JAlAEo] 24
transaction2. 2419 JAlAZ .S g
712 &€& Patterson(1966) 8] o3 2L
SEoA Zol B & 9l

two-per-
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“transactional theory® ‘transaction®] <
I ' F AR Aboldl A dojue oA}
50 vty e A3 un@HY AH
o (Grinker, et al,1961,p.293) & ZZ %t &

W



ERYAY A2fo] 59 H[d
£A9, oHahs),o} (uhs), 28]

z

zadle £ 9aleleld o 2 (parali-
)
H3Z

m{m

EEE AatLTY WA 2o
Hrlz dn gAAN=E o
(Ibid) = & transactional theoryw =%
t}.” (Patterson, 1966,p.387)

rﬁL

olgol A 8= Grinker7t AHESIE U
transaction®] 7ldel &3 SHEL hE ot Zol
saAEH & 4 Uk

AR, g7 W4E LAHHL FE 2HE
# 2EE 5Y3L 842 HrlEive § AA
&AM Mz F%L Fi ToFEAN HEHIHH
Ade HeE Hi= Dewey?t Bentley® transac-
tional #¥ 2 Grinkere B AN WEAFe}
X g2e] Az Edzrgd HEE Aol

7, wetM, Grinkeres WEASE X EAbe
two-person system< 4FE3AA F AFE Afo]d
A AP EHE dilaFd 2FE F3 U F,
oA A E S transaction® B HI e Holth

AA, o] g rAFS DAEFZG, @ Fd
22, 183 Q)2 el AL gle A F
o A &He 84F P e HAR of
Q4E0] AsoE&Hoz FHUHT HYETEH
gHold, zEln A& #HIstn e
7o) oh.(Grinker, 1961,p.195,200 :

__4

transaction!
Grinker, et al,1961,p.293).

A, o]gt & transactiond] &2, £4&
AsA ddFez EHSA FIAME 2 T
2488 2dE & ge AU AAE F2
Aok, &, WgAet X849 transactional A
A58 FAg ZFE 2} S 874
oM 22€ g4 dAselvt F& AIE
27} otz § 55T A HoM Mz

&g T3 ge BEA S o]FAAT 3

L.
=2

1

ok,

i off

shutel BA el ol th(Grinker, 1961,p.200).

4. BERRE REL BRIBS2AM wansaction

gl ih S BFRgelw 2 BHES &
Fe g2 g st (Barnlund, 1970,
1973 ; Dance, 1970 5 Sereno®t Bodaken, 19755
Myers@t Myers, 1980 5 Littlejohn, 1983). thkgt
rrrF e BHE 7ol 3t transaction®
gojth, Sereno®t Bodaken(1975), Stewart(19
77), 223 Myerst Myers(1980) 5ol £3}4,
QALLR o] &) 9loiA] transaction®] 7WE-& (1)
AL E-E F4lzte] gl FHEo2 £ %
719] rbas B A AMFHE (2)interac-
tdon@H o2, I8l (3)transactionFHFLE ¥
28 & oJrlhFe] HFEHY wed A oA
ngE <+ ok

atdFol T 2719 AolAe At
vhi] Fdo] g Xv AF Zo] F
22t (sender), & Tile Abge 43Sl &
(one-way action) &2 TA=HE Heg Hth
22 A Myerseh Myers(1980)< o1& ZAFA
o] &(bull's theory)oldt H27|% ot 7|4
Zale oAlaBelT ojd HEE VAT Qe
Atgel 1 HBE & AFdA Heste sy

Sl

o #Ael Hojth B o YL sEHL
2 9AiAEe HA A AdE LEIAY F
A FE S HE oY §FE Esh7]
71 fslMe $4%7F AFA sfokat & AL
of #E #4L 28 udelh F, o #3
ejrpage #E gy Az A A
g fAlxE ?"’S;ﬂ; ﬁ’-‘?a}uﬁ-, aRE dest

& £4AA
Hgos ve de LS A B
AR Y& Tol=Ug FAHT Jod, &
# oAbago] olRoixn e 4% (situation)
o lolaiel ofm @ WatdlE JAb&E A com-

X
S

}:l
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ers, 1980 ¢ Sereno$t Bodaken, 1975).
3 QAIAES interactionSE BT BE
He JAASS 493 Zote A4 X2 A&
o ukabge] B o g FEpEo) F Aol T
e TAE ngl. gAl A7 &

&
B3l AY r
Tk &, ¥ Abge] ohE AMReA HEE EY
d aReE ity Tde FWELETEH
olW AL =HE weoh =k g3FL AD
e AM Y, 223 Myers® Myers(1980) <
interaction2 241 9] SlAtAaTel B¢ BHE “H
Z o) &(ping-pong theory)" o]z} 272 o}
interaction® ¥ & AAtAE L FAUA dFAHY
ZFgez Be FYAE 29 JALFTHAC
HAAEo] ZoiZ e 9%E HEH EA
g Hol=wel Mdd TYTLEH itd
Fol Zgo] AerEYG ZFEET jlod, $4l
Aok ol d FARE o} Fy9 dAeE
EGAFI ATk &, o] THAM ATLALTF
g d@Fe AMEEo] %A %L T IE0]
oAgA wrg-shertel B Folzk E 4 U
< YA Ao Ee BF
of vlEjA AT e EFAHE B Hol AT
8 2 ¢ de UL @ Aoz Bl
a2 = EFEA, interaction®] BHL YA}
2%9 AAL GedtA DI $E93E 49
244 13 (linear cause and effect) ] HAHLE
FF3n oA griaFd T e F
ARG FAZ7E FAl] AL FAY £ Q)
e JhsAdE LA R gtk 2HE=R
olTH L ogHMF AT EBEYAME FE3
d9d FX Z3n e ¥EE v 09

238 AV Ude AolF(Myers® Myers, 19

AT olEVEL 8T Z&
# 718 H(Sereno Bodaken, 1975). &
ortagel BAAAM FAlze] A
A FAe] AT Ba, T FAZ

=
o Aol ADT AN BA FAHY F3

lo,
Moo 5
s
o 9
)

=
2
o

30,
o
£l

o] Ligls
e AU FARe A9 ooriE X
Ae FARRY dojA T & v H wARES
FASAM 22 2RE nHEEM FA8D
AR Fert? v, FARE FAR L] olof
718 L UL o, @X s2e ulE A4,
=% ¥F 230 REFHYEAE BE2AT £
Az GELE ul g =EW A et
22l 2RE doid Ze v¥ddd AR
AlEA dgdtn A dest? 289 E
o, JAtaEd Ao A3t e & AL
FA M2 dig Fo Ln oA FAY
FARZA BT FARZAMY 7IFE T U
ok, Z2#@A Barnlund(1970)v AAIEES
“ofmd Ao tigt 9hErE-(reaction) o]yt E£F o
23} 2] interaction® 2 KA ¥, Q1zte} A4l
E22¢ 4487 &t oujg dygsin vEE
%7, & transaction” ©] 2 A THp.88).

Sereno®t Bodaken(1975)2 ol¢t Z-& transa-
ction2 24 9] JalAFE (DAIRF T2 7R
4 B TARKLE AE@ESH Un, A
3&A4Q shte] HA(a system)ol®, (2) 18
T AA SolA AIHF AFEFH AU =
5L 38T, JAE g&IA e FaH
olx FF¥Holw Iy FHAA Xz (percep-
tion) & & 842 AL gl )2 AFE
o2 YA=Ee 9ulEL FH(sharing) 8HE
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{ABSTRACTS)

The Concept of Transaction in Psychotherapy and Communication Theory

Sung Tae Lee
Keimyung Junior College

The Purpose of this study is to investigate the meaning of the concept of transaction, as it applies to
Berne's transactional analysis(TA), Grinker’s transactional approach in psychotherapy, and to commu-
nication theory. In Berne’s TA, the concept of transaction is employed as an analytic unit of personal
communication based on his personality theory. It may be defined as 2 unit of social intercourse consi-
sting of a single stimulus and a single response for stroke, a unit of recognition. In communication
theory and Grinker’s transactional approach, the concept of transaction seems to be derived from the
concept of transaction of Dewey and Bentley(1949) which is distinguished from interaction. Therefore,
the meaning of concept of transaction used in these cases are very similar. Such concepts of transaction
may be defined as a process which creats a reaning with the elements related in a system of commu-
nication affected or influenced simultaneously, interdependantly and reciprocally each other. Conseque-
ntly, in ommunication theory and Grinker’s transactional approach, the concept of transaction can not
be identified with-the conceptof interaction that implies the linear cause and effect or the action and

reaction of two separate or independently existing objects.
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