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The coricent of commuriication competerce is widely diversi-
fied with roots in both the trait and state perspectives aof
behaviar. A more historical aoorcach to communicaticn competerice
perpetuates the rioticn that the ability of an individuali to
communicate competerntly is a trait of the personality. Or, that
pecple possess the trait to some depree and that it is measurable
without much variatiorm repardless of situaticor. On the othesr
nand, the state perspective oroposes that the ability to communi-
cate competently is a behavior that is influenced by the siuta-
ticnal elements of the communication and that this ability will
fluctuate aver tiw and according to the situation.

Recert develcoments in the study of commurnication
competernce have led researchers to arnalyze the effect of the
relationshic on the ability of individuals to communicate compe-—
tently. With this as the nscint of entry for their study of
communicatiorn competence, Spitzberno and Cupach (1984) have de-
veloped a model of communication competence that focuses on the
link between the aporooriateness and effectiveness of dyadic
interaction. Thus, the relational aspect of commurnication inter-—
action is the basis for the analysis of messape approbpriateness
and efrectiveress.

Their model is baseo upon seven interirelated criteria. They
are: 1) competence is perceived aoprapriateness arnd
effectiveness; 2) comp:stence is cortextual; 3) competence is a
matter of degree; 4) competerce is both molar and molecular; 5)
competent communication is functional; 6) competence is an
interdependent brocess; and 7) competence is an interpersonal

impression. The Soitzbero and Cupach communicaticn competence



model is both an analysis of the cognitive and behavioral
processes that cccur within a dvadie relationshio. The mcdel
critically examines four comporents for each irndividual: met!va-
ticn, knowledoe, skills, and criterion ocutcomes (Spitzbereg
Cupach, 1384).

The model of relational competence is

relational in the sense that it is

sersitive to the implicit perceptions

of the relationshio held by the inter-

actants. The operational orocedures

used to measure relatiornal competence are

episcade-specific . . . the appropriateriess

and effectiveness of behaviors and the

process in which these behaviors are

enacted are contextualized by the

relational definitions the interactants

possess at the time (Spitzberg & Cupach,
1984, o. 151).

- e e — ————— e e e e e ah e e R e o e e e o —

Upcari these criteria and definitions, puesticrmaires were
develcoed to measure the aporopriaterness and effectiveriess of a
dyadic interaction in a given situation. The methcadolopical
format of using third party independent observers was elimirnated
since "interoersoral partriers develop idiosyricratic rules for
behavior . . . and merely viewing behaviors durino a sirnle
interaction is rnot likely to reveal much about an interpersoral
relationshio that has been established over a period of time”
(Cupach & Soitzbero, 13981, o. 7).

More specifically, to assure the relatiorial basis of the
analysis, "there must be an assessment of the behavior of both
individuals in a conversation" (Cupach & Spitzberop, 1981, bp. 3).
After a period of research, three ocuestionmaires were develcoped

to measure communiicatiorn competerice, communication
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aoporcoriateness, and commurniication effectiverness following
Spitzbero and Cubach’s model of communication competerce. First
develcoed and tested were the acuestionnaires to measure comoe—
tence to include an assessment of self and other compbetence.

Their findings resulted in the ackrowledoment of differerices
between self and other competernce. Other competerice was corisis-—
tently the best predictor of coimunication satisfaction. "In
fact, cother competerice oredicts satisfaction so well that when
self ard cther competerice are combirned, sel’ competence becames
ar entirely insignificant oredictor" (Cupach & Spitzberog, 1981,
o. 15). This strenothens the thecry that commurniication compe-—
tence is a dyadic construct and that relationshios need to be
relationally investipated (Cupach & Spitzberg, 1981).

Further strerogthenirnog this argument is the fact that the
self arnd other scales, although similar in the nature of their
items, revealed divergent factor structures. It appears that
perception of other competerce is a plobal resporse while self
competerice exhibits a distinct factor structure of other orienta-
tion, conversation skills, and self-centered behavior. This
indicates that individuals oerceive their own behaviocr in ogreater
detail, while perceiving the cther person at a more gereral
level. Thus, twc separate instruments were constructed: one for
self-competence ratirpgs and orie for alter competerice ratinos.

Spitzbero and Canary (in oress) developed the measures for
appropriateness and effectiveress. "The appropriateriess measure
refers to pé?ceptions of athers? behaviors that viclate self's
expectations, or serise of oropriety. Effectiveness references

self's sernse of reward attainmert ard domirnarce in the

1]



conversation'" (Spitzberg & Carary, in oress). Ta validate that
aporopriateriess and effectiveress are critical comporents of
communication competernce, these two measures were used in

the Cupach and Spitzberog (1381) study. Aporopriateness corre-
lated stronply (r= .63) with alter competence ard mcoderately

(r = .51) with self rated competerice. Conversely, effectiveriess
correlated higher with self-rated competence (r = .62) than with
alter competerice (r = .54). The irnterrnal reliability for these
measures were .71 and .85, resopectively.

From this point, each of these four instruments--self-compe-
tence, alter competerice, approori=a*eness, and effectiveness——-were
used in further studies. Canary and Soitzberp found that effec-
tiveress and aporapriateness were "related but concentually dis-—
tirct characteristics of communication” (Canary & Soitzberao,

1985, p. 3). They cafired effective communication as that which
accaomplishes the bwoals, objectives, or intended furncticns of the
interactant. Aporooriate communication was coperationalized as
that which aveoids the viclation of the sccial, situatioral, or
relatioral rules poverrning the communicative context (Canary &
Spitzbero, 19835). In this later study, the aooporooriateness

and effectiveriess items were combined on one measurind instru-—
mert. Factor &avalysis supoested that these combined items tapo
three distinct types of conversaticrnal imporessions: 1) items
referercing the outcome effectiveress of the communication; 2)
items referring to specifically aporopriate remarks and behaviors
within the conversation; arnd 3) items reflectirg molar imores-—
sicoris of appropriateness (Canary & Spnitzberogy, 1383). Since then,

the items have apain been placed on two separate instruments:
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aore as a measuvre of efiectiveriess and one as a measure of aopro-
priateness.

Althouph the Spitzbery and Cupach model is based on dyadic
research it would seem to be approbpriate to’extend the mcodel tao
small oroup interaction. For each of the hyootheses presented in
this paper, the basis of the interaction is a small task-crierted
group consisting of four to five members. Therefore, the fal-
lewing hypctheses arie offered in an effort to: 1) validate the
measurement instruments from the communi:atioﬁ competence
thecries ard models developed by Spitzbero and Cupach, 2) and
exterd their orincioles to small ogrouo research. First, to
examine the model’s critical relationship between the aporo-
priateriess and effectiveriess measures:

H1l: Persons perceived as interacting
aooropriately by others in the

group discussions will judpe
themselves as effective communicators.

s e e e e o e e e S ———— — — — — — ) —

A recurrivip asoect of the commuriication competence studies
has been the linking of communication satisfaction to both aporo-
priateriess and @ffectiverness. Gernerally, "relationally competent
communication is satisfying because it fulfills certain reeods,
gpoals, or furnctions for the actors involved" (Cupacn & Soitzberao,
i981). The appropriateness arnd effectiveress of the communica-
tion interacticn is the vehicle for assuring satisfactiori. In
orie of the dgvelopmental studies, subjects were administered
Hecht?’s (1978) communication catisfaction (comsat) inverntory.

Sel f-competence was sionificantly cevrelated with



camsat (r = .41). The coriclusicn to this study affirmed the
rnotion that "individuals wno perceive themselves as ernpaoing in
competent irnteraction are gerierally satisfied with the recalled
encourter” (Cupach & Spitzbero, 1981, b. 14). However, the
relationship between cther competerice and commurniicatiors satisfac-
tion was evern stronger (r = .71).

In the Canary and Spitzbero (139835) study, subjects resporded
tc each of the competence measures arnd made assessmernts of rela-
ticnal satisfactior. Gerneral and specific appropriateness wera
related ta the indicators of satigfaction by coefficients of .49
and .51, resgectively. There was a moderate association between
effectiveriess and satisfaction (r = .46).

The relaticonshipo betweeri satisfaction and communicatiorn
campeterce is arn outorowth of the relational perspective.

Commurnicators possess a distinct perceptual
position as well as personal and relational
data to rely vpon in assessing the
conversational competence of self and other
e » « the conversational partrner is in the
best position to know whether «uch pgoals
were obtained via aporopriate isteraction
(Sopitzbero & Cupach, 1985, p. 94).

Further explanation of this relationship can be found in ocne
of the severr assumptions regarding relatiornal communication
competerce.

Communication affects individuwal goals,
relatiornial status or poals, and ore’s

sense of self. These objgectives, in turn,
supgest functional outcomes. Instrumentally
effective commurnicaticri, because it results
in the fulfillment of pcsitive exopectations,
shcould be self-satisfying. Irnterperscnally
successful commurnicatior, because it br.ngos
about relational rewards or congruence of
relationship definition, should result

in relationship satisfaction arnd perceptual
congruence (Spitzberg & Cupach, 13985, b. 113).
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Wall and Nalan’s (in press) satisfacticrn measure assesses
both orocess and ocutcome satisfaction. The 12-item imstrumert
was designed to measure an individual’s satisfaction with his/her
oroup’s interaction and an individiual’s satisfacticn with
his/her rcle in the oroup’s interacticn. Representative items
fraom the instrument are: "I felt my ideas were stifled by my

" and "Overall, I am satisfied with my proun’s performarce

group,
for the proggct."

Therefore, in an effort to further explore the association
betweers satisfaction with the communication interaction ard
competerice perceptions, the feollowing hypothesis is presented:

H2: FAn individual’s level of satisfaction
with the oroup interaction will positively

correlate with the self-assessmernt of
cne?s own competerice in the interaction.

o e e e e i s e gt G i G WY S S VS WY S W G e i S g Gt Shet S S G YR et o v S e S et e S it WL} s S S

The Interaction Involvement model (Cegala, 1984) considers
the oreserice of trait behaviors in the commuricaticr situaticr.
invalvement is described as a state of existerce. Ore is always
invelved, yet inveolvement may be internally cr externally fo-—
cused. In dyadic communication, external involvement could be
characterized as atterdivn to the matter at hand and payiro
attention to the other actor. Hiph invelved ivdividuals are
sensitive to self as a social object, causinp them to consider
the meaning of circumstarnces as they arise ;n canversation and
respornd accordingly. Low involved individuals are remaved psych-

calopically and communicatively from the onpoinp iwteraction

(Cepala, 1984).



The Interaction Involvement Scale (IIS) is composed of three
factors: 1) responsiveress, 2) perceptiveress, and 3)
attentiveness. Responsiveness is an index of the actor’s
certainty in respornding to the social situation. Perceotiveress
is the actor’s sensitivity about meanirnigs aoplied to his/her own
and cothers? behavior. Attentiveness is the extent to which the
actor responds to cues in the situation (Cepala, 1984).

The orooram of research on interactior involvement assumes
that competerce is best viewed as consistirno of coonitive,
affective, and performance ccomporients. Pecple who differ in
possession of trait level interaction involvement are expected to
differ in their cognitive and affective experiernces durirg inter-
action (Cepea'a, 1384).

The relationship of the affective comoporent of interacticon
involvement to competerice results from the oremise that human
emotions play an important part in the experience of
intersubjectivity (Cepgala, 13984). The ccgnitive oprocesses of
perception and memory directly affect the ievel of information
processing and recall.

Together the three factors that compose Interaction
irvolvement mirror the aporcoriatencss description provided oy
the Snitzbero and Cupach models. Accordingly it is hypotiiesized
that:

H3: A hiphly involved persorn will
be perceived as interacting
appropriately by the cther graoup
members.

Arnd, thus, if a person is involved in the interacticr that

10



involvement should opive the person a sense of beirin an effective

commurniicator:
H4: A highly involved perscorm will
perceive him/herself as beirio

effective in the oraup
interaction.

SYMLOG——System for the Multiple Level Observaticn of
Groups——(Bales & Cchen, 1373) is a ratino and scoring methodolagy
for analyzing group interactior. The ratinog system is easy to
understand and reguires little or no training for ogrouo members
to effectively use the method. The foundatiorn for SYMLOG rests
on three dimensicns: 1) domirance-submissiveriess reoresented by
the letters U-D; 2) positive-recative represented by the letiers
P-N; and 3) task oriertation—emotional expressiveress represernted
by the letters F-E (Rales & Cchen, 1373). Each ogroup member
rates themselves ard each cther proup member on 26 adjective
groupings. The evaluation of those ratings results in a score
for each of the three dimerisions. Ps a result, a perscr can be
perceived as behaviwg inm any ore of the 26 combirnaticrs affcrded
by the three dimensions.

Descriptions of the pure dimernsiorns are:

U: takes the initiative in speaking:
speaks loudly, firmly, rapidly,

or with few pauses for the other to reoly.
Addresses cocmmurnications to the oroup as a
whole rather thar to individuals.

Dz participates only wher asked
guestions, then speaks only to the

person who asked the aquestiorisy gives

only minimal information in resporise
to a guestion.

11



P: assumes ecuality betweeri self and
athers, asks others for their copinions,
balarces talkirg with listenirng, or
starts talking ard stops talking
flexitly arnd easily irn respornse to

the needs of others.

N: shows predictable disaoreemernt with
others in communication; seems urnfrierdly
in resoocnse to the frierdly aporcach

of others: seems detached, isclated,
indifferent, distant, unsocial, secluded,
uneporcachable, or not a member of the
group.

F: works on the task of the group by
serious efforts at problem solving; makes
sirncere statement of beliefs, values, or
assumotions, but irn a Judicious and
controlled way; verbally exolores
hyootheses by conjgecturirng, interoreting,
or inferring; or tries to urderstawnd,
assess, or diagrnose the oroblem by
communicating cpirnions and attitudes.

E: changes moad of interaction
suddenly, indicates that the contenrt

or manner of what is poirng or is

tco controlled or constricting, or
indicates a desire for a switch from
work to play, from reasoning to actinp
cut, or from self-control to exoressiaon
(Bales & Cohen, 1979, po. 355-386).

SYMLOG would appear to be a feasible measuremernt of commuri-—
cation competence. HRales and Cohen (19739) make it clear that the
SYMLOG tocls measure traits or the attribution of operscrnality
characteristics to the actor. These attributions are signaled by
both c¢he actor's verbal arnd rnoriverbal behavior. VMeasurements of
these attributions can be made by cothers participatirg in the
irteracticn or by the actor. Rather thar describirio these traitsz
as arnything very lasting in the persconality. Bales ard Cochen

suspect that the trait descriptions provided by SYMLOS are irndi-

cations of the memories ore has about cther pecole built from

1@
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what that person has said or done in the interaction. In this
analysis, the trait is influenced by the situational elements arnd
reoresents a gerieral abstraction or corceptualization of the
other actors in a oroup (Bales & Cohen, 1379).

The actor carmot help ‘buildinp &

reputation’ of some kind in the grcoup,

and others carnnct help their terndencies

to encapsulate their expectations in

the words, pestures, and basic evaluative

concepts that they have learrned as

a part of their languapge and culture

(Bales & Cohen, 1979, p. 214).

Building on the relational model of communication
competmarce, then, it would apoear that SYMLOG would be an
appropriate measuring tool for further validatinpg the Spitzberp
arid Cupach models of communication competence. Besides
validating the association of behavior to appropriateress and
effectiveress, the SYMLOG dimensions carn brovide a pattern of the
social interaction that takes place in the proup.

Relational competence represents a

context-specific, interpersonal

coriversational construct. It assesses

each actor’s self-perceptioris, and

allows each to be a participant—-chserver

of the other perscn’s commurniicative

skill as well (Spitzberpg & Canary,

in press, D. 7).
This is precisely the function afforded by the SYMLOG
methcdolopy. Each oroup member evaluates themselves and the
other group members as a result of a specific interaction.

In the prior competence research, some assumptions have been
made with resoect to the type of personality behavior displayed
if ar actor was Jjudped as appropriate or effective. Canary and

Spitzberg (1985) report that in most social situations

aporopriate resporses are more likely to be positively

1i
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reinforced. If ann actor receives positive feedback for irterac-
tion, s/he is likely to fulfill the self-fulfilliro prcohecy
cycle and respond favorably. Thus, the actor who is perceived as
interacting appropriately is also likely to be perceived as
positive on the EYMLOG dimernsicons. Conversely, Carnary anrd
Spitzberg (1985) report Bellack and Hersen’s view that
communication is inappropriate if nepative social sanctions are
applied.' This would irndicate that the persor who is perceived as
interacting inaporooriately would likely be judged as behaving
nepgatively orn the SYMLOG dimerisions.

Camary and Spitzberg (1985) report that research on asser-—
tiverness indicates the importance of accomplishing individual
goals throuph communication. Effectiverness is judged differently
for s2lf than for other actors in the interactiorn. "Pecaple judge
themselves as more competent to the extent that self-pcals are
accomplished. In contrast, people judge conversational partrers
as mcre competent to the extent that they are aporooriate irn the
conversation" (Canary & Spitzberno, 1985, p. 6). This interoretdo-
ticon would lead one to expect actors who perceive themselves as
effective to also perceive themselves as task oriented (the F
dimension). This would explain the concern for persorial poal
achievemerit as a factor of effectiveness.

Canary and Spitzberg (1385) summarize the behaviors usually
attributed to the two dimensicorns of communicatiorr competence with
appropriateness beinpg more closely aligred with social
attractivenéés while effectiveness is more similar to task

attractiveress. Thus,'the follawirio hypotheses are introduced:

14



HS: Peaple wha are perceived by others as
interactino aooprooriately in the
interaction will be perceived
as pasitive (P) on the SYMLOG
dimeriensiors.

H&: Pecple who perceive themselves as
effective in the interactiorn will

perceive themselves as task orierted
(F) on the SYMLOG dimerisions.

Although the appropriatenéss and effectiveriess measures
constitute competerce in commurnication, an additional and sepa-
rate measure of communication competence is provided (Cupach &
Spitzbero, 198135 Canary & Spitzberg, 1985). The earlier compe-
terice studies introduced the hypothesis that both aporoopriateness
and effectiveness would be strorigly related to the measure of
competerce. Toa fufther validate this, Canary and Spitzbero
{1985) opropose that irterpersonal attraction can be viewed as a
perceptual outcome of communication processes, and that competent
communication is more likely to oroduce perceptions of attrac-—
tiveriess than incompetent communication. Thus, the followinng
hypothesis is obrovided:

H7: Persons who are perceived as competent
by other orouo members will be
perceived as exhibitino positive (P)

behavior accordirgo to the SYMLOG
dimensions.

LR L PP~ P~

Students enrclled in a basic commurnication course at a larnpe
midwestern university self-selected themselves irnto task crierted
work groups as part of a course assignment. Thus, there was ro

centrol, other tharn the cortrols each orouo placed on themselves,

15



for sex, ape, or any other individual variable criteria within
the ogrouo selection bprccess. Each proup had to complete a task
that was: 1) poal oriernted, 2) to be completed by an assigred
date, and 3) to be graded by the course instructor. These char-
acteristics aid irn rerndering the grouns as similar to other task
oriented proupos that might be found in actual work or social
orpanizations.

As a result of the self-selectiorn brocess, there were five
oroups. FfFour prouos were composed of five pecpble each; orie group
nad four proup members. The sample for the study was 24. BGroupn
members were told they wcould receive course credit for participa-
tirng in a research study. Extra credit was awarded on the com-—
pletiornn and return of the guestiormmaires. Subjects were riot tcldg
the riature of the study. No studernt refused participation in tne
studys; thus, all proup members are fully reoresernted irn the self
arnd other perceotual measurements.

Each subject was piven a packet of ouestionnaires cortainirno
the following guesticnnaires: self-competerce, alter competerce,
effectiveness of the interaction as measured by the subject, ard
approboriateness of the other prouo members? interaction, all
which were adaoted from the Spitzberp and Cupach model. Addi-
ticnally, self-satisfaction with the grouo interaction (Wall &
Nelan, in uress), self-reported Interaction Involvement (Cepala,
1984), and SYMLOG Adjective Rating Form (Bales & Cohen, 1979)
ratinos of self and cther orouo members completed the auesticn-—
naire packet. A complete guestiornraire packet is included as

Appbendix A {(see Dape =24).

14
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With the excepticn of the SYMLOG rating instrument, subjects
responded toc each ouestiormaire on a Likert type scale with a 1
to 7 response sot (very stroroly aoree to very strornpoly disa-
oree). The SYMLOG response set consisted of a raroe from 2 to 2
(riever to always). The subjgects were irnstructed to fill cut the
cuesticrmaires on the basis of their interaction in the wark
proub. The oproups had been workinog together for about seven
weeks prior to fillimo cout the guestionmaires, but had not yet
completed the oroup assiognment.

Scores were found by totalino responses to each item of the
respective guesticrmaire. 8Since correlation was the intended
method of analysis no further manipulatiorn of scores was
conducted. When it was necessary to determine a oroup averaoge
serceptiory (i.e., the alter—compeience of Subject X by the
orcup), the scores ogiven by other oroup members to the tarcet

group member were averaged by simple arithmetic mean.

Internal consisterncy reliabilites were determined usirg
Crorbach’s alpha. The self-—assessment instruments repcarted the
following internal reliability ccefficients: self-competence
guestionnaire, .873 Interaction Involvement instrumert, .B86;
communication effectiveness ouestiornmaire, .943 and satisfaction
instrument, .93. In each case, these internal reliabilities meet
or exceed previously reported fipures for internal reliabilities.
The auestionnaires that provided mroup perception measures of a
tarpget individual resulted in the followinog internal reliability

coefficients: commurication appropriateness, .89; commurnication

17



competence, .95; SYMLOG dominarce-submissiveness, .793; SYMLOG
positive-nepative, .32: and SYMLOG instrumertally corntrolled-
emctionally expressive, .71.

The moaerately strong to very strong internal reliabilities
for those measures of oroup perceptions, with the exceoticr of
the positive-rnegative dimension of the SYMLOG instrument,
indicate that the oroup members had very consisternt perceptions
of the tarpet individual. These hipgh reliabilities offer support
for the arithematic averaginpg technigue used in computirg

correlaticns amowmo the variables.

Results

The first hypothesis intended to validate the Spitzbern ard
Cupach competence model by testing the correlation of self-judged
conversation effectiverness to the averaped perceotion of other
group members of the tarpet individual’s behavior aporopriate-
ness. The Pearson Product correlation computed to test this
hypothesis was rnot significarnt (r = .29, b = .28). Rather self-
assessment of conversation effectiveriess was highly correlated to
ore’s assessment of his/her competence irn the irnteraction
(r = .69, p { .@@1), ard strornoly correlated to one’s
assessment of satisfaction with the interaction (o = .&&,
p = .0@1). From the perspective o¢f the other oroup members, the
averaged group perception of campetence was also correlated to

the tarpet individual’s conversation effectiveress (r = .63,

p = .@0@a1).
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The secornd hypothesis was to test the correlation between
cre’s satisfacticon with the group interaction arnd che
individual’s assessment of his/her own caompeterice. The correla-
tior was significarnt (r = .74, p = ( .0€1). Satisfaction was
also pbasitively correlated to self-perceotion of conversaticon
effectiveness {(r = .62, D = .@Q%1) as reported previcusly in
Hypothesis 1 and to the averapged competence perception by cther
croup members (r = .35, o = .0Q@2).

Accerding to the third hypothesis, the highly invelved
indivigual would be oerceived by other‘group members as inter-
actirng aporopriately within the ogroup settirno. Support for this
hyocthesis was not found (r» = .17, D = .818). However, highly
irnvolved individuals did perceive themselves as beino more compe-
tent (r = .88, b = ( .2@1). AR post hor analysis usinog the three
factors of Interaction Involvement——receptiveness, perceotive-
ness, and attentiveriess—- did not yield any significant correla-
tioris.

The fourth hypothesis suppested that inveolved individuals
would corisider themselves more effective in the conversatiorn was
moderately supported (r = .57, p = .0Q32).

The remainino hypotheses are corcerrned with the relation-—
ships between competence measures and the SYMLOG dimensions.
Specifically, the fifth hyocthesis suppested that the pecple who
were perceived by other oroup members as behaving appropriately
in the interaection would be judoged as exhibiting positive
behavior accdrding to the SYMLOG behavior dimersions. The cour-
relation for this hypothesis was significant (r = .67,

p = (.0Q1). The sixth hypothesis looked at a relatiorishiop cn
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another SYMLOG dimernsicri. Here, it was supgested that orouo
members whno nerceived themselves as being effective in the
interaction would oberceive themselves as task criernted (F) orn the
SYMLOG behavioral dimerisions. The correlacion for this hypothe-
sis was not sionificant (r = .32, o = ,Q61). The last hynothe-—
sis tested the relationship between competence ard the pasitive-
negative SYMLOG dimernsicn from the perspective of the cther oroup
members. Group members who were percevied to be comoetent by
cther proup members were expected to be perceived exhibiting
pasitive behaviars. This correlation was significant (r = .69, p
= { .@@1). Although not specified in a hypothesis, a sionificant
correlation also was found betweerr the self-assessmert of the

dominant SYMLOG dimerisiors and the self-report of campeterice.

Discussion

In total, this study did not completely validate the
Spitzbero and Cupach coammunicaticon competerice model. Primarily,
this study did riot support Spitzberg and Cupach’s major theoreti-—
cal anchor of the communication competence model that self-
assessment of conversational effectiveriess would be related to
the interaction partriers? assessment of the target’s behavior
appropriateress.

The self-assessments of competerice fraom the
Spitzberp and Cupach model are significantly correlated to other
variations of competerce assessments. The results of Hypotheses

2 and 4 provide suppcrt here. In each instarce, a measure of

sel f-competence was positively and sipnificantly correlated to
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arnother dimerision of self-competence. In Hypothesis 2, seif-
ccmpetence was supported by the self-assessment of satisfaction
with the oroup irnteraction; in Hypothesis 4, self-assessment of
carversation effectiveress was supported by self-assessmert of
the amount of involvemert in the irteraction.

Relationships between the SYMLOG dimersions arnd the model’s
measures were mixed. The relationship odetween the positive
SYMLOG dimernsiornn and oroup assessment of taréet individual’s
apprapriateness was significant. Also significant was the rela-
tiariship between this same SYMLOG dimersion and the oroup assess—
ment of the tarpet’s competerice. However, these significant
relationships must be called into aquestion since reliability
amorig the oroup members' perceptions on the positive SYMLOG
dimensicon were riot of an acceptable level. Not significant was
the expected relationship between the task oriernted SYMLOG dimen-—
sion ard self-reports of communication effectiveness.

Several reasons can be sugpested for the mixed results of
this study. First, perﬁaos the model carmot be aporapriately
extrapolated from the dyadic mode to the small proup mode. Al-
thouoh one would expect that the model’ underlying theoretical
arguments would be asoropriate for small oroup aralysis, these
measurirng instruments may not orovide the venicie for reliable
assessmert. This first reason dovetails with the second. Cur-
rently there are no statistical methods for testing the concept
of oroup perceptions. In the dyvadic model it is easy tco
correlate reciprocal perceptions. However, in the small group
fermat these types of correlatiorns become urnyieldirgly compli-

cated as each persorn is assessed by every cther pgerson in the
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

group. As in tne case of this study, it was recessary to averane
the individual perceptions from ogroup members to define an
averaged group perceotion evernn thoupgh in reality no such perceo-
tion exists. Other statistical methods do exist for findino
averapges (rather than the simple arithmetic mean). However, the
point remains, some type of averaging amorig oroup members must be
dorne evernr though it is clear that each member forms ar individual
perception of every cother orouo member. The high internal relia-
bilities amongp oproup members’ perceptions of the target individ-
ual do lend support for using this tyope of statistical technioue.
Aithouogh these figures aid in supporting statistical assumptions,
it still does riot answer the critical guestion of firding an
accentable substitute for orouo perceoticns.

Althcouogh this study was not completely successful, some
irteresting relatiocnships were exposed. The results for Hypothe-
sis 1 were riot supbported and, bperhaons, this does brovide vaiida—-
tion for the competerice model. The model rcastulates that indi-
viduals assess their own competerce on a much more specific and
malecular basis while assessing the competernce of others on a
gereralized or molar basis. Initially, it would appear that as
self-assessment of ore’s effectiveness rises, the cther grcup
members would also perceive an increase in the target indi-
vidual’s aporooriateriess. However, since aporooriateriess and
effectiveness individually are significantly correlated to cther
expected measures of competerce, this may support the meodel’s
separation of the self ard other assessment iristrumerts further

indicatirng that separation was necessary and valid.

o
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Aopraooriate behavior as judoed by cother oraup members was
exnected to be correlated to the level of interaction involvement
as assessed by the taroet irdividual. Hawevery no siognificarnce
was found. Perhaps Hypothesis & was confourided by usino an
averaped oOroup Perceotion in relaticon to a self-assessment
measure, for the literature susoorting interaction invaolvement
ard aporooriate behavior certainly suppests a closer relation—
ship. Examinaticn of the individual items that comorise the
appraoriateress instrument indicate that an individual would have
to be quite out of lirne to receive a low ratiro in approoriate-
riess. Nearly two-thirds of the items are directed toward dis-—
covering inaporcaoriate conversational irteraction. However, the
rnature in which these items are stated (e.pg., "Scme of the thingos
s/he said were awkward, " and "S/he said some thinos that
should not nave been said.”) wculd riecessitate very irnaporcooriate
pehavior for the tarpet individual to be rated at the most repa-
tive point of the Likert scale.

When orie averaped ogroup perception was tested apainst
arncther, significant results were found. Hybpothesis 5 suppested
that oroup members would perceive the taropet individual's
aporapriate behavior similarly to their perception of the tarpet
individual’s pasitive (friendly) behavior. This hvpoothesis was
supported. Also, in Hypothesis 7, the averaged grouo perceotiaon
of pbositive behavior was similarly oerceived to the groun’s
averaged perception of the target individual?’s competence.

Hypotheéis 6 sugoested that task oriented behavior es
assessed by the individual would be correlated to self-assessment

of conversation effectiveness. This hypothesis was not suoopoorted.

b
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Furtner research is reeded here as the literature suggests that
conversation effectiveness is manifested by being task criernted
i an attemot to control the conversation for persoral peals and
purposes. Not orly would cornversation effectiveress be expected
to correlate to the SYMLOG task oriented dimension, core could
expoect corwversation effectiveriess to be ceorreiated to
satisfactiornn with the oroun’s interactionr. in this instarce,
reither case was supported.

The choice of methodological instruments for this study meet
the severn criteria established by Spitzbero ard Cupach. Sc it is
disaopocinting that this study provided only some validation for
the adaptation of the Spitzberp and Cupach dyadic communicaticn
comoeternce model to the small orouo format. However, methodcolo-

pical confoundment may have superseded the interded poals.
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APPENDIX A

SELF-RATED COMPETENCE

Thinking of ygur interaction while weorking in your workshoo
oroun, olease resoond to the fallowinp guestiorns concerning

yzur

behavior.

1 = strorply disagree

2 = moderately disapree

3 = slightly disaonree

4 = undecided

S = slightly aoree

& = moderately aoree

7 = stronpoly aopree

i. I was relaxed and comfortable while speakino.
2« I was a likable oersor.

3. I eoxressed myself clearly.

4. I pave positive feesdback.

S I was trustworthy.

6. 1 was assertive.

7. 1 was & pood listerer.

8. I was supportive.

3. I showed an interest in the conversatior.

i2. I was sarcastic.

11. I was awkward in the conversatior.

12. I was socially skilled.

13. I was confident.

14, I found it difficult to exoress my true feelirnos.
15. I ignored the other oroup members! feelinogs.
i6. I lacked self-confidence.

17. I was arn effective conversationalist.

18. I talked toc much about myself.

13. I pretended to listen when I actually didn't.
2@. I was shy.

Zl. I was nervous durino the coriversatior.

2. My facial exoressions were abnormally olank and restrained.
23. I was a comoetent communicator.

24. 1 was respectful.

25. I interrupted too much.

26. I understcood the other oecnle.

27. I was sensitive to the needs arnd feelings of the cthers.
&8. I was cocperative.

(£
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INTERACTION INVOLVEMENT

Thinking of vour behavior and interacticn while workirg in
workshop group, blease answer the followirng guestiorns describing
your cwn behavior.

NS Wi
[}

39.

4@.

rot like me at alil
riot like me
somewhat unlike me
rot sure

somewhat like me
like me

very much like me

I am keernly aware of how others perceive me during my conver-
satiowis with workshop group members.

My mird wanders during workenop proup converstioms and 1
often miss parts of what is noing on.

Often in workshop oroup conversations I'm riot sure what to
say, 1 can't seem to find the approoriate lines.

I carefully observe how others respend to me during workshop
group conversations.

During workshop group conversatvions 1 oftern will oreternd to
be listening to someone when in fact I'm thinkino about
something else.

Often in workshop group conversations, I'm riot sure what my
role isy that isy, I'm not sure how I'm & pected toc relate to
cthers.

I listen carefully to others during workshop oroup
conversaticrns.

During workshop proup conversatiocns, 1 am oftern precccupied
and do not pay coamplete attention to the others.

Often in worksnon grouo conversations I'm not sure what
others are reallly saying.

Often in workshop oroup conversations I am not sure what
others! needs (e.n0., resassurarnce, a compliment, etc.) are
until it is too late to respond appropriately.

Durinpg workshop proup conversations 1 am sersitive to others’
subtle or hidden meanings.

I am very observant of others during workshop oroun
conversations.

fu
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41.

44,

45.

4'6.

Iry workshoo group conversatiocns I pay close attention to what
others say and do arnd try to abtain as much information as 1
carn uet.

During workshopn group conversations I oftern feel sort of
"urplupged" from the social situation of which I am part;
that iss I'm uncertain of my role, others' mcoctives, and
what?!s happening.

In conversations with my worksncoco I really know what?’s gaoirvg
onj that is, I have a "hardle on the situatiori.

In my workshopo groupo conversations I can accurately perceive
others! intentions quite well.

Often in workshoo group cornversatioms I1'm not sure how I'm
expected to respoornd.

Iri workshop group conversations I am responsive to the
meaning of others’ behavior in relation to myself and the
situation.

28



GROUP SATISFACTION

Please answer the following puestions in relation to how you
felt during ycur workshop group meetinps.

N> e
HHHHRHHBR

47-

48-

49.

]
a

o
G

w
F

very strongly aoree

strongly aoree

agree

rneither apgree or disapree

disagree

strongly disagree

very stroroly disaoree

I felt my ideas were stifled by my orcuo.

My enthusiasm to work with the oproup was low.

I only stayed with my proup because I had to do so.

I came away from most of my oroup meetinpgs feelirno resentful
toward the oroun.

I would describe my.amount of frustration, due tao the
behavior of other oroup members, as "very high."

Overall, I am satisfied with my proup’s performance for the
proJect.

I am satisfied with the ouality of my proup’s work.

I came away fram mast of my oroup’s meetirnps feeling pood
abcocut our work.

Overall, I would cdescribe my interactiorns with other proup
members as "very satisfyinog."

I am "“"very frustrated” with the puality of my oroup’s work.
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CONVERSATION EFFECTIVENESS

thinking of the cornversations themselves, answer the

following statemerits to describe yocur feelirgs.

NGO
wunwnnn

1Ry
&N

S593.
60@.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
&68.
&9.
7@.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.

very strongly disapree
stronuyly disagree
mildly disapree
undecided

mildly apree

stronply agree

very strongly apree

Our conversations were very bernieficial.

The other pecple were more active in the conversations than I
was.

I achieved everythino I hoped to achieve in ocur conversations.
The~e were useless conversations.

I was in contral of the conversations.

I was effective in the conversations.

Our conversations were unsuccessful.

I Just let the other pecple talk most of the time.

I pot what I wanted our of the cornversations.

The conversations were unprofitable.

These were advantapeous conversations.

I was an ineffective conversationalist.

I didn't know what was goinp on in the conversations.
These were rewarding conversations.

The other pecole dominated the conversations.

I talked most of the time.

{ found the conversations to be very useful and heloful.
The other people controlled the conversations.

The canversations wernt oretty much the way I warnted.

The conversations were very umrewarding.
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OTHER APPROPRIATENESS

Apain thinkino of the cornversations themselves, ariswer the
foliowing nuestions to describe your feelings about the behavior
af the other oroun members. Do not rate yourself.

N, U e
1O 1 A 1 I I

77

78.
73.
8a.

81.
8.
835.
84.
85.
86.
87.

88.
83.
2Q.

91.

Se.

23.

94.
95.
96.

very strongly disaoree
strongly disagree
mildly disagree
undecided agree
mildly aoree

stronoly agree

very strongly agree

S/he said several thinos tnat seemed cut of olace in our
coriversation. :

S/ne was a smooth conversationalist.

Everythino the s/ne said was appropriate.

Occasiaonally, s/he made statements that made me feel
uncomfortable.

Her/his conversation was very suitable to the situation.
Some the things s/he said were awkward.

Her/his communication was very oproper.

S/he said some things that should not have been said.

I was embarrassed at times by his/her remarks.

Some of her/his remarks were inaporopriate.

I was comfortable throuphout the cornwversation with his/her
remarks.

Some of thinos s/he said were in bad taste.

None of her/his remarks were embarrassinog to me.

S/he said some thinos that were simply the incorrect thinas
to say.

S/he did not vioclate any of my expectations in the
coriversation.

The way s/he said some of his/her remarks was unsuitable.
The thinps s/he spoke about were all in pood taste as far as
Im concerned.

Some of his/her remarks were simply improper.

S/he interrupted me irn the conversation.

At least one of her/his remarks was rude.
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ALTER COMPETENCE

Now, thinking about the other pecopole in the conversaticons, rate

eacn oerson on each of the followirio cescriptions. Do riot rate
yourself.

verv stronoly disagree
strongly disaoree
mildly disaogree
undecided

mildly aoree

strongly agree

very strongly disaoree

Nopudbmiu-
[/ U O T 1 I |

97. S/he was versatile.

98. S/he was sympathetic.

939. S/he was likable.

127, 5/he opave positive feedback.

1@1. S/he was trustworthy.

id=. S/he was assertive.

123. S/he was a pnood listerier.

1@4. S/he was supportive.

185. S/he appeared tired arnd sleeby.

1@86. S/he was awkward in the cornversations.

127. S/he spoke toc rabpidly.

1@28. S/he was confident.

123. S/he ignored my feelirnos.

i1@a. S/he lacked self-confidence.

111. S/he spoke too slawly.

112. S/he could easily out her/himself in ancther bpersan’s shcoes.

113. Her/his voice was monotone and boring.

114, Her/his ¥facial expressions were abnormally blank and
restrained.

115. S/he was adaotable.

116. S5/he had an accurate self-perception.

117. S/he was easy to confide ir.

118. S/he was respectful.

119. S/he understowud me.

12@. S/he paid attention to the conversations.

121. 5/he was sernsitive to my needs and feelings in the conversation

122. S/he was palite.

123. S/he was cocperative.




