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Interpersanal Communxcat;cn Competence- contr:butxon= of Individual

Tendency and Relational Context.

Interpersonal ccmmun1cat¢on competence has been concep*uai1 zed in.

‘erms of individual behaviore and. as_imeressions. formed. in the contest

gf a relationshir. The Measure_of Relaticnatl. compefence, along with
individual self-regorts for empathg, roie—+al1ng and. =e1f—mon1*er1ng,

was administered far thirty-sis conver=a+19n= among female cellege

students. Data were ahalgeed bg round-~robin analg=1s of variance.
Results indicated that, in the context of initial acsuaintance. batween
womens uniaue adJustment= to the relat1on=h1p are not_ neces=arx 9

relat.cnal‘ But are- probqblg 11m1+ed to Freoject: DD from one’ s cwn

comretence to the other, and to_accurate gerceptions of ce! f—':mpete

in relation to partner’s imgressiorn.__Self-reported communication

tendencies apparently. xnfluence xmpres=10n= Df comFetence at the

EE§§¥399§§ ie»ei' empathg is negat1ve13 related to.- the - impressions of

CPmP§S§PE§,°"e gzves. role- talzng is positively related -to those

zmpres=1on5, while self—monxterxng is pPositively related to the way
one’s conversational partner pFerceives their ocuwn competence:



rsonal Commiunication Competence: Contributicns of Individual
Tendency and Relaticnal Context
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Intrééﬁééiéa

Educators and 1e9151ators as weii as ;Ummun1cat10n scholars wanf f:

know what. malegingerson xnterpersonallg competent. Some would identify
competencies . obser;ﬁable in behavioral skills (Allen and Rrowny 19763
Rubiny 1982); other’s claim that competerce resides in individual
cognitive capacities (Larson. Backlund, Redmond and Barbour, 1978; _

McCroskey, 1982). In addition to the concepfuai,confusxon reqardan the
locus of communxcatxon conee*ence xn the xndxvxduai. we fznd rem1nders

fhat aﬁéiher et*nxbutes *o *he xndxvxdual More ofter *han wo*' we fFind

surrent discussion of 1nterpersonal communication comegéténce focucan

on_*he dyadic nature of the conestruct} imErecsione of competence are
said to bte more a function of the relationship than of the individual.

Cbmﬁé{éh{ Individual Ys. Competent Interaction

Even though we. mag agree fhat 1n*erper=on11 comPefence is a

function of _the. reia*xonshxp, very few researchers have operaf1ona11 ed

the construct_so that theg may adequa*elg Examine rela*;cnal concerns.

For the most parfv measures of interpersonal competrernce have consicsted
of self-reports of individual tendencieg or of third-party evaluations.
\S§1tgberg and Cupach, 1584, pp. 170-1787. _ _ o B

An- amb;txous exceptxon to the_traditions of competence research is

a- model of rela*xonal competence_ de\e}oped bg prt-berg and Cupach
119855 _Their review of the literature in communxcatxon competence

leads them to integrate what. {heg consxder to be the necessary-

components _of _ comhetence- motxvat1ons Lnewledge and skills, wx*h the

crx{erxai outcames of those three afinowledged elemenfs, as well as the

Cupach, p. 11’). One of the critical assumg*;ons of the modei is that

competence is an impression of aPpropriateness and effectiveness,

rather than a- set of behaviors.__Another_of_their assumptions,

particularly_ 1mp9ttant to the research_to be reported here; is that

competence is a matter _of degree. 1 have lxberallg 1nterpreted this

assumption _to include the issue of development. I expect that

impressions of competence varyg-according to baoth the subject’s and

evaluator’s levrl -of communzcatxon -development.
Cuﬁach and prt‘berg have developed a measure to Qperatxonaixﬁe

their theoretical constructs (1981). The. measure calls for xnteractants

in a communication episode to assess their own communication as well as

their partner’s. Thus they obtain impressions of both individuals by
both individuals in a context.

~_ Using the Measure of Relational Compe*unce. we can begin. to explore
the relative contributions of the individual and the interaction in

interpersonal competence. If competence is& an individual tendencygy we
might esipect to identify behaviors that lead most =social. acfors to
develop an impression of competence._ If it is to be founo in a_ .

relational event, then our expectations are_not_as. c ear. Perhaps

competence impressions are more. 1;Leiy to be made on the basis of a
particular combination of behaviors in a dyad; or perhiaps some contsits
lend themselves more easilg to favorable impressions than octhers. The

individual; the context, and the. “elat1onsh1p are 11$e15 to affect

xmpressxons of competence, therefore, we nea2d a method for analyzing

the varxance distribution in relatlonal data.
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The Mea=ure of Pelat1ona1 Compefence (MOFC) has been used to. gatﬁr
1mpres=1on= of recalled conversations between friends_and_the resuits

have been analyzed by traditional social science methods suchk as

multxple regrecsion analssis ¢(for e*ampje, Spitzberg. and uupach, 1981,

Cupach _and Spitbergs 1¢83) thh the ase of controlled 1nteract1on data

beiatxonsrxp xnflueﬁce we can beg1n to sort uut the cr. t1ca1 factor:
leading to impressions of competernce. A round robin analysis of
variance for interaction data allows the resecsrcher to test the
significance of individual! differences as well as interaction effects
{Warner; Kenny and Stoto, 177%);

The Relafxonai Model and the Socxai pelat1cms Model: The
Thecrg—Mefhcd F1f
. The relatxonal model of competence de»eloped bg :p1+ berg and
Cupach f1nd= a sgympathetic methodological gartner-in the Scoial
Relations Model -developed by Kenny and Lavoie (i583). The_round robxn
analysis of variance was developed to fill a need in the_social .
sciences for a statistical model that provxdes information about +he

interactive asrects of =ocial behavior, such as reciprocity (Warner;

Kenny & Stoto; 1%75). Kenngs and Lavoie describe the Socisl Pelatiorns
@ggeira= a descrxptxve mcdel of =0c1a1 beha»1or for +he round rocbin
design. The dgadlc variables. ob=er»ed are de=cr1bed by the rariance

partitioned in_three components: actor, partner, and relationship

effé;tg; The aetepreffect refers to the averagse level of A’s behavior

in the presence of a varxetg of cher”partners’ in Iﬁinga§§?;the;,
average competence score given by A to others (OR) and toc self (3R)

over many conver=sations: _The partner effect reflects. the behavior that

person_A consistently elicits from othzrs; that is; the average

competence score. that A receives from gpartners (OR) and the partners’

self-ratings from conversations with A (SR).
The Socxdl Relatxons Model - beg1ns to e»am1ne the 1nteractaon
effect; the sum of person A and person B may be not simply A+R _but a

unique adjuciment between A and R to each other. The relationshi ip

effect represents the extent to which A's behavior toward B cannot be

explained by &’s actor effect or by BR’s partner effectj the actor and

partner effects are controlled and the remaining variance is accounted

for by _ the. re}atxonshxp (pp. 3-4 check neuw pub. ).

- Thermodei accounts for interdependence between soc1a1 behav;ors by
examining correlations among the slements of the two equations :
representing the duad. They are actor—-partner correlatiouw, relationship
correlation éhd bttééibn CbFFelétibﬁ,, The. éttb%zgaFtﬁeF correlation

to_the relationship . Qgg sxmeig the extent to which peksons who rate B
others h: ghly compe:ent tend to elicit high ratings. The relationehi

correlatxon is computed with the actar—partner correlafxon partlalled

Qut, so -the coordination of both pensons’,relatxpnsh1p effects can be
examined. For instance, if A rates B more competent than A rates others
and more competent than others usuallu rate By, does B respond in kind?
The occasion correlation measures the inctability in the relationship

across several observations of the relatianships :

The Model of Relational Competence consists of theoreflcai

assumptions that_may be tested by the aesxgn and analudsis exp1a1ned by

the Social Relations Model. If we assume that the measure Sf relat1ona1

competence reflects the cgmponents of knowledge; skill and motivation
by assessing impressione of criterion outcome=, then we have an

6]
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operatxona11 atxon of relatlonal competence bnt get Iac} iﬁfermétion

about what the scores_mean_or_wghat accounts for the=e scores. one

assumption _of the _relatiornial competence model is that competence iE an

interdependent processi that "self and other ratings interact to affect

conversatiornal outcomes.” (Spitzberg & Cupachs p. 115) We can now

pinpoint the nature of th1s 1nteract1on, it may be_a 5xmpie

actor—partner effect (1nd1v1dua1 leveI) or a reiatxcnshxp effect that

mas 1nf1uence the nature of the xnterdEpendent grocess, - We may éxpéct

to f1nd different sources of variance in competerce ratings among newl:;

acauainted partners than we might among friends (Spitsherg ard Hecht,

t984). For purrposes of this stiidys conte:it will be controlled within

thie parameters of new acguaintances in _a_laboratory. setting.

Competence is & matter of degree according to. the relational medelv

so partners mad have different expectatxon= for different tgpes of

peocple and =situations. Age; for_ eaampie, may affect Bur imcréssions of

others and the_underluing resources we use in perceiving them. Again,

the :99351 Feiat;or= Model for. analgs;s of data can identifas the amount
of variance due. to xnd1»1dma1 level or relatiocnzhip level effectet, If

the individual level variance is considerable. then characterizti-s of

each . partner mag predx-t the variance.
The Social Relations Model for de=cr;b;ng xnteract;on deta can

provide a more informative analssxs of. reiatxonai comretence than has

been available heretofore. The resclting data can test some of the

assumptions of the theoretical Model of Relational Competence.
Individuaal Characterzstxcs- Age, Emeéthg; 56r§§éctive2?éﬁin§ and
Self-Mbhiterihé

The lxterature regard;ng 1nterpersona1 commnnxcatxon competence

management. Tmo often mantxoned sk1115 or traxts are empathy and

rg}g:takxng., eonsxderable conceptual confusion has emerged about thece
terms (Burlesoﬂ and B;ngham, 1983)3; & simple distinction will be made

for Purﬁosesqufthzs studg.f Emﬁathe wxll be defined as an._ affectxve

perspectxvesl”,c o

”,If ;ndlvxdna} 1evei processes accouet fcr a good deal of the

ééggﬁéfé; then we would @ant to identify whether thoSEé processes were

affective;. cogn1t1ve or a8 combination of the two. _Then we could

identify the type of commun1cat1on pPro-ess, cla;med bg the indiw zdnai,

that predxcts who w111 impreszs others as competent. The Guestionrnaire

Measure of Emotional Empathy lQMEEi developed by Mehrabian has been

used by many researchers in_ a manner_consistent with the abo»e

definition. The EM scale developed by Hogan (1949), althtiough labeled an

empathy scalesy Purports to describe "the capacity to adop* a broad
moral perspective. Hogan defines empathy as "the intellectual or
imaginative apprehensio of another’s condition or state of mind"
{Hogan, p. 307)--or what we have distinguished s th%ﬁcéﬁECitg to_infer

another’s perspective rather than to feel—-in with anorfher. & recent

6
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rEView of emFathy MEasures reports that the OMEE and EM scales have

been the most used measures and are the best sugported in terms of .

velidity and reliability (Chlopans Mcfain; Carbonell and Hagen, 1984) ;

However; thed apparently measure two different things: QMEE measures

emctional arousal and EM measures role-taking ability (p. &50).
prt :berg. and Cupach found no significant relationship between
competence - ratings and self-monitering scores {(1$81)§f however, the

relatxonshxp may not be-straightforward et functionai in_interaction:

Self—monxter:ng refers to that capacity to use the expressive cues of

others in sociul situations as guidelines for regulating individuai

behavior_(S5nyde~; 197%). Because high self-monitors have well de»eloped

1mpres=xon management._ slxlis iSnyder: 1$7%a)s ue mxght expect them tc

éaae effectively in many social situations and thus to give the

impression of rompetence (Sp1+ ber- -and Cupacha 19?1) - The -
self-mon1tor1nq scale dEVP4OHed by Srgder was found to have three

concertual factors when analyzed in three separate studies (Briggc,

et.al., 198@; Gabrenua Aern’,IQSD» Tobes & Turnnells 1$81), the
agreement of loaded items= is only 60%Z; therefore. 1nterpret1ng subecale
scores is riskyg. The sum scale score will be used as 1t has beca in the

maaor:tsrof published self-monitoring research and in the studg bg
Spitzberg and Cupach:

- B Relatxonal Impresezon. Uther-natxrg anid Self Fa*xrﬂ
The Measure of Relational. Competence - is relatively new._ Sut_ both
the self—ratxngs and - other—ratxrqs have demonstrated high reliability

{. 94 and .96 respectxvelg) and_construct validity by factor_analysis

thh the communication satisfaction inventory (Cupach and Spitzberg,
1981).;

Thxs research addresses two qeneral questxons-
To what e»tent do dgadxc 1mpressxons of competence reflect

- To what extent are dgadxc 1mpressxons of competence releted to
1nd1v1dual characteristics (agey empathy, role—-taking,
self-monitoring)?

Mettiod

SubJects - -

sprxne semester of 1985 (enrollment'A£4).,,Aii yoiunteers completed

self-report measures for_empathy,; perspective-taking_and.

self-monitorings and received course credit. Subjects rece1ved

additional credit _for their participation in the videotaped portions of

gpg data coliection. Twentg-four SUbJECtS were selected for their age
group (trad1tzonal and nontraditional students). Perhays becausé of the

characterxstxcs of the population in general, more nontraditional
velunteers were femele, therefore, our sample for this study is
entirely female so as to avoid confounding effects of gender:

Procedures,,,,,, ,,,,, i

_ Data were. coiiected w;th;n a tmo weelk perxod in the sprznq of 1985.
The first portion of the session invalved the completion of self-report

measures in_a Iarge,,comfortable room on campus. Whern the selected

subjects had ftinished their pencil—-and-paper measures, theg were

[Kc 7
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escorted to re=earch 1abor:tnr1es in the same bu11d1ng. -Each g-oup
{sin) of four women entered one of tuwo -rocms on either side of a_videco

ccntrcl room. Theg were 1ntroduced and brnefed about the session.

Wricmever héﬁﬁehed to take the chairs =et up for taping in that_ room .

remained for the fxrst conversation.. The other two women _moved to the

room bﬁﬁbéite the Cbﬁt?dl bbefh;, Each _dgad. m:s to _begin. the1r

responses to_an. attxtnde questxonnaxke. Theg were 1ns*rucfed to feel

free_to leave the prescribed topics and. most of them did soj the goal

was specified as "finding out more about the other person.” Each

conversatxon 1a5fed at leasf ten m1nu*es, then the researcher entered

the . room and asked one subjeczt to move to the other room until ail

part;es had conversed thh each ether., The order of cbangxng par{ner=

conversatxons theg had JUSt had.f F1na119, *he,reseancher,debrxefed
partxcxpant thanked them for their time and invited further

inquiries. S
 The dependent dgad1c variables were bofh o*her—ratan= {OF)Y and

=e1f—re*1n9= {SR}- from the measure of relaticnal_competence:

Irdependent /arxables were relationship level and individual lev el

variance. _Adjunct to the individual level of the desian were age,

empathys roie—takxng and self-monitering.

____The round robin design calls for every subJect to gerve as both

actor and partner for everg other subJect. The design was replxcated
sis times with four subjects in each group. The SOREMO computer.

Pregram, developed by Kenny (1984)for the treatment. of round—robxn data

designs, was used to analyze the data. _The statistical methods are

described:-elseuwhere_{Warners henng & Stotos 1979F Kenny & Lavoie, 1983)

and briefly explained by Montgomery in the context of communication
research (1984).

Results

The results of analgsxs are d1v1ded 1nto three sections: individual
level variarce, relationship level variance and individual .
characteristics in- actoripartnen,effects‘ The overall._ resu*ts cf
var iance Part;txan1ng are reported in Table A. _Although the

relationship level appears to account for most of the variance, these

figures mau_be_ deceptive. When hep11cat1cns are not-available for

particular dgads, as. theg were not in this studg, relat1onsh1p varxance

cannot be separated from error. Tables B and C break down individual
and relationship effects further.

Individual Level Variance

,,The onlg s;gnxfxcant xndxvxduai 1eve1 effects in Table P were for

actor and partner._ As we might expect; self-ratings were fairly stable

within the actor across conversations. - Partner’s self—rat1ng= were

negatively correlated, suggesting that actors were paired with a range

of partners who perceived themselves quite differently, or that one
actor does not elicit &table sélf-impressiong& in partners.

8




Relationship Level Covariance

~ Intrapersonal correlatione reflect the actor’s effects as both
actor and partner. Theé robust correlations rerorted in Table € _are.

usually intergreted in terms of mutuality. The score A gives to R (OR)

is h1gh197corre1ated thh the score B gives to é, and the score A 31 /es

to self (SR) is correlated with the score B gives to self, for that

con@e%ﬁetioﬁ. _What may xn }act be Fappen;ng is that A rates othere

proJectIon to evaluate others., If B then rates A as A appears. A must

be an accurate c=elf-perceiver to project those traxtsoaccuratelg. This

is Partltularlg plawsible in the context _of . nonfamxixarltg of partner
A’s score for R, however, alsg correlated with B’s_score cf P:

ImPressions of comgpetence. apparentig are reieted to the =valuated

individual’s selffperceptxon, that is; the way I view nmgself affects
the way _You._ veiw mes . _  _

1nterpersorai correiatzons reflect the relat1on=h1p between ﬁ s

anigque adqustment to B and B’s unique adjustment to A or recxproc;tg.
The onlg correlat1on.fwh1ch is-not robust for this study, _is in the
correlations between-A’s adju=tment of A’s self—ratxng ancd B’s . _
ad.justment of Rre =e1f—rat1ng for thex.,conver=atxon, In light cf th

stability we e\eect for self-ratings; however;. any adJu=tment= made- to

the _ddad on this measure arec 1nterest1ng. Perhpa= in newlyg ac=Um1nted

dgadss the first adjustment to be made is in the wag each individual

perceives himself or herself in relation to the other.

. Indzvxdual Chérécter15t1cs in hctor/Partne” Effects

Age apparently had minimal influence on. ratingsy. kowever the. .

effects may be useful in building developmental theory, and_ cannot be

dismissed- as easily as low relationship levetl. _effects because

individual effects are not confounded by the_error. tern: There mag be

reason _to believe that_the oclder the actor (or nontraditicnal female
student)s the lower she xs lxkelg to rate herself and her:

conversational partner; or the gounger the- actor,y the hzgher she 15

Izkelg to rate tierself and her partner. The ocider student is expected
to operate at a different level of competence and mays if using

Proqect1on to rate others, use the same standards for others as for

SE f. Tz - R
gmggiﬁaﬁopperentls is not the boon to competence we have belxeved

it to_be. Those actors who considered themselves highly empathic did

not impress their_partners as competent and vice versa. The negative

correlation hetween empathy and other—-rated competernce may be e&hlaxned

by the vast dxfference between affective empathy and cognitive
role—takxng. Although the two concepts are often used cotermxnousig,

and the second has eversthxng to do_ mxth them., éithongh affectxve

empathy is the highest form of animal_communication; human
communication functions to_link_peocple. sgnbolxcailg. Emotzonal

responses can xnterfere with appropr:ate sgmbolic responses» ang good

friends parent or soclal worker will testxfg that too much empathy can

prevent productive communicatiocn. Highly empathic individuals may rely
so heavilg on affective responses that they fail to develop competent
communication skills.

”fhowe»er 15 apparentlg quxte xmportant to the JMPPESEIDH

at least in nemig acquainted duyads: Those actors who

of competence,

ERIC 9
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Lonsxdered fhemselve= capable of taL1ng ofhers perspectives received
high competence scorec from their Fartners. In_newly acauainted. = _
partnersy the cogSnitive ability to take the role of the other was more

impressive than affective feeling-in-with the other.

Self-monitoring ability influenced the partner to a higher

seif—ratxng for competence. Those who saw them=selves as good adaptors

and Impressxon managers were nct neces=ar119 rated a= hxghlg compefen*

- - Conclusxon
In contras* to the madorxtg of studies concern;ng 1nterpersonal

thmpetence, this one examines dyedic imprecssions of competence based on

observed interactions _in a_controlled setting. kRoand—-robin analysics of

variance allowed appropriate treatment of interaction data,

partitioning the results intc xnd:»;dual and relafxonsh1p effecf=.

Al though most of fhe variance appeared to ke accounted - -for by
relatzonshxp effects, those effect= cannot be dxsfxnguxshed from error
effeuts. in this design, - because- mu1f1p1e interactions for each dgad
across time were-unavailable. In _light of the low correlations for

interpersonal relationshif effects and robust correlations for

intrapersonal. relatxonshxp effects;. 1ndxvxdual= may be malxng -

adjustments in_their own behavior that are unigue to the interactions

that is; mg impressions of gou and of me in this situation are related
to gour impressions of me——we  can be accura*e in our impressions. - But

we probably are not making adjustmernts in the same waui that is, the
unique- adjustment I make to yYou is not related to the uniaue adjustment
you make to me-—our impressions are not reciprocal. Such an explanation

appears sensible in_ the_ interaction of nonfamiliar Ppartners, but more

solid _support for_ this interpretation depends upon the use of the
repeated dyad design. _

_ _Pased on Intrapersonai correia*xons, we have goad reason to believe

that individuals project their cwn tendencies to the interaction
partnerfmheﬁ that partner is- a-new acquaintance. -Sccial actors:
apparently are accurate in their impreéssionsi individuals perceive
their own- competence as others do. . _ .
A Stable percent of the variance was accounted for. hg actor effects

at the individual level ‘where we _find many of the significant and

interpretabie effects in this study:. Although _there is littile

consistency among raters of partners’ competence; some individual.

characteristics claimed bg actars elxc1+ particular impressions of

competence. Individual level effects are apparerntly important in

interaction among newly acquaxntgd women. Most significant of these are
thé ﬁééétiVé iﬁfluéﬁté 6f éﬁﬁétﬁg and the positive. xnfluencg,gf

individuals ‘who look to others fOr social cues and respond to those

cues; make . thexr partners feel more competent.,

Older {(or more experienced) social actors fend to rate partner=
lawer in comﬁetence than younger actors do, and lnfluence fhe1r -
partners to a lower self-rating as well. These findings, of borderline
statistical significancey should be thétkéd with a block round-robin
design separating out age effect. I

0vera119 rasults snggest tbat;,xn the con+EL+ of an_ 1nxf,al

explain some s*able effects_in their. 1mpressxon5 of combefence* and

unique adjustments to the relationship are limited to projection_from

- - ‘ —
one’s own competence to another and to accurate =e1f—percepf10n of

[Kc i0
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competence ;n each gad.

Little reia*zonal adJustment between 1nd1v1duals Qccurs in such o
dygads. In this context, actors’ inpressions of partners’ _competence are
predicted by the partners’ individual characteristics, but also are

affected- by the actors’ self—perceptxons as adjusted to each
1rteract1on. - o .

ccmpetence, we must _examine a range of communicatxon 51tua+zons,;loo$

to peopie in._ those situations for Judqements, gather a large number of

impressions as to who performs apprepr1ately and- effect1velg in those _
sxtuatxuns, then evxamine the specific communxcatxon skills of those whco

fall at e1ther end of - the range of impressions. _ With that _body nf dakrs,

we cun beg1n to p1npoxnt the skills and combinations of charactericstics

that accoun* for +he mosf yar;ance 1n74udgemen -3 ﬁe=c,1p*:mn= acroess &

speczfg xts attrxbdte"* 1. 5ugge5t that we collect observable

interaction data with dyads that cut across levels of relational

intimacys; and _analyze that data bg a method that lends itself to

social. 1nteraction
I have descrzbed, 1n one ccntert across three 1n+eractxonal o

s1fua*1on5 per individual, the relationesnips amang their impressicns

of participants’ competence and their repartedrcammunxca*;on skills or

tendencies. Although the resalts are limited in =zcopes the de=c*1ptzon=

are_ true_to a relational perspective of competence accounting for

individual differences and interaction effects.
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Table A
Relative Variance Partitioning
Relationship

Actor Partnar

Group

Dyadic Variable

OR

560 66 553

.138

SR

.372

.213

Table B

fndividual Level Effects

Actor Parther

One-Way Interaction Effect

yadic Variable

OR- _ SR,, ,,QLL . OR

SR

T

t

v t T tl r t r t

OR

1.0 1.2

s ia1fis0] -4l o 6 .0

-.8

SR

51 1.1]1.01.8% .er.s .0

I.11] -.15

-1:0

* p=:10




Table €
Relationship Level Effects

Intrapersonal Correlations

N
~
*

1

.0

3. 8%%

OR

Interpersonal Correlations

SR

OR

1:

3

1:5

SR

1.

2.0%

=05
*%p=.01




Effect of Age on Individual Level Variance

_ Actor

Table D

Partner

il

-1.5

SR

-1.5

Table E

Effects of Actor's Tencencies on Individual Level Variance

Actor

Partner

SR

Empathy | .3 7| .2 6

-1.

1

Taking :2 .7 <3 .9

Moniter | .3 .81 .4 1.4%

*p=.10
**p=.05
**kkp=,005
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