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U mSTRACT T e
SN - _dimD. Hughey
PREDICTIVE ACCURACY AND COMMUNICATIVE . |

RESPONSIVENESS: ~OUTCOMES OF AN ; ;

INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION COURSE - TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES,

INFORMATION CENTER {ERIC).”
‘Jim D. Hughey ' ’ : . o
Oklahoma Stata University

Th1s paper examines the re1at1onsh1p between -a person S mode of respon-

s1veness,a§ a commun1cator and h1s/her ability to pred1ct~accurate1y the :

u.behavtor of others The context for the exam1nat1on is the 1ntroductory

course in 1nterpersona1 commun1cation The paper contends that changes:

toward a f1exib1e-responsive communication style that occur during an

K
s

interpersonal communication course are related to a person's ability to

6redict. Based upon data collected over a seven year period it is contended .
) K

that improved predictive accuracy can be one of the outcomes of a course in

‘interpersonal communication.
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Patr1ck Neal, and John Robert Evans for their contributions tp the methodo]og1ca1
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PREDICTIVE ACCURACY AND COMMUNICATIVE
RESPONSIVENESS: OUTCOMES OF AN ‘ ‘
INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION COURSE ‘ ,"

1

in his pioneering btok, John Keltner made sensitivity tp other people
the first of Séven binding elements of speech communication events.1 He
stressed that aﬁ effective interpehsona] relationship is dependent, in part; .
on the abilities of thé parties to the relationship ‘to predict accurately
the behavior of each other. Later, Gerald Miller and Mark Steinbergiproposgd
that makjng psychological predictions about the other is the essence of the
fhterpersonal relationship and, hence, interpersona]’commum'cation.2

Ip essence the desirable qualities for the interpersonal communicator
advocated by Keltner and others seem to cluster around flexibility and
responsiveness. Threughout his discussion of the central binding elements of
tmnnunication,’K;1tner stressed the desire and wi11ingﬁéss to become involved
or engaged in interactions, the ability.to ideqtify and recognijze responses
and percéptions, and the readiness to create messages'and to respond to the
mesgages of others.S Steinberg and Miller described the responsive communi-
cator as an understander.4 Thé% contrasted the understander with the
controller: “A]i of us are acqﬁainted with some understanders (we sometimes
call them 'empathizers,' 'sympathizers,' or just 'good friends') and so%e

contro11er; (we know them as 'operatoré,' 'manipulators,' or perhaps most

pejoratively, 'con artists').“5 Richard Johannesen described the dialogical

-~

communication event with these terms: genuineness, accurate empathic under-
standing; unconditional positive regard, presentness, spirit of mutual

equa1tty,"ana supportive psychological chate.6 Roderick Hart and Don Burks




= in»their,dis;u;sion of Ehetorica1'sen§i;iviFyvemphasized q@aptabi1ityuand
cbherént transmissionf7 In théir worﬁs: "The rhetorically sensitive person,
then, (1) trieQJto accebt roie-taking as part of the human condition,

(2) attempts té avoid sty]izéd'verbal behavior, (3) is characteristically
willing to und;rgo the strain of adaptation, (4) seeks to digtinguish

~ between all information and information acceptable for communication, a;d

(5) tries to understand that an idea can be rendered in multi-form ways."8

In addition to the sources cited abdve, William Haney has documented the
importance of listening empathically and cooing active}y with barriers to

14

interpersonal commum'cation.9
It seemed reaséhable to conclude that ‘the more flexible-responsive
~communicator would do a better‘job of predicting the behaviof of othgrsithan
the less f1exib1e-¥esponsivé communicator.. However, the attempt of Ronald
Smjth to substantiate a relationship between communicative behavio} and
predictive ability in an industrial setting was not successfu].10 And the

11 12

—more'recent research of Clarence Mix, = Robert Ross, = and Peter Northouse13 °,

found that "the presence of threat in interpersonal communicative encounters
;ay be associated with higher levels of interpersonal understanding (defined '
in terms of one person's ability to accurately predict attitudes, preferences,
or sentiments in another).“_l4 Was it possiblé that, the interpersona1 course
that exio]]ed the virtues of the f1éxib1e-responsive,modé of communication

was actually antithetical to enhanced predictive accuracy?

Arthur Bochner and Clifford Kelly thought otherwise. In their article

setting out a conceptual framework for the interpersonal course they not

=

only believed that a "heightened sensitivity to the needs and values of
other people" should be Bne’of the measurable outcomes of an interpersonal
course, but also advocated a flexible-responsive mode of commum'cation.15

They stréssed that the interpersonal course shou1F develop skills in empathy,




descriptivenesé, owning,#self-disclosure, and behavioral flexibility. They

I3

also issued the fo]]oying challenge: "The degree £6 which empathic commuﬁi-
cative skill can be taught is an important empirical question which should
attract the immediate attention of communication researchers. "16
This study was undertaken to_examine the nature of the re]ationshjp
between changes in a person's mode of responsiveness during an 1nterper§bna1
course and predictive accuracy. The remainder of this paper considers the
way we chose to operationalize the flexible-responsive pattern of communica-
tion and predictive accuracy along with consideration of some of the issues
involved with measuring pred}ctive accuracy. An{examination of multiple

regression models generated in the study and a discussion of the results

. conclude the paper.

Preliminary Considerations: Measuring
the Flexible>Responsive Pattern of

Communication

In order to test this relationship it was necessary to devise a way of
differentiating between more and 1ess,f]éxibie¥re5ponsive 1ndividua1 and
a way of measuring predictive accuracy. |

The flexible-responsive mode of communication was operationalized by
the deVe]opment of a paper and pencil instrument called the Conversation
Self Report Inventory (C§RI) A functional mode of test construction, where
" there 1s maximum interaction between empirical data and theory, was used in

building the CSRI.>’

Initially, several statements describing the character-
istics of interpersonal speakers-listeners were collected from more than 100
people, including undergraduate and graduate students, professors, and lay

people. Each statement was checked against the theoretical basis lajd out in

o
/
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Keltner and other sources. Statements with a basis in theory were retained, |

and the resulting 500 statements were checked for duplications. The 260

surviving items were submitted to a panel of 100 judges, including students
R o . — .

" and professors, who rated the statements according to their degree of

18

communication responsiveness.’ These same statements were also presented

to 370 college students for the purpose‘of establishing the social desirability

of each statement.19,$Those statements meeting the requirements of theory,
judged respoﬁsiveness, and social desirability were grouped together.20 Thi;
procedure produéed a sixty-item, forced-choice test with each item having‘

four a]ternatives.21 Since its original formulation, the CSRI has undergqpe, .

22

several revisions. The various versions of the inventory have been

administered to more tpan 10,000 individuals and have proven to be reliable
and valid heasures of communication patterns.23

In a nutshell, work with the CSRI has suggested that more flexible-
responsive individuals differ from less f1exib}e-re5ponsive 1ndjyiéﬁa1s in
six major respects: (1) the way they view the purpose of communication,
(2) the conunicatjve climate they create, (3) the way they transmit information,
(4) the way they receive information, (5) the way they sequence messages, and
(6) the way they cope with communication barriers.24 High flexible-responsive:
individuals view understanding as the goal of interpersonal encounters, work
actively to create a favorable communicative climate, adapt their transmissions
to others, listen empathically, sequence their messages in an adaptiVe but
coherent way, and cope actively with communication barriers. Low flexible-
responsive 1nd1v1dué1s view influence as the goal of interpersonal encounters,
are either aggressive or apathetic in encéunters, are self-centered in théir

transmissions, pretend to listen, sequence their messages in a rigid or

~ incoherent way, and either ignore or are not aware of communication barriers

in an encounter.’

-8
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Preliminary Considerations: Measuring ' .

”

Predictive Accuracy

Early research referred ta\ihe ability to predict in a variety of wayé,
' inc1ud1ng"“1nsight.“25' More recené]y, the more denotative term "pre&ictive
skil1" has been used. Bronfenbrenher, Harg\ng, énd Gallwey defingd predictive
skill as “thg ability to forecast actions'or psychological states that are

not being directly observed.“26 They concluded that predictive skill is one

27

" of the central factors in social perception. Later researchers reaffirmed

¥

this conclusion in their study of person berception and interpersonal
perception.28 .,

; “ ) o
As suggested earlier, 1inking communication behavior with predictive . |,

accuracy/aas been easier to do theoretiéa11y than empirically. With Smith

finding no significant relationship and Mix, Ross, and Northouse suggesting

29

that low flexible-responsives exhibit greater predictive accuracy, it is

important to examine an early study where we found flexible-responsives to be
better predictors. '
In our early attempts to validate the CSRI, Jane Roberts was the first to
. »

use the CSRI to study the relationship between communication responsiveness

30

and predictive skill.”" " In her investigation, she controlled gender by

~using only female subjects belonging to a social sorority on a university

R 31

?ampus. She used procedures similar to those described by Crowdhry and

3 Each of the thirty members

NEwcomb for operationalizing predictive skill.
of the sorority responded to fifteen items taken from the Allport-Vernon-
Lindzey Study of Va]ues.33, First, each subject responded to the items in
tenms.of her own peréonaljty. Second,. the subject chose four other members

of the sorority, two that she knew very well and two she knew less well.

Third, the subject responded to the items in the way she believed each of the ~

N )
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chosen_membere would respond. The subject indicated how 1ong she “had known
each of. the four chosen.menbers. The level of predictive_skill for a subject
was determined by counting the total number of correct predictions and dividing
by four to determine the mean. A correct)pnediction occurred when the
subject's predicted response to an item for a chosen member was‘the same as a
chosen member's own response to the item. |
After the subjects had responded to a sixty-item version:of the CSRI,3é
"Roberts submitted the data to a 2 x 2 Analysis of-Varience35 where factor A
was self-report communication responsiveness,hfaetor B was the 1engtn of
time the subjects had known the four chosen members, and the dependent
variable was predictive skill. Factor A was partitidned 1nto'condit10n Al
(High Flexible-Responsives) and condition A2 (Low ;1exiq1e-Responsives) by
dividing the distribution of CSRI scores at the median. Factor B'was parti-
tioned into: condition B, (Tong acquaintanceship) and B (short acquaintanceship)
by dividing at the median the estimates of the. subjects of how 1qu they had
known their four chosen members. S

The results of her study are summarized in the following table.

‘.
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Roberts concluded that communication responsiveness, as measured by the

36

CSRI, was related to predictdve skill. She also concluded that length of

' vauaintanceship did not p]ay a significant role in predicting the behavior of

others with the particu1ar samp]e she used. 37

Compared with the approach used bgLSmith-T Ross, Mix, and Northouse, there
were some major differences in the approach Roberts used. First!ﬂSmith et al.,
used the dyad as the focus of their studie§” The dyad»focus meant that the,
estimate of predictive accuracy for a ginen indivfdua1 was based on n = 1.
Roberts based her estimate on n ='4; each individual predictedlhow'foﬂr‘other
persons would respond. Presuhab]y the aterage of four predictions would be |
more reliable (all other things being equal) than a single prediction.

In the Smith et al., studies,Jthe problem of predictions involving

N
indivdduaTs with an extensive history of interaction was controlled for by
V

“the use of the "Empathy Ratio Score" (ERS) measure. ‘The work of C. W. Hobart

and Nancy Fahlberg suggest that people who interact frequent]y with each other

~have some similar attitudes and behaviors.38 To the extent that person A

figures that person B is similar tp him/herself and to. the extent that person A

"bases his/her prediction on person A's att1tudes/behav1ors, the assumption of

simi]arity tends to inflate the prediction score for person A. In other words,
Hobart and Fah1berg found a significant positive correlation between a person's
raw predict1on score and the degree of similarity between person A and B.

Hobart and Fahlberg proposed that the ERS was the appropr1ate measure of
predictive accuracy for people who have a significant history of interacting-
with each other. The ERS is defined as the number of correct predictions a
subjettwmakes of his/her partner's dissimilar responses divided by the numbef'
of statements_on which the subject and his/her partner have dissimi1ar o

responses. Thus instead\of using the ERS to control for the "likendss" bias
A9
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'of the subjécts, Roberts dealt with the issue in two ways: (1) two of the °

" four predictees were well known to the Q/gd%ctor and two were less known

to the predictor; (2) overall length of acquaintancesh1p was used as an

independent variable in her design.

LR N -
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The Main Study

With the positive résult§ frbm using the CSRI in hand, we focused our
attention on the 1nterpersonal communication course and its outcomes.
we were looking for the answers to two quest1ons (1) Do students 1n an
interpersonal course,change toward a more flexible responsive mode? (2) If
so, do tho;e who change exhibit greater predictive skill than those who do
not change?

In order to cbntral for the similarity bias explained above, it was
deciaed to use dyads with a limited history of interaction. In order to
compensate for the presuméd greater reliability of using-four estimates of
predictive accuracy rather than one, it was ‘decided to examine a ;elative
large number of predictors (at least 100). (Also, having a large number
of predictors would be especially important because some dyads would be y *
same-sex dyads and some would be mixed sex dyads-) .

In addition, it was decided to obtain an estimate of predictive accUracy
through’the use o? the ERS as well as two other measures (the com undéd ratio
score [CRS] and the cdmposite ration score [COMPRS]). Since we nge dealing

with 1imited-history dyads, we felt it was apprépriate to not only gain an

i
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estimate of accurate predictions of differences (ERS), but also accurate

predictions of simi]arities (CRS) and an overa11 estimate of predictive

«

’

accuracy (ERS'+ CRS = COMPRS).

' . ——

. Operatfina1 Definitions

AN

The dependent variable, predictive skill, was operationalized in the
following manner. Toward the end of an interpersonal communication course,
students who did not know each other we1! were paired ‘together and asked to
get to know each other as well as bo’ssib]e.39 ‘The dyads were fermed through

random assignment of 1nd1v1dua1s.40

Each dyad had at Teast 75 minutes to
converse with each other.41 After getting acquainted, each subject was asked
“to respond to the firsc thirty items of the Al1port-Vernon-Lindzey Study of
Va1ues.42 Numerous studies have established the validity and re1iabf11ty of
the Study of Va1ues.43 This widely-used paper and pencil instrument measures
the re1at1ve'strength of §1x mbtiveé in the human persoha]ity‘sxftem: the
aesthetic, theoretical, pq11trca1. ce]igious. economic, and soc1a1,_mot1ves.44
The subject was asked_to respond first in terms of his/her own value system
and. secohd in terms of how he/she believed his/her partner would respond.
Three measures of predictive skill were obtained: ' the empathywratio score
(ERS), the compounded ratio score (CRS) and the composite ratio score (COMPRS) .
The ERS was defined as the number of correct predictions a S makes of his/her
partner's dissimilar responses divided by the number of statements on which
the S and his/her eartner have dissimilar responses. The CRS was defined as
thé number of correc\\predjctions a S makes of his/her partner's similar
responses divided by'the number of statements on which the S and hii/her

partner have similar responses. The COMPRS was defined as the ERS plus the

CRS.

11 ] ’
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This procedure for operationalizing predictive skil)) deviated from
Robert's procedure in three sign1f1cant4respects;‘ Instaad of dealing with
subjects who interacted frequently in both a socia1 group and dyadic settings,

only dyads comgosed of subjects who did not know each other we11 were used.

This procedure held the 1ength and degree of acquaintanceship relatively

,constant and allowed for a more prec1se focus on making pred1ctions within

the dyadic relationship. Also, instead of estimating predictive skill

through four, 15-item sets of pnedfcyions. prediccive skill was estimated by

one, 30-1tem set of predictions made byoeach partner in the dyad. In
- ' . v

addition, rather than using the total number of correct predictions as the

'; meos‘UE of predictive skill, the ERS, CRS, and COMPRS were used. Essentially

the ERS estimates how well a person can predict the differences. between the

seﬂf and others; the CRS estimates how wéll a person can predict the

the COMPRé estimates the overall

J

similarities between self and others; a
pred1ct1ve ability of the individual.
Two broad types of 1ndepend3nt variables were e%ﬁered into the muitiple

regression procedure The first class of variables had to do with the L

L]

cmnnun1cat1ve responsiveness of the subjects .

1. The.p_“ CSRI. On the first day of class, each student responded to

4

. vy i {
a 40 item version of the CSRI. A high score indicated high flexible responsive-

ness; a low score indicated low flexible responsiveness,

2. The pgsg CORI. Eecause the 1nterpersoneﬂ course’concerned the
communication behavior of the student it was felt that the post test measure
should be made by independent observers rather than the student him/herselfil
By the end of the course, the student might be prone't6°report what. his/her
behavior should be rather than what it is. Tnus the £onwér9ation Other Report

Inobntory was<constructed. Twenty items from~ the 1nventory were recast from




ooa self-report format to a format allow1no outs1de observers to descr1be the‘d
s, conversat1ona1 behav1or of the subJect'45 ‘The items thus formed-were grouped '
’together in an 1nstrument .called the Conversation 0therJReport Ihventory (CORI)\\‘
T Dur1ng the last weeks of the course, each subject that had responded to the
pred1ct1ve skill measure was 1nstructed to 1nterv1ew f1ve students enrolled in
“another 1ower-d1v1s1on speech commun1cat1on course, 46 Two restrictions were
placed on the 1nterv1ews F1rst the subJects wére 1nstructed to choose ,
1nterv1ewees they. did not know personally. Second, the 1ntervnews wers t \ .
restr1cted to 1nformat1on -giving interviews where the sub3e;j/ﬁescr1bed his/her
college maJor to the interviewee.' 47 Although there was no pec1f1ed t1me
11m1t for the anterv1ews, subJects reported that the 1nterv}ews 1asted |
typically from ten to twenty m1nutes After each 1nterv1ew~the subJect askedl‘

the 1nterv1ewee to respond to the twenty item CORI The scores on the CORT .

from the five 1nterv1ews were averaged for each subject, and tﬁ1s mean score .
became the subject's other- report respons1veness score, Evans found that the !
mean other-report score obta1ned in th1s manner correlates h1gh1y w1th an
individual's self-report score 48 _ )

3. “The DIFFR After the pre CSRI and“post CORI scores were norma11zed
through a z= -transformation, scores were subtracted to produce the d1fference
score. A positive score indicated that the student had a h1gher flex1b1e
respons1ve score at the end of .the course than at the beg1nn1ng

4. * The prepost The prepqs; measure was a dummy variable 1nd1cat1ng
if the post CORI measure was greater than the pre CSRI measure. (1 = the N
post CORI score is greater than the pre CSRI; 0 = the pre CSRI score is equal
to or greater than the post CORI score. ) | |

The second class of var1ab1es had to do with the gender of the parties
to the re1at1onsh1p They 1nc1uded variables reflecting the composition of

L
) \ S

’ . N
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the dyads that ﬁ:re formed initiallybto get'acquainted and to respond to the
predictive skill measure. Dyads were formed where a ma1e pred1cted a male S,
behavior, a fenale predicted a male S behav10r a female pred1cted a female S
behavior, and a male predicted a female's behav;or. More spec1f1cally, s1x o
dummy variables were createdf : B ‘jll | | ‘

1. The ééi of person (Female = 0; Male = 1).

?. The SEXDYAD. (Sameisex dyads = 0; mixed sex dyads = 1).
3. The male-male\dyad (male-male = 1; non maleépafev=‘0).
4. The female-male dyad - (fem-male = 1; non fem-male = 0).
5. The female- female dyad (fem-fem = 1; non fem fem = 0).

= 0).

- 6. The maleffemale dyad (male-fem = 1; non male-fem

Sample and Research Design

Undergraduate students enrolled in a beg1nn1ng 1nterpersonal communication
-course. served as subJects 4?‘ The course was des1gned in such a way that the .z'
measurement of pred1ct1ve sk1ll and other- report sensitivity was a normal part
of the course Between the fall of 1971 and the spring of 1977 the course was
offered seven t1mes under the same instructor. Data on predictive skill,

commun1cat1on respons1veness, and gender were collected from students ‘enrolled in

the course over this per1od of t1me in order to obta1n a suff1c1ent n for the ‘

study 50 - ' 'hfi“{

A total of 163 subjects completed all phases of the prOJect The sample
”mwas“composed of 55% malzs and 45% females. Approx1mately 2/3 of the sample

- had had no prev1ous exqosure to interpersonal commun1cat1on'1n their pr1or
‘course work ; about 1/3! of the -sample were recently declared speech commun1cat1on
majors u1th one previous survey cgurse in general speech-oommun1cat1on.

Approximatelv 1/2 of the subjects were lower division students (freshmen or
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sophomores) and 1/2 were upper d1V1s1on students (Jun1ors or sen1ors) der
95% of the sample came from the college of Arts and Sciences and college of
Education. .

The "1'nterperson'a‘r’~ se emphaSized-the experential approach to learning.
In all the.student part1c1pated in five proJects The first project was a role.
play1ng exercise followed by written analysis of perceptions and feelings. In -
the second prOJect, the student observed the interactions that took place in
the bas1c 1ntroductory course: for a spec1f1ed number of per1ods A written
report-d1fferent1at1ng what wasvobseryed, inferred, and Judged was the outcome;
The third proﬁect involved an extensive self analysis of communicative assets |
and l1ab1l1t1es The fourth project involved the desioh of an interview
prgtocol. the conducting of an interview, %md the pred1ct1on of behavior
based on the 1nterv1ew (the pred1ct1on exerc1se described above). ‘The fifth
1nvolved the outside of class interview that was described above along w1th |
a deta1led developmental ‘analysis of the student S commun1cat1ve behavior.
Two examinations were given during the course ~ The' Keltner book was used
five of the sevem times the coyrse was. taught the DeV1to Eook-was—used two
t1mes .

Because the data were qenerated as a normal part of the course, the\

investigation was,class1f1ed as field study.51

A multiple regress1on,
stepw1se procedure was used in the study. 52. For a variable to be entered
into an equation, the s1mple r for that varidfle had to be significant beyond

e.thetros,levelwof confldence.

, (KZ

The Results ' -

Judged by .the difference betyéen flexible-responsive scores received

when the students first entered the course and the scores received when the
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students interviewed the five strangere, students became significantly more
flexible-responsive.during the course (pre CSRI X = 19.089; post CORI 7’¥
21.6134 standerd_error'?,.2468; t = 10.2249 signifieant‘beydnd.the .001'level).
To assess whether or not various measures of predictive skill covaried
with the change toward the fléxible;responsive mode; a multiple regression
model was produced for each of the dependent variables: the ERS, CRS, and
COMPRS. * The following three tables summarize the findings. | |

Insert TABLES II, III, IV here

The following table of Pearson correlation coefficients indicates the degree

of relationship between the dependent and independent variables in the study.

These results indicate that each measure of predictive accuracy was
significantly’related to one or more of the independent variables. However in

each case, the magn1tude of the relationship was low. Only from about 3 to

10 percent of the variance was accounted for- in the depeqdent measures.

The -only. s1gn1f1cant variable that covaried with the ERS was the gender
‘mdke -up of the dyad. Mixed sex dyads did a better job of accurately
’pred1ct1ng d1fferences than same sex dyads More specifically, female-male
dyads did the best job of predicting and male-male dyads did the worst JOb
Although none of the communication variables entered the regress1on equation,

“Table V suggests the DIFFR variable (changes toward the flexible respons1ve

mode) was the second highest correlation for the ERS variable (.140).

Two variables explained 5.6% of the variance for the CRS variable. The

‘
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Prepost measure (a dummy variable indicating if the change was toward the
f1ex1b)§-respons1ve mode’) and the male-female dyad Var1ab1e contributed | . -
significantly to a person' s ab111ty to accurate1y pred1ct similarities. Again
the mixed sex dyad d1d a better job of pred1ct1ng. ‘ |
The greatest amount of variance (9.8%) was expfained for the composite
~estimate offaccuracy by the DIFFR variable (thé amoLnt of change toward the

. .o ‘ /
f1exib1e-responsive.mode) and the male-male dyad rériab]e. The negative

relationship for.the male-male dyad indicates that mixed-sex dyads did a better

\\“égb of predicting. . ' %‘m |

Discussion

. A1though the magn1tude of the re1at1onsh1p 1s 1ow, the results of the pilot
-/
- and main study provide empirical support for a connect1on between a person S
- communication behav1or and his/her ability to forecast the behavior of others.

The\resu1ts strengthen the conc1usion 1mp11ed by theory that communication

Ly

responsiveness 1s a significant factor in person perception. More specifically,

high responsiveness to verba1 and nonverba1 messages enhances the pred1ct1ve
&
skill of an individual. '

There were theoret1ca1 reasons to be11eve that commun1cat1on responsiveness,

!

as bperat1ona1ized by the CSRI, shou1d be related to the ability to predict the
behavior of others. The first reason was based on. the premise that communication
is the primary method people use to come to know each other. Shibutani
articulated this viewpoint c1ear1y

Society exists only in concerted action, and if men who are :
capable of independent action are to act together as a unit, each

must somehow be able to anticipate what his associates are likely

to do. Without some appreciation of the intentions of others,

cooperation is difficult; but how is such appreciation to be .

achieved? Direct "mind reading" is apparently impossible; hence

men must settle for the best available substitute--the reading

of external gestures which are indicative of inner experiences.

17
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In spite of the numerous possibilities of error, concerted action
rests upon this process. Without it cooperation of the kind that
characterizes human sogéety is 1mposs1b s communication is the
touchstone of society.
Because of a greater sensitivity to verbal and nonverbal stimuli, the more
flexible-responsive interactant should have the edge over the less flexible-
responsive interactant when&predictfng the behavior of others.  The sensitive

interactant should be_more responsive to Shithani's "external gestures“ and,

, {
hence, better able to forecast the intentions of others.

- The second reason was based on an 1mp11cat10n drawn from communication
theory. Theorists have used constructs akin to both communication responsive-
ness and predictive ski]] to exp1a1n how interpersonal communication works. >4

It is not uncommon for a theorist to describe communication patterns and

%

behaviors appfopria;e to interpersonal communication and then to emphasize

the 1mportance_of interpersonal perception in communication. Although the
. ) ' ; h ‘
connection between communication behavior and person perception is seldom

made explicit a re]ationship ;s 1mp11ed ,It seemed reasonab1e to make/the
"7\\ I -

exp]icit 1nference that f]ex1b1e responsi%e communication behavior enhances

the ability to predict. ) ) ‘_

. fhe third reason had to do with the strong case Henry Clay Smith had

‘built for the relationship between a person's general sensitivity to people

and predictive skill. As a matter of fact,“Smith'insisted that the only true

55 The

test of a péfson's‘sensitivity is the person's ability to predict.
fact that the statements in the CSRI had been judged in terms of their
sensdtivity gave some-assurance that the flexible-responsive pattern was a
subset of a general sensitivity to people and that communication sensitivity

was thus related to predictive skill.

The fact that changes in communication responsiveness registered during

a course in interpersonal communication covaried significantly with two out of

1§

//
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three measures of predictive accuracy lends support to the notion that courses
in 1nterpersona1 communication can have measuraple outcomes. The fact. that
the magnitude of the relationship was low but significant indicates that we

L4

should expect subtle rather than dramatic changesfin predictive accuracy
during a‘course. | ‘ ‘ |

The results of this investigation further suggest that the gender.of the
parties to a dyadic relationship plays a role in making predictions. However,
the gender of the predictor does Lot appear to make a significant difference.
In other words, this study found.no evidence that either males or females have
an edge when it comes to predicting the behavior of others. Rather,'it
appears that the gender makeup of the dyad influences. forecasting ability.

» The speculation we sometimes hear that women are more difficult to
predict than men is not supported by the results of this study. To the
contrary, two of the three regression models suggest that women are signifi-
cantly easier to read than men, at least in the six areas tappedlby the
Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Values. The se1f—disc10sure 1iterature does
suggest that the amount and type of information revealed to others is
influenced by sex and topic of conversation. 56 Perhaps, women, more sO than
men, reveal the. kind of information that is needed for accurate predictions
when getting acquainted in a dyad. Further research is needed to determine if
women’ are generally easier to predict than men ‘'or if there are specific areas
of behaviorwhere one sex is more predictable than the other.

How do we explain the fact that we found the flexible-responsive pattern
of communication to be more important than a threatening pattern whereas
others have found the threatening pattern to have greater efficacy? First
it'should be noted that our study found no significant communication

variable operating for the ERS. Given the fact that our dyads had only

19
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3

limited prior 1nteraction,57 it is not surprising that the accurate prediction
of difference was not related to communication responsiveness.  Theory
1nd1cates'that the early stages of a new relationship are spent in searchiﬁé

for similarities. 58

The studies by Mix, Ross, and Northouse (along with the
study by Larsen) dea1t with 1ntact dyads with a 1ong history of 1nteraction
Perhaps a flexible-responsive mode of communication is more important in the
acquaintance process than in more 5ntimate dyads. ‘Maybe the Marthas ef

"Who's Afraid of»Virginia WO1fe,"vthe screamers and doercers, are better at
predicting (coercing those areas of difference out of the other; than flexible-
responsive communicators.

The faet that Roberts found the flexibJe-responsive mode to be helpful
1n‘pred1cting responses of sorority sisters may also be an indication that
different ongoing dyads require di?ferent patterns of communication. The fact
that all of the studies examined in the papégr>found from low to moderate

relationships between communication and predictive accuracy may suggest that.

o o
diverse patterns of communication may contributevequally well to predictive
& 3‘5;‘,.2 .

RO

accuracy. @ ;
. R
fx S &

7.

Summary

‘However, it does appeanéthat the 1nferpersona1dcourse stregéing a
f1exib1e-re§ponsive mode of iQterpérSOnal communication fosters changes toward
a more f1ex1b1e-responsib1e §;yve of communication.ﬁ Th&se who change more
toward the f1ex1b1e-responsfve mode are better at predicting similarities and
at predicting both e1m11ar1ties and differengesrthan those who do not move

toward the flexible-responsive mode Although the magnitude of the relation-

ship appears to be Tow, the re]ationship is a sign1f1cant one.

2
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139The students werelenrolleo in Processes of Speech Communication at -
Oklahoma State Un1ver51tyA About‘halfway throdgh the coorse, students’ were
asked to list the f1ve people in the class they knew very well and the five
people they 1east well, Dyads were formed from the least known 1istings.

Each member of each dyad had 1nd1cated that the other member was unknown to

Lyt

[8

him/her. Because the f{rﬁt half of the course dealt with out of class projects

with 1nd1v1duals not enrolled 1n the class, it was not difficult to fonn dyads
- composed of 1nd1v1duals who were relatively unknown to’ each other. . 4
40The only restriction in forming the dyads was the acquaintanceship
requinement. The composition of the dyads in terms of gender was determined

by a table of random numbers. *
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L - o e o E e .
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!
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e
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pract1cal 1mpl1cat1ons of these processes for var1ous levels of commun1cat1ve
¢ Vs

interaction. Ind1v1dua] and group prOJects .emphasizing the 1nputt1ng,

process1ng, and outputt1ng of 1nformat1on.
50

r;

Prel1m1nary Fmax tests on the data did not exceed the .05 level

1nd1cat1ng that the data from the various test1ngs could be pooled The Fmax

4 ———

-
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3

Hi11 Book Company, 1975) 320- 367

Prentice- Hall Inc., 1961), 139-140.
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4
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Theory of Interpersonal Communicdtion,“'Human Communfcation Research, 1 (1975),

&
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Table I. The effects of flexible-responsiveness. and length of

acquaintanceship on predictive skill.

Analysis of Variance.

Prediction Means** '

Source of Variation df - SS

A (Communication 1 7.35
Re;ponsiveness)

B (Length of . 1 .00
Acquaintan;eship) '
AxB 1 .58

\

Within cell’ 26 26.08

MS

7.35

.00

.58
1.00

7.35%

.00

.58

1 2
Ay 974 9.4
A, 8.38 8.64

n, (harmonic mean of cell;
— frequencies) = 6.47

*significant beyond‘the .05 level.

"

‘**The possible range of

scores was 0-15. The
observed range was 5-12. -
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. Table II. ERS as the dependent variable.

Variable entered on step number 1. §EXDYAD (R = .1694;vR2 = ,0287)

¢

Analysis of.Variance

~ DF . Sum of Squares  Mean Square = F 'SIGNIF

Regression - 1 2195.2671 2195.2671 4.7583 .  .0306
Residual 161 - 74277.2359 . 461.3492 ) ’
’ | . - !
meoeiemmecemeemmm=-=-=-- Variables in the Equation ---=---------===c-o-cooo-
Variable _ "B ) SE B BETA T SIG T
SEXDYAD - 7.3631 3.3754 0.1694 '2.181 0.0306
(Constant) 36.1936 5.2078 6.950 0.0000
RN
N
-—ga
J ] ’
[ \N
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Table III. CRS as the'nependent variable.

Variable entered on step number 1. Prepost (R = .1766; R2 = .031é) |
Variable entered on step number 2. Male-Femal'T?k = .2370; R? =‘.0561)m
Analysis of Variance u ‘ .

B ‘ ”\ DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F SIGNIF
Regre§516h _ 2 2045.6036 1022.8018 4.7617 = .0098
Residual 160 34367.5374 - 214.7971 ’

em-memece—eee=m==------- Variables in the Equation R

Variable ‘ B SE B BETA T CSIG T
Prepost / 4.9945 2.3105 0.1663 2.162 0.0321
Male-Female 5.6510 2.7462 0.1583 2.058 0.0412
(Constant) 73.2166 1.6498 o 44.378 0.0000
I{"[ . "
) o
') . :
’\.Bh’
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Table IV. COMPRS as the dependent variable.

Variable entered on step number 1. DIFFR (R = .2374; R2 = ,0564)

Variable entered on step number 2. Male-Male (R = .3136; R2 = ,0983)

Analysis of Variance

DF Sum of Squares  Mean Square F  SIGNIF
Regression o 2 ¢ 7661:9668 ; 3830.9834 8.7256  .0003
Residual 160 70247.4810 439.0467

------------------------ Variables in the Equation mmmmmcmmmmcccccmecemees

Variable 8 SE B BETA T SIG T
DIFFR 4.1798 1.3213 0.2374 3.163 0.0019
Male-Male -9.7§51 3.5589 -0.2049 -2.730 0.0070
(Constant) - 126.6907  1.9711 64.273 . 0.0000

o \




Table V. Correlation between ‘dependent and
independent variables.

. Independent .
Variables ) Dependent Variables :
ERS CRS COMPRS :
PreCSRI ' -0.107 0.036 ‘ -0.131
PostCORI s 0.068 0.143 0.165
DIFFR 0.140 0.144 0.237
Pre-Post 0.040 0.177 0.160
Sex 0.035 0.031 ‘ -0.013
. SEXDYAD 0.169 0.038 0.194
Fem-Fem -0.065 . 0.086 L -0.005
Fem-Male 0.106 -0.122 ' 0.021
Male-Male -0.124 -0.120 -0.205
Male-Fem -0.095 0.169 0.209




