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CHAPTER 1
IRTRODUCTICN

A large propurticn of raaeérch in social psycholeogy has been
cencerned with interperscnal communicaticn, More cften than not,
when differant investigaters get interested in an srea of experie
montaticn thet 4s fairly bread and influsnced by many variables,
an evolvexant of several different categeries of, or approschaes to,
the research sirea occurs. The area of interperscogl commanicatieﬁ
is no excaption.

{me approach to the study of interpsrsonal cosmunication is
the srea of paychelinguistico, ®ege, Brown (1959)e  Ancther is the
study of persussive comaunication, that is; the effects of differeant
methods of cawvmnicating upon ovpinlon changs, e.ge., Hoviand, Janls,
and ge11yv(1953)9} flalated to this latier approach is the study of -
the effects of the commnicator himselfls his status, for exempls.
5811l ancther approach iz the investigation of ccrmnication nete
works (sco Glanzer and Glaser, 1%61) which began with the woprk of
Bavelas (1550). without belsboring the point, it can readily be

seen that several varied approaches have developed. few investigators,

l .



hewever, have considersd the effectiveness of communication per s8.
in cther words, research, for the most part, bes not dealt with the
aeccuracy of the receiverts understending of tpe sendar's nossags.
Coe of the first studles to ocnaider specifically the accuracy
of interpersonsl comsunicetion was a peir of experiments conducted
by Leavitt end sueller (1951), Thaose investiygators were primerily
irtercsted in corvmunicative effectivencess as a function of foedback
to the xzessape sender, Hesentially, their hypotheris was that foede
beck should make for greater effsctivensse, MThe precedury connisted
of college instroctors who descrided certain gecmetric patterns
verbelly; and groups of studonts, racging in sise from 6 to 2, whe
were instructed o copy on peper what the instructors described,
Students® pepers, then, could be scored for accurscy. For example,
one of the gecmetric patterus ccasisted of six identical rectangies?
relaticnship to esch cther on the paper., Thus, a score ranging from
0«6 could be determined by the degres of correctunoss in drawing the
six rectangles. In cther words, a particulsr rectangle was scored
perfect if it bore the correot relaticoship to the preceding rectungle.
In thelir first experimsnt Leavitt and Hueller satablished four
different ccnditicns of feodback ranging from the instructor's
receiving a minizmum amount of feedback, threugh two conditions of
partial fecdback, to a maximum or "free® anmocunt of feedbsck, In
addition to reprcducing the rectangles, Ss were asiked to estimate the
number of rectungles that they thought they hed reproduced correctly.
The time taken to éommunicate the message for cach conditinn was alac

mapsured, The resulis of this initisl experimsnt indieated that ss



the degree of {eodhack incressed so did the accaracy on the communie
cation task. The Ss¢ estimates of their own sccuracy as well as the
time prequired for comsunication also followed the sane trond as the
actual accuracys

The second experimant that leavitt and Hueller conductad o '
farther clarification consisted of the twe extremes of feedback only,
l.2.p; the gerc or minimum foadback vs. the freo or maximum feedback
condition, The results wore cenaistent with the trend of the firat
exporiment, The difference betuweon the meen of the froe feedback
(5.9 out of 6) and the mosn of ths sero feadback (5.2 cut of &) woe
significant at the 1% level, Even thrugh the greoups in the sars
fesdbeck conditicn improved with practice, the free fecdback groups
were significantly more accurete in commanicating the series of
rectangles. The eoni‘ideme that atadenty exprossed in thelr resulis
¥as 8lgo pignificantly different for the twc groups, L.e., the free
fecdbeok groups expraosssd mere confidence in their results thon the
zero feedback proupe. Time erpenditure wns sipmificantly greanter
for the {ree fesdback group, but the gap belwesn the twe groups
diminishad towards the end of the experiment. Additional findings
of the experiments were that sender experience was mers important for
acouracy of resulta then receiver expeprience, and the presence of
feedback yiclda confidence and amity, whereas no feedback ylelds low
confidence and hostility. Fesdback or lack of foedback, sccording
to Leavitt and Mueller, is a characteristic c¢f the relationship
between sender end receiver. Dased on thelr findings, leavitt and
Kusller state that "continuing fre¢ fesdback oculd lead direstly back



into zerc feedback, for cnce tha common aress of slsunderstanding
have beea clarified, contemporansous feedback will ne longer be
necessary® {p. L09)s Succiuctly, it would seem that free feedback
affords the learning of o mutusl language, that i3, a comwanicative
language that is undersiocd by the group.

Haney (1964) conducted sn expariment similar to the ons by
Leavitt snd Mueller. Again, gzero feedbeck or cneeway cermrunication
(unilatersl) and free foedback or fucewsy communication (bilateral)
were implamanﬁed. Hanoy's saample consisted of 393 perscns who wore
distributed amcwg 18 groups which renged in size from 7 to L6,
Although Hansy attempted to selsct in cach case a supericr ceme
manicator or message sender for each of the 18 groups, his salecticn
of superior ccamunicators was not significantly substantiated, At
any rat&, the geleotion of message sender was not rendom, Like
Leavitt and Mueiler!a task, the messsgé.involvud the senderts
cammunicnting verbelly a drawiag which the group was to reprocduce
aa sccurately as poesible,

ﬁénay's results supported the Lesvitt and Mueller atudy
considerably. BDased on several criteria, bllatersl communication
differed significantly from snilateral communication: (1) Bilatoral
somrunication wos mere sccuratep (2) Se in the bilatersl conditien
experienced less frustration; and (3) vhen the condition wae bilateral,
Ss were more caﬁrident of their accurméy. |

There were alsc some notaworthy oxceptions to the superiority of
bilatersl communicetion. Por exgmple, it requires more time, The

necessity of twoessy communication 18 lessenad when the nesaage



betwean ccmmunicater and roceivars becomes routine and familiasr,
If bilatoral communication becomns entengled with the need to
maintein order alone, or to reduce dizpuptive influencas such as
anoticnsl responses, thon unilateral mey be advantagocus,

Hansy peints cut that he cannot substantiate Leavitt and
Muellerts finding that twos=way communicaticn was acocompanied by
anidy., He ptates that "the bilateral tranzactions observed in
this study were frequently marked by vancor and impatience® (p, 135).
The following observation ia then meda by Haney concerning the
varisbles influencing effective twoewny cemmunication, These
varisbless

uill tand to beo efficacicus and constructive to the
extant thet the sender, verticularly, snd rsciplents

can rerain open and nonethraataned by the commanication

sxparience., Defensive bohaviop especislly by the

sender wvhether maniflested by aggression or withdrawal

davaprivbly was socompeuied by a detericrsted communie

cation performance (pe 13L)o
Hanmey belisves that scme Loundaticn for understending and sccepting
each other can contyibute greatly to the success of communication.
Although both Leavitt and Mueller (1951) and Haney (156L) seem to
have their results confeunded by the fact that cne-way and two=way
coxaunication represant alse two different levels of completeness
of instruction, thelir work mpresenﬁa_an inmitisl step in studying
gone of the inherent varisbles which influencs communicaticn,
espocially the cpenness or non-threatening aspects of the corruni-
cation experiencs.

Carl Aogers would prebably feel that lanoy is considering a
very important, if not the mcst iapsrtant, varieble in communicaticn



succesy, Rogers feels thet interperszconal mutuclidy is crucial i the
overall effectivensss of interperscnal cowmunication, Regers (1552,
pPo L7) writes "nat the major barrier to muthal interpersomsl
cermmunication 18 cur very natural tendency to judge, to evaluete, to
appreve (or disapprove} the stetement of the other psracn or the
cther group....bo svaluate it from your peint of visw, year frams of
reference.” lic continues by ststing & ruls that could be implemented
to improve communication betwecon porsens: Lach person can spoak for
himself only after he hes first restated the ideas and feglings of
the previous speakep scourately and tc that speaker's satinfaction®
(Po 48)e

Twe questions arige: dees Ropers' ruls iuwprove communication
andy 4 4t doon, why avd how doss At? Rugerﬂ believesn that tha mle
contributas to effcctive communication beeause it eids the individusle
involved to fosl that now they ave being anderstocd by ancther personew
that thiz person oan place himeolf in another's poaiticn, When this
empathlc relationship cocarz, there is no nagassity to be dafensive
and exapgorate onro's statewments, noanrﬁxﬁg t¢ Rogers' reasoniag,

Gperoff (1¥55) has sev forth similar fundamentals concerning
effective cammunication, He gtatess

By 'empéthiaing' with the communicent the sargin of

compunicative misunderstonding is narrcoved, and gsuch

insightful remariks as *How this 13 what I think you

2oEN. e’ and 'In my anderstanding right in this matter?

ara exanples of one's reciprocal empathic abilitysees

'olacing coeselfl in the other person's pooltion,

establishing rappoert, and anticipating his reaction,

Tealings and behoviors' (pe 1oh)e

Thers hes also besn research in the area of communieaticn that

lends indirsct suppard to  Hegerst propessl.  Smith and Znipsht (1959)



demenstrated that a group?s efficiency in problem sclving can be
significantly improved whea feedback concerning psrsonal matiers

is sllowed, It hes also been feund (Shepherd and Wechsler, 1953)
that in expressed communication the lesst difficulty ia related to
positive socicmetric cholce. Using a measure of attribute similarity
(cognitive simtlarity) snd a messure of commuanioative similority
{behavioral cr actual process of communication), Triendis {1$50)
found that communication is nmore effective when the dysds intere
acting shere Comucn norms. He showed that both attribute similarity
{similarity in the dimeasions used by porsons when examining svente
in their envircnnent and the behavioral or commundcative similarities
contribute to more effective commanication,

To date, theory and resesrch sesn to be seying that traly
effective communication between perscns can hest be cbtained when
the persons juteracting shsre scmething in commen. wWhethsr it is
stiribute esimilarity, languzge, common norms, empathizing, a frame
of referance, mutuality, or a ccmdination of those variables has
nct beon demonstrated conclusively. The purpose of this study will
be to test the effectivsness of the rule propesed by Hogers (cone
sideriog 1t a3 & further refinemdnt of twoeway communication) and
alao attempt to isclete posaible contributing varisbles, that is,
the varlables which are effective in aiding cummunication, It ia
assumed that these variebles allcw the perscns interacting to feel
sare ratuality, in that, it affords the perzons a common bond that
bridges the gap cf individuel separateness. Twe hypotheses will bs
tested to attenpt a ceritical asscasment of these variables:



{1) Effectivensss of communication will inorease with an increase
in the level of interperscnsl acceptance; (2) Commaunication will
be mere effective as the mothod providea inereasing amcunts of

feedback te the gender of the message from the recolver,



CHAPTIR 1K
BETHROD

SUBJECTS

The sanmple consisted of 0L mele undergradustes at the University
of Richamcnd, These 58 cama from latroductory Psychology clesses and
from a Human Relations class Lin the dchool of bBusiness Administraticon.
8ince the experimsnt wae condacted with pairs of Ss, L2 dyads were
used in the study. Two pairs had to be discardad from the data |
&nalysis because one pair wes aware of the E's manipulation, and the

cther pair did net fully understand the inatructicas for the task,

CLARUHICATION TASK

The communicaticn task fuvolved the ability «f a sender to
communicate vervally a gecmetric patiern consisting of six equally
sised rectangles (See Appendix A) to a receiver with nsither party
locking at the other or the recsiver seocing the actnal arrangoment.
Under &ll conditicns 35 sat at a small table, The psirs sat towards
each other but vision was blocked by @ pertition. & score ranging
from 0«6 wes determined for the receiverts ropreduction by the

9
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degree of oorrectnees in drawing the eix rectangles., In cther werda,
8 particular rectengle was scered perfect if it bors the corract

relationship to the preoeding rectangle,

PROCEDURE

Four levels of iaterparscnal matuality were employnd: true
friends, contrived iriends, contrived opposites, and a ccubrel group.
(1) The true frisnds wers obtained from the college classes by saling
members of the classes who had a very close friend to bring that
friend to the experizent and thus censtitute a dysd., (2) The contrived
friends wera cbtained by administering the Edwards Perscnal Preference
3chedule to Intrcductory olasses. Then, without actually using the
results, the dyads were told that they had bessn selestod for this
sxperimont in communication based on the findings of this test, They
wors told that the test findings strongly sugpested that they hed '
puoch in commen, that it shculd be sstisfying for them to work togother,
that they could understand esch othor, and that thelr peiring togwther
should bo advantagecus for the communicaticn task. (3) The contrived
opposites were told that they had been selacted for this experimsnt
in communication based on the findings of the Edwards Personal
Preference Schedule, They, however, were tcld that the findings
strongly suggsated that they had 1ittle in comacny that 1t might be
difficult for them to worlk effectively on this task or to mall}*
understand esch other, and that generally their personalities should
not mesh properly for their pairing te be advantagecus for the
comnunication task. (L) The control group was randomly selected
from the sare Introducteory population and givea no informrtion



ph s

regardiag their degree of intorpersonal mutuality. In this conditicn
au offort was pade to eliminate all true friends., Kxcepd for the
true {riends condition, Ss genorally did not know who theolr partner
would be, &und they were obtained for the experiment either by
signing up for a psrticular time in clans or thsy were ccntacted on
the telephone,

The two motheds of communicanbtion were tweewsy communication and
coaomanication based on dAogora? rule, (1) Tuoeway commanioation is
woere both the sender and 'mceiver sre freo to speak as much or as
1ittle as they so desire. This conditicn iz essentisily the soma
as any‘ couzmunication in which one party iés dependent on the other
88 a source of informaticn. (2) The Hogers® rule condition (o
further refinement of two=way cumunicam;m) is where all commanie
caticn involves the use of the rule, This msthed of communication
required the reading of an edaptation of Hdogera' rule to all S¢ in
this condition: ®Each person can speak lor himself ouly after he
hos i’imt restated the messeage of the sender scourstely and to that
sender's svatisfaction,® This condition #sually required that the
experipenter aided the dyed in following ths rule,

All dyeds were glven the sams instructicns at the onsad of the
tasks ,

The experiment in which you are about to participate
invelves a cowmnication taske The task is an atlompt

to assess cno's sbility in a dyad (or pair) 4o communie

cate infcrmation effectively, The infermation to ke

coaveyed in thie case can be utilized to obtein a score

on the task, {(ne2 membsar of the dyad will describe a

ecmetric pattern which the other membaer will not ses
?peiuting to the partition pleced on the tabls to block

theipr vision of cach other). The momber with the patteen
will bo the sender and he will attempt to commuunicate
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varsolly the ?iasign to the receiver who will repreduce

it en 8 blanx sheet of pasper., dince this is Just

vertal comsunicaetion, the pairs will not bs able te

view each other or watch what the cther is deing.
Fpem thin point cn, the diresticns were differcnt deponding on
which tachniqus wes implemsnted or which 3g condition wes useds,
The timo roquired to ccoplote the tasic wos rucorded for each dyad,
After comploting the tack the pelir was requested to £ill oot o
guestionnaire, WINTEIRPERSCMAL REAGTICN SCALE," thaet attesmptéd to
asaess the pairs reactions to the task and to each other (Appondix
B)s Then, the tuo 8= wers shown thedr resclts on the task and
vere given an explanstion of the experimont, 2Zefore leaving
each pair was requested nct to tsll myeﬁe abeut the nsture of

ths sexp@rimnt because of possible contamination.

EVALUATION CF BEPIRIVMANTAL MANISULATICN

The pm*pcaa of this evelnatica was Lo check on the dogren of
friendship or matuplily, Usine o quenticnnsire {(See ippendix C)
containing itoms thet would imlicate the degros or ronze of friende
ohip, an attenpt wos aude o domangtrete the wmlidity of making
dis%im%ﬁ-.créa in tha groups based on mu‘w&iliiy, that 49, whethor oy
ot the groucs that wors soparated on the bosis of friendship ware
indesd friends, (no item on the generzl questicnnsive (Appendiz
B) eoncerning knwledge of the partner was used to sbev the deprse

of separaticn botweon true friends and 2ll other conditicnm,

DEIPEHRDEAT VARIABLES

1, Time Required: each pair of 35 was timed from the beginning

of the tasi untll they jointly deeided that they completed the tseke
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2, Loafidonces reprossated an estimate of socursdy, that ig,
how many of the six rectangles did eagn meabar of ths palr fogl

were repgecducad corrsctlys This was flam 91 of the Interpersonal

Rasstden Selne.  Tho &ton was rospended to separately by each

menbe? gud pricr Yo the £ glving the pair fecdbacy concerning
thelr azcuradye

3. Accurncy: a score ranging from 0«0 was doternined fop
recoiverts proeproducticon by the degras of correctness in draving
the siz rectangles, |

he Quostisnuaire: ¢wo questionunires of the Likort-type were
employmd with & ronge of 17 (sliernative ssesnding and descending
itema), Coe guestiennsive (Appendix B) etviempted to aszsss the
pairs reactiong to the task and cach cther, The socend quentiontwire
{Apmendix C) stéeoptad 4o azsese the degree of frlendobipy emenyg

trae friends.

The independent varisbles were the four subject condition (5),
sender or receiver condition (C), and two mthodé of communication
{(¥)s The sccuracy and time variables wers interpreted by a two-
factor ARCY (L % 2)--the senderepreceiver deminsion was not nocessery

for thess two indepemxient varisbles,



CHAPTER 21X
RESULTS

DNDUCTICH OF INDEFENDINT VARIABLES

Gince 4t wen important to contrel the degree to which the palrs
of Ss knew each cther, two eleps were taken that wculd hopsfully
distingaish the true friend conditicn from all ethor conditdons,

The first astep was to checit the degree te which the two parsons
assigned to a time pericd knew esch other by ssiting them erally
prior to the experiment. The secend step was item #6 on the
questicnnzire which asked about the "Knowledse of the Other Persone®
This was edministercd after the cnmmunicaaien task was cempleted
but before the resulis were known by cither party. Pairs ashed
about how Qﬁll they knew each other befcore the communication tesk
(excluding true friends) answered the item cuncerning their knowledge
of each other differeantly thzn thsir 0ra1 re3?anano Althecugh all
subject conditicns showed significontly less knowledge of the other
person than did the true friends, thers was considerable intere
socticn emeng all cenditicns (Subjoots Methoed) except the true friond

conditicons This ceuld have bzen a functicn of reacting differently

1
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to the item or that the experimsntal conditions had en unsystematic
influence on the respendent?'s reaction to the item,

The *Knowlsdge of Cther Parscn® item (Item £6, (usstionnairge-
Appendix B) was snalyzed for the four mutuality conditicns, the two
methods of communication, and whether the member of the dysd was a
sender or recoiver (b x 2 x 2)s True friends stated significantly
nore Knowledpe of their partners than any of the cther dysds did
for the three other conditions (F 3 0.5, p .35, Table 1), However,
in the two way methed of éamunicaticn the ccentrived coppealtes and
control 38 were significantly more knowledgosble of one another than
contrived friends (q ® 3.4, 302, p 05, Table 1),  Hogers® rule
rethcod of communication ahoumd that contrived friends vere signifi-
cantly more knwilsdgeable of the pértmr than centrived opposites
or the ccntrol Ss (Q @ 3.0, 302, p 05, Tsble 1)o The effects
betwesn tweeway and iogers' rule methods of comruniocation wore
manifested with contrived copposites (F = 7,22, p .05, Table 1)
and control 88 (F = 7,22, p 05, Table 1) showlng siguificantly
less kncwledge of the cther perscn in Regers' rule method, and
ccntrived friends (F « 15,h3, p .05, Table 1) showing more knowe
ladge of partusr in Acgors' rule method of cemmunication, It wozild
appear that true frismds differed significantly in knowledge of
partner frem all cther subject comditicns, but that there is wmuch
S8 by msthed interacticn for all conditicns except true friendo.

A 2 x 2 ANCV was spplied to the total score on the "INTERPERSOHAL
IRPCREATIOR 5CALE" for tm frisnds. This was a furthor chuck on the

degree that the true friends really know each othor. And, whether



TABLE 1

Analysis of Variance for Item 6,
Bnouledge of Cther Perscn

D et e mamap opa

——

s ——————r1
e

¥

Source dafo M3
Subject Conditions (5) 3 51.78 22,134%
Sender or deceiver (C) 1 3.62 1.55
Hethod (M) 1 1,52 65
§x¢ 3 1,04 ol
S5xH 3 1.kl L.08an
CxH 1 »30 % ]
SxOxH 3 035 15
Error Y 2,3k
#p 10

#* p 005



TABLE la

Analysia of Yariance for Subjects
by Methed Interacticn Based on

Enwiledgs of Other Psraon

dource " dofe NS

5 ab ¥y 3 66458 23.Ls5%
5 at i, 3 59460 250k
it ot 5y | 1 3.1 15.43#
H at 5y 1 1509 70220
H at 8, 1 1509 To222

Erpoe é& 23

Y



TABLE 2

Analysie of Variance of True Friends Based
cn the Iatarpersonal Information Seale

- —
Source dafe 3 F
Sorder or Reseiver (3) 1 o35 «OL
Hethod 1 605 78
8xH 1 oli5 e
Errer 16 176
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the twe-way and Hogers'! rale greups of true friends differed
significantly across tha twe mothods of communication. The results
demonstrated that the twoeway and Rogers! pule dyads were not
shgnificantly different in degree of friendship (whether seuder or

receiver) with an F = .78, p 05, Toble. 2.

DEPEMDENT REASURES

A 2 2 2 AV of both scecuracy and tiss indicated that there wore
no significent diffsrences due to sudbject conditdon or the methed
used (Tables 3, L)s AV the .10 lovel of confidence the Hogors' ruls
mothod of cormunication had & tendency to take mors tims than tucsway
mothod of communicaticn (¥ = 3,89, p »10, Table L), Helating back
to the interaction of subjects and methed concerning the knowledge
of the other perscn; it is peesible that the knowledge of partner
for each oonditicn confounded the results for accuracy and time, Ale
though the contrived friends were significantly more knowledgesbls
of their partusrs in the Rogera® rule methed (F » 168,43, p .05,
Table 1, both contrel Ss and contrived oppositos kem significently
more knowledgeable of the other in the twoeway nethed ef ocmmunicstion
(F @ 7022, p 405, Table 1). These results indicate that comminie
cation as dofined by this experiment is not significantly improved by
oither the use of Hogers® rule or whether or not thers is gn increase
in the acceptance or zmutuzlity that pairs can feel toward each other
in the communicaticn taok,

Confidence did manifest 2 S5 by Methed interaction (F = 5,28,
P .05, Table 5)s True friends expressed significantly mnre

confidence in the muwmboer of rectengles correct in the Regers' rale



TABLE 3

Anaiyais of Variance of Accuracy
fer the Commnication Task

Seurce .35 W8 5 ¥
Subject Cendition {3) 3 3.80 .12
Mathod (H) : 1 «10 «03
3 4] 3 609? 20@1
Error 32 3-h1

TABLE L
Analysis of Variance of Time Required
for the Communleaticn Task

Souroe ' dofo S ¥
Subject Comditions () 3 17616 1.601
Hethoed (E'i) )3 L26.28 3,87«
5xH 3 66,34 »61
Error | 32 105,L8

#p  L19
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TABLE &

Anglysiz of Varieace of Ceoafidence for
Subjects in the Communication Task

Source | defs ES F
Subject Comdition (3) 3 L2 1.28
Sender or isceiver (C) 1 1,29 1,13
Mathed (1) 1 o35 «32
3x¢C 3 1.35 L.
SxH 3 5086 Se2fun
cxzH 1 ohS il
520xH 3 1.b3 133
Brror & 1,11

#Hp  L05



TABLE Sa

Analysis of Variance of Confidesnwe icross
Mathods for Subjaots in the Cormnaniecation Teak

o5}

Sonmme dofs M

Trug Friepds

(4 st 23) 1 6ul0 5.77%
Contrived Cpposiicy

(¥ et $3) _ i 12,30 310,90
Gontrel

(¥ xt ﬁl&) 1 ha9 LaS5%
Eypor Ol .21
L0 - TR 3

TABLE 5b

Anelysis of Variance of Cendidence Detwean Subjest
Conditions for Twoenway and dogers' Qeis Comsunlcation

Soares ' Gafo #3 ~ ¥
Tuoaway
(3 at ¥y) 3 6,00 Syl
Hogers' Aule
(3 at ﬂe) 3 . hoh? L‘-QO}*

Error &l .11

L <05

Ny

[24]
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method of communication as oppesed to the tuc-émy methed of ccmmunie
cation (F « 5,77, p .05, Table 5a), Since trus friends had a
higher degree of contoct with cne another, it 1s possible that their
undaerstanding and accepiing of cns ancther was alss greater than the
remaining Ss groups. Based on this notion, it would seem that true
friends being less defensive with rne another could utilize iogerst
Tule mere comfortably and to thelr advantege. Thus, true friends
under Rogera' rule would express more coafidence whan compared to
two-way comsmunication., Contrived opposites were significantly leas
oonfident in the Rogers® rule methoed of communication as ccmpared
with contrived cpposites in two-way communicaticn (¥ = 10,90, p .05,
Table Sa)s GCcntrived opposites using Rogers' rule seemed to compound
their diffioulties in communiceting. The confidence level may have
reflacted this. Control 3s wers mors confident with Hogers® rule
(F:® Le55,.p 205, Table Sa)s: This possibly demonstrates that
fogers' rule affords a oommon bond which the control Ss (two-way)
did not have (control Se generslly had little kncwledge of ons
another). This ccumon bond, perhaps, sdds comfort and confidence,
Since contrived friends did not show any siznificant difference,
there iz the implication that being told of their similarities was
more important than the methed of communication used,

In twce=way communication and Hogers' rule communication the
general trend for each of the Ss conditicna followed the axpec:t;ed
pattern. True friemds were significantly mors confident thsu -
contrived oppealitss {Newmanekeuls, q = 1,80, p JJS); and contrived
friends were significantly more confident than contrel s for tuoe

way communication (Kewmane$euls, q © 1.080, p  .05). vith Rogers!



rule true friends and contrived frionds were significontly more
eonfident than contrived opposites (NeunaoeReuls, q = 2,00, p  «05)
These findings give scme credibility te the menipolation of the o
greeps.

Cns item on thoe PINTSHPERSCHAL INFGRMATICN ZCALE," Enowledge of
Other Porson has been previously anelysed, There were eight other.
itoma which constituted the BSLALE.® Again, each item was 1u@srpmmd
by moans of a iy x 2 x 2 Al(Ve~the four 53 conditicns, two methods, end
the sendarepeceiver dimension,

The iten concerning hoy intelligzent ors partner theought the
other persen was shoved no significant dafferences due %o any effento
{Table 6), It weuld sppear that any frustration thet may have
resulted from the trestmonty were not mesnifested by lowering the
partner's intelligence,

With thz dten conternivg the percolved adjustmont of the partnor,
control §s rated their partners better adjusted then true frisnds or
sontrived oppesites (NeuwmaneXeuls, q = 1.1, «%, p  .05). Alse,
contrived friends rated thelir partners as bolng beller adjusted
then true frionds and contrived oppceites (Hewman-feuls, q @ 1.5,

1.3, p o05)e It is possible that true friends felt accopted by
ens another encugh to be critical or that true friends jued happen
toc know cach othor that well, ﬁuothar'mplamtion is that the cone
munisation task resulted in more frustration for the true friends
because they felt that mors was st stakte and, s a result, ratcd
their pertners lower ia edjustaont than the contrivad friends or
controls, Centrived oppesites may have lowsred their Sudgments of



TABLE 6

Analysis of Verianve for Perseived Intelligence

of Partner in the Cosmaunication Task

Source . daf, us '3
Sabject Condition (3) 3 o84 1,60
Sendor or Heecoiver {C) 1l 053 1,00
Hathed () 1 1,02 1,92
$x¢C 3 «71 .72
Ex ¥ 3 o838 1.66
Su¥ 1 030 057
SxCx¥ 3 01 202
Error 6l «53
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TABLS 7

Analyeis of Variance for Perceived Adjustaent of
Partner in the Communication

Searce dafo KS F
Subject Conditicn (3) 3 2,57 5.0L#
Sender and Receiver (G) 1 oS +B8
Hethod (M) 1 80 1.57
§x¢C 3 o063 1.33
SxH 3 1.37 2,67
CxH i 1,25 1.1k
5xCxH# 3 o0l U2
Error 6l .51

#* p U5
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partnoers sz o functicn of frusiration that was kindled in the task
situntion. |

Ths iten cenceradng Parsemsl Feelinz or tha degree of likiag
of partoer fellowsd the gencrally expscted trend, True frioends
Were aiguificantly'ﬁighar in likdng theilr partuer taen contrived
cpposites or centrel Js (q = 2.9 21, B o05), but true frisnds
and ceatrived friends did not differ. Usemingly, individusle can
bs cenvineced of & dogree of sicilarity or xmt@.lity Junt by being
tcld thet iﬁ is 8o, fhis secnred te be coapurable with the manie
fasted Jdogree of liking for true friendn., Contrived friendz were
elgnificantly better liked by one ancthor then contrived opposites
(xéwmnnpﬁanla, g% 2.0, p +05)s This strongly indicates that
the contrived conditions wers auccessfuvl.

Esgentially the pams trend was show for the iten dealing
with the deedme of portters (o York Tozether Again as the ?mragnml
Feolings item., That iz, twmue friemds expressed significantly nore
willingnass te do this tagk or one sindler, sgsin, then ¢ontrived
vpposites or controls (Fewmane=fouls, g ® 2.7, 26, p  «05)s The
difference betwosn true frismis (12.8) end contrived friends {11.3)
was act significant. Agaln, Lt would eppear that experimentslly
oud can induce conbrived friends conpsrable to true friends in so
far as qgemtieanéira responding 1a'ecaaarn9a. Alse, recelvers
expresued significsntly more willingness to work together eagain
than did the senders regardless of the condition {(F = S,00, p .03,
Table $), Probavly the sender coudition was essecciated with merkedly
more difficultics and frustraticns than the receiver cendition even

though the receivers weras net passive recipients of the information,



TABLE 8

Analyoin of Varlence for Fsrsonel Feelings
Towerds the Partner in the Communicetion Task

Source dofo M3 F
Subject Condition (8) 3 8,22 8,392
Sendar or decsiver (C) 1 2,83 2.89
Hothod (i) 1 o13 .13
Sx¢C 3 o8k o835
5xH 3 oTh 076
Cxn 1 «29 30
SxCxH 3 W75 o7

Error ' &l 058

* P 005



TABLE 9

Analysizg of Variapnee of Pertusrs Willingness Yo Work
Together in sn Sxperiment of This Type in the Fature

e o v

Source dafa M3 F
Subject Conditien (3) 3 7.9 8,09n
Sender or Reseivar {3) 1 T.2 0 0%
Methed () | 1 1.25 .87
5% 6 3 o22 W15
SxH 3 2,08 2,00
CxH 1 08 0G0
3xCxH 3 75 052
drror &l 1.hby

% p o05



snzlysis of Variance of Perscnal
Satiofaction Assoniatad with the

TaRLl 390

the Cemeuniceticen Task

it

Gofa

Source HG F
Subject Conditien (5) 3 5. 75 Le534%
Sender and Haseiver () b 0dd 09
¥athed (M) 1 1,52 1,20
§x¢ 3 LGy 082
$xH 3 oy »50
CxH 1 o1 1Y
SxCxM 3 1.52 1.20
Lrror 6l Lo27

30
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The item concerning Ferscinal Setisfaction showed thut true
friends had more personal satisfacticn assccisted with the communi=-
caticn task than friends (cuntrived) and ccntrel s, but nod more
than contrived oppositen (HowmaneKeuls, q @ lo¥y 2.5, P oU5)e
Persconal Satisfactien would appear to bte sigunificantly greater if
one is woriking with scmsons that he knows well (whatever the relstions
ship meanse-mutuality, common language, acosptance, etc.). Contrived
opposites did score Personal Satisfacticn comparable to true friends
which pessibly means that the contrived oppesites were reacting
against the thought of working in a pair that was unmatched.

Severnl Ss ststed that whea they were tnla that they were opposites
with all its romificaticns, this csused encugh reseatment thet they
ware going to de well no maticr what the experimentear ssid,

Asglgtance in the Communicatien Tesk demonatrated signifioant
differences due to subjuct conditicn msnipulaticn (F « 2,9k, p o035,
Table 11)s True end contrived friends rated their partuers as
glving significant mope agssistance on the task than did contrived
opposites or contrcl Ss (Newman-feuls, q = 1.0, 1.1, p .05},

This prcbably reflscts the true and contrived {riends greater easy
with one ancther as cumpared with controls snd contrived opposites,
Again, this gives more credance Lo the subject condition manipulation,

The items Perscnal Eﬁzponsibility for the coammunication task and
Interest in the Comnunication Task were not significantly éirfér@nt
for any of the conditicna (Tables 12; 13). This would seem to indicate
that the pair's interest snd respensibility in the task would noet hawve
contributed to any unsystenatic effects on the experimentsl methods or

conditions,



TABLE 11

Analysia of Variance for Subjects® Parceived
Assistance {of Partoer) in the Communication Task

S e aiputtostens i
- -—

e

Source dofo  HS F
Subject Condition (3) 3 1.88 209w
Sender or feceiver (C) 1 1.62 2,53
Methed (1) 1 o22 a3k
Sx Q¢ 3 «83 1.30
8 xH 3 oli% 77
CxH 1 2.03 3.17
SxCxH 3 61 095
Erver 6L +6l

4 p «05
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TABLS 12

Anslysis of Yarlance for Pertners® Feslings

of Personal Hosponsidbility for the Task

Scurce dofo #3 ¥
Subject Conditien (5) 3 o32 o3
Jender and ileceiver (C) 1 1,25 1.48
Hothod (M) 1 020 ol
8x¢C 3 o 32 038
Sx¥ 3 »33 °35
CxH 1 +00 +00
S5xCxH 3 1,73 2,06
Error &l o84

33



TABLE 13

Auvalysis of Variance for Subjsotst
Intereat lu the Cosmanication Task

Source defs S ?
Subject Condition (S) 3 2.3 1,88
Serer and Recelver (C) 1 o0 «00
Hethed (M) 1 2 02
5x¢C 3 1.1 <9
SaM 3 1,63 1.3
CxH | 3.2 2.53
SxCxH 3 W7 .56

Error : ) f)}é 1.24




CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSICH

The basic assunption underlylng the present study was that Ss
utilising Rogers' rale iu communicetion would communicate more
effectively than Ss practicing tw'méy sommuniostion. Also, that
a8 degree of similarity or mutuality (whether actusl or experi-
mentally induced) incrossed 3o would the accuracy of communication,
Heither of thege expecatations was supported by the results, The
Regers' rule methed did not improve comaunication on the task,
Althouph the Hogerst rule condition required a slightly longer
periocd of time (p .10), therc was no difference in this condition
and the twominy mthcxi.v The questionnaire stirongly indicsted that
the contrived friends and eontrived opposites were effestively
manipualated as part of the 88 conditio-ns, Alsc, trus friends wers
more knowledgenble of one ancther than ail other 8s conditions. A
source of varisnce seems to have been imrﬁdmd in ail Ss condie
ticns except true frierﬁa. That 18, thers wis eonsiderabls mtér-
action between the method aund S8 conditions. This interaction may
have confeundied the accuracy of the rosults but, s stated before,
it wonld bs difficult to aaeamin whether or nct the exporimental

38
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sstting influonced the responses on the item concerning degree of
Knowing the other perscn,

Sinse true friends under Rogers' rule stated signilicantly more
coufidence than true friemds under two-way, it is reasonable to
assume that Regers! rule is more likely to #tap* or elicit feelings
of acceptance and/or similaritye-if they are there in the first
place,

Thers was considerable intra~cell variance which could probably
be greatly lessensd by increasing the N size, This belief Ls based
en the fact that all differencea wers la the expected directien,
but the variance within each cell d¢id not slloe any of these
differences teo beccma apparent. It 15 also ressonable to assume
that the communication task is not applicable t¢ teating the effostive.
ness of i?n;gam' ™le in communication,

Tue mcst essentiel variable for thds type of communication task
may not be the degree of acceptance or similarity. Possibly where a
commpnication task sctually requires that a palr understand one
anothers! feeling and thoughts would be mcre applicable., For aexample
bafore a peir of 8s communicate with cne another, have them indoe
pendeatly f£ill cut & gquestionneire concerning @ topic that would
cause scee emotional involvement, After the pair have snawered the
questicnnaire separately, then, they might discusa with one ancther
how each fesls about this particular tepic (cemmunication would be
aither tﬁway or Hogers' rule), The oriterion fer successful or
effective comunication would be responding Lo the guestionnsire

(given bafors the pair communicated) as did his partner, This type
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of communicative task would appear to be more sulted to {esting the
hypothesis that communicaticn is more effective when acceptance or
mtuality {8 presont in the communication setting. The task used
in the present study would probably be mure suitsble in asscasing
communicaticn based on cumncn norms shared by the peocple communie
cating. Triandis (1900} ehowed that perzons with attribute simie
larity (similarity in the dimensions used by perscns when exasining
events in their eavirenment) communicate mora effectively., That is,
paople who use the same adjectives, ete, to dssoribe what they asze
in the world will be mcre effective in communicating than peraons
who do not share a common way of examining events in their environ-
ment. In other words, perscns who shared similar modes of analysing
a geometric pattern could ¢ommunicate effectively regardieass of the
degres of acceptaﬁse or sutuality that they possessed,

in conclusion, the reascn there waz a lack of significant
differsnces in acouracy for the variocus conditicns may be fourfolds
(1) Regers* rale does not after all, sid communication, (2) insufe
ficient H size, (3) ocnfounding of kncwledge factor, and (Ii) insdee-
quacy of this task tu assess the independent variables, Further
research should vary the task te m&aaufe the particular type of
cammanication desired, Studies should be designed to assess the
relstive significance of common nerma.and mutusl acceptence in the

role of commaplceation.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY

Varicus epproaches hava daveloped for the study of interperscnal
aommunication, Howsver, little research has besn congerned with the
effectivensss of communication, that ls, the acouracy of the receiveris
understanding of the sonder's message, The pressnt study was aimed at
investigating the effectivencss of cosmunloation as a function of two
variables: level of interpersonsl acceptance and ancunt of feedbaok
which the ssnder cbtains from the receiver,

Forty pairs of male S8 were obtained through Introductory ps}chw
logy classes at the University of dichmond, Zach pair of 38 had es
their tesk to occmmunicate s gecmetric pattern consisting of six
equally sieed motan.g.les. (nly one member of the pair cculd see the
pattarn, and he had to cemmunicato it verbally to & receiver. The
tuo methcds of ccamaunication were twoeway communication and communie
cation baged on & rule stated by Carl éiagars, a further rofinement
of tuceway communication. Four levels of interpersonnl acceptawea
or mutuality were eapleyeds true friends, contrived {riends,
contrived epposites, and & contrel group. The time required for the
task, coeafidence of the pair in thelr degree of accuracy, and actual
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accuracy were utilized te gather infermntion concerning thé ef{fective=
ness of communication and alsc 8o reactions, via a post-mesting
questionnaire, to the task and each otherx,

The results did nat support the hypctheses that effectivencss
would iucresse with the lsvel of interperscnsl acceptance or with
the method providing increasing smounts of fgedback to the sendsy cf
the massage fyom the roceiver., There was & tendency for Rogors® ruls
to require more time than twe-way cowmunication, S5ince interaction
between 88 and method was manifeoted for the item concerning knowledge
of the cther person, possibly, accurady vas occnfoundsd, The question=
naire indicated that the manipulstion of the level of interperscnal
mutunlity was succssaful.

For further research cn effectivensss of comamunication 1t vas
suggested that the specific tesk should be varisd to measure the
porticular type of cumsunication ampleyeds. It 48 net felt thet a
tesk such as the one uped in this study is appropriate to assessing

corrundeation of faelinge or acesptance,
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APPEHDIX A
QSCHSTRIC PATTARN FCH COMMUMICATZION TASK






APPENDIX B

QUESTICKHAIRE FOR THS BVALUATION CF EZXPERIMEUTAL
SANIPULATION FOH ALL SURJECTS
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ih

Yeour Heme

INTERPERSCNAL REAGTICN SCALS

Batimation of Accuracys Hcw many of the & rectangles do you
think (if you were the receiver) get cormeoct? (if you were
the sender, how many do you think the receiver got correct?)es
(check om).

0 3 __ 6

1 L ‘

2 5

1]

Intelligence (check ono)

I beliave that this perscn is very smuch above averags in
intelligencs, .

I bolieve thst this person is above avarsge in intelligence.

I believe that this perscn is slightly above average in
intslliigonce,

I beliove that this person 1» average in intelligence,

I belisve that this person is slipghily balow averags in
intelligence,

I believe that is person is below aversge la intelligence.

I believe that this person is very muciu below aversge in
intelligsnoe,

Adjustrent (chack one)

I bolievse that this porgen s extrumely meladjusted,

I believe thazt this person is maladjusted,

I boldsve that this person is maledjusted tc a alizht degres.

I velieve that thia porsen iz naither purticularly mole
pdjusted nor partisularly well adjusted.

1 belicve that this porsen 48 well sdiusted to 3 slight
dea' ree,

I believa that this peracn is extrewely well adjusted,

Personal Feelings (oheck one)

I feel that I would probably 1ike this parson very mache.

I feel that I would prebably like this psrson,

I feel that I would probably like this perscn to a slight
detren,

I feel that I would probably neither particularly like nopr
particularly dislike this person,

I fsel that I weould probubly disliike this person to a
slight degrse,

I feel that I would probably ddelike this persun.

I feel that I would probably disiike this persca very mach,

H I H

i

11

e
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6

I

LS

Working Together in an Exporimsnt of This Type in the Future

(check cus)

I believs that I weuld veary much dis}ike wm-king with this
parson 1o an expsriment &goin.

I balieve that I would dislike anrscim; wi.tn this person in
an experimoent agein,

I believe that I would dislike working with this perscn in
an experimant, again, to a slight degree,

I balisve that I would neither particularly dislike acr
partioulerly enjoy worxing with this person in an experi-
rent, again, :

I bolieve that I would ea,jc,,r working with this psrecn in an
expariment, azain, %o a slight degree.

i believe that I would en&oy working with this pemon in an
oxporiment mgain,.

I balisve that I would very much ¢njoy working with this
person in an exporiment again,

Knowledge of Cther Parson (check cne)

1 feel thet I know this perscn very well

I fzel that I know this person quite well,

I fesl that I know this person feirly well,

I fesl that 1 kmow this psrson oaly casually well,

Although I have seen this person often, wa have had little
epportunity tu get to knew each cther.

Although I have secn this person bofore, we aru praotically
strangers to cne ancther,

I have never sesn this person before today's mating'

Asgistance in the Communicaticn Task
I feel that this person was no help at =il in the commnie
cation task,
I feel that this psrson was practicslly ne help in the
commaication tasi,
I feal that this person wes nore of o hindrance than a
help in the communication task.
I feel thst this person was nsither a4 hindrance nor a
help in the cowmnication task,
_ 1 fesl that this person helped alightly in the communie
caticn tasit.
I faol that this perscn helped considerably in the
communication task,
I feel that this person was extremoly nhelplful in the
communicaticon task.

H
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Perscnsl Savtisfaction (cheak ome)
I felt ccmplotely satdsfisd with the amscant and type of
ny perticipation during the task periocd,
I felt quite satiafied with the amcunt and type of my
participaticn during the task periond,

I felt mcderately satisfled with the amount and type of
ay participaticnt during the task psriod,

I felt neither vepry satisfiad nor very dissatisfied with
the amount snd type of my participation during the
task poriod.

I folt nodarately dissatisfied with the amount and type
of perticipaticn during the tusk poricd,

i felt quite dissatisfied with the aacunt and type of my
participaticn during the task periced.

I felt completely dlaosatisfizd with the amount and type
cf participation during the task pericd,

Paracnal Respcnsibility (oheck cne)

I felt abaolutely no respensibility for the end product
of the Laok.

I felt plmest no regponsibility for the end produet of
the taskt,

I felt moderately irresponsidle for the end product of
the task,

I falt nasither responsible nor irrvespsnsivle for the end
product of the task,

i felt mcderately responsible for the end product of the
tasko

I folt qualte responsible for the end product of the task,

I felt completely responsible for the end product of the
taske

Interest in Communicatinn Task (check one)

I feel that this task is extremely intsresting,.

I feel that this tesik is quite intoresting.

i feel that this tasi i3 mcderately iatsresting.

I feel that this task is neither very ilatersasting nor
vory ull or boring.

I feel that this task is mederately dull or boring.

i feel that this task ig guite duld or boring,

I feel that this task is extremely dull or boring.

| |
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Check two (2) adjectives anmong the list below that best describes
the feelings you sxperienced during the communication tasik.
fiswarding e, Gomperative Sluggish
Confusing T Playful Complex
Frustrating Stapid injevable
Amiocus interesting Simple

Clear Competitive Tiring
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INTERPERSCHAL IHFCGRMATION SCAL

Length of Sima that this person and I have &mwn each other:

Crer 6 yeara, Abcut le2 years.
Cvar l yoarg. legs than ) yoar.
Sver 2 ysars. Lesz than & nonths,

fboat 2 ysars.

Jegree of Frlondohip
This pereon iz ny closest friend,
This perzen is probably my clessst friend,
Thig peroon ia among my ¢logset frienda,

Thle peraon &8 oot 8 close Iriend, but we are friewnds

mevertheleas,

This person s a caswusi Lriend,

This persca and I moy beocme batter frienda, but the
relationahip at tho present gesms 4o be besed on
ccpmen interects.

This poraon 48 net necosvarily my friend, but we often
do things togother,

1

Conmupdcaticn
This pergon end I hardly comunicate with esch othsr at
This person and I commanicate with each otbher with much

difficultys

Thin porson szl I cosmunicate with each other with some
difficulty,

This person and I reithor communicate well nor poorly with
each other,

Thiy perscn and 1 . communicats with each other {airly well.

This perscn and I communicate with esch other quite well,

Thin porscn and I commonieats with each cther extremely
well,

Activities

This porszon and 1 do most things together,

Tnis perscn and I do many things togethar.

This person and I do soms things togethor,

This person and I only do things together with others.
This person snd I seldom do things together,

This perscn and I glmest sever do things toguether.
This perscn aod 1 never do things together,
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5o lMutuslity

This person and I do not fecl the same way about anything.

This porvson and I almost never feel the same way about
thiungs.

Tais perscn and I seldom feel the sane way about things.

This perascn and I fool the same way sbout some thiogs but
very different about other things.

This pergon and I feel the samo way aboul many things.

This poaracn end 1 fesl tho same way about amost tidngs,

This porsca and ) fesl the pewe way sbout practicelly
everything.

L

6, Dogroe of Mutual Understanding

I beliave that we andeprstand each otherts feelings
excepticnally wolla

I believe thot wo understand euch other's fecliogs well.

I beifeve that we understend ecch other's feolings fulrly
well.

i believe that we understand each otherts feelinge neither
very well nor very poorly.

I believe that we have a tendency to mizunderstand each
otherts feelings.

I believe that we generally misunderstand each cther's
fealinzo,

I balieve that we do oot understand esch cther's foelings
a8t 21k,

|
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