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ABSTRACT 

Conflict discussions are important events in serious dating relationships. How 

disagreements are managed can impact the level of satisfaction with the interaction and may 

eventually or concomitantly affect the overall relationship as satisfying or dissatisfying interactions 

accumulate. This smdy investigated the role of conflict in relationships by examining relational 

responsiveness (i.e., the signed difference between parmer's expectations and perceptions of actual 

behaviors during conflict) and the role of empathy (i.e., perspective taking, empathic concern, and 

emotional contagion) as a moderator of the association between expectations and perceptions of 

actual behavior. Couples discussed a recurring conflict with each other and completed 

questionnaires two weeks prior and immediately following their conflict interaction. Results from 

this investigation revealed that dating parmers consistently expected their parmers to demonstrate 

high levels of intimacy and equality/composure. Moderately low levels of formality and 

dominance were also expected, but these expectancies showed more variability. The findings also 

indicated that overall relational responsiveness was positively related to communication 

satisfaction. Limited support, however, was found for the role of empathy in determining the 

degree of relational responsiveness that may be perceived by dating parmers during conflict. The 

overall level of responsiveness exhibited by people who were instructed to consider their partner's 

perspective was not significantly different from people who were told to consider their own 

viewpoint. Only one subcomponent of responsiveness (i.e., equality/composure) differentiated the 

levels of perspective taking. Additionally, empathic concern was not a significant predictor of 

overall relational responsiveness or any of its subcomponents. Emotional contagion, however, did 

significantly predict overall relational responsiveness and the subcomponent of dominance. As 

emotional contagion increased, overall relational responsiveness and responsiveness with respect to 
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dominance decreased. A higher order negative relationship between emotional contagion and 

responsiveness with regard to intimacy was also found. These results suggest that the management 

of conflict in dating relationships appears to entail being responsive to panners' relational 

expectations and being relatively unresponsive to partners' emotions. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Rationale and Research Hypotheses 

I was assertive; you were demanding. I was thinking; you weren't paying attention. I 

was speaking loudly; you were ranting and raving. I was looking at you; you were glaring at me. 

These are but a few of the countless "meta-disagreements" couples may have during conflict 

interactions. Although the importance of the content or topic of conflict is undeniable, the above 

examples illustrate the influence of nonverbal behaviors during conflict and the significance of 

relational messages that accompany the process by which people disagree, fight, and quarrel. The 

above examples also highlight the relevance of the ability to consider a parmer's perspective and 

feelings during conflict. Arguably, conflict may be damaging to relationships when people are not 

sensitive to their relational parmers' expectations. For instance, Parmer A may discuss a conflict 

in a calm and composed voice, but Partner B may interpret this as aloofiiess and indifference 

(perhaps because in Parmer B's family, raised voices during conflict meant caring about the 

relationship and the issue). Thus, the proposed study will compare relational expectations and 

perceptions of enacted behaviors during conflict interactions and will explore how empathy 

influences the degree to which people are responsive to the relational expectations of their dating 

parmers during conflict discussions. 

In order to accomplish diese objectives, I will first address the role of conflict in dating 

relationships. Second, I will examine the range of relational expectations couples may hold for 

their parmers' conflict behaviors. Third, I will explicate how relational expectations and relational 

message perceptions of behavior enacted during conflict influence satisfaction following conflict 

discussions. Fourth, I will discuss how empathic processes may moderate the relationship between 
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relational expectations and relational message perceptions of behaviors enacted during conflict 

interactions. 

Conflict 

Conflict is an integral part of social life (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Braiker & Kelley, 1979; 

Czihn, 1990; Coser, 1956; Fink, 1968, Hocker & Wilmot, 1985; ECnapp, 1984; Laveman & 

Borck, 1993; Peterson, 1983; Roloff, 1987; Simmel, 1955) and a key characteristic of relationship 

development, disengagement, and divorce (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Braiker & Kelley, 1979; 

Duck, 1982; Kitson & Holmes, 1992; Knapp, 1984; Lloyd & Cate, 1985a, 1985b; Reissman, 

1990). In particular, conflict is an especially meaningful occurrence in dating relationships. 

According to Lloyd and Cate (1985b), conflict is "important in the stody of the development and 

dissolution of premarital relationships, given that it may serve as the process by which the very 

continuation of the relationship is negotiated" (p. 181). Indeed, conflicts in dating relationships 

may be predictive of later satisfaction and adjustment in marriage (Kelly, Huston, & Cate, 1985; 

Markman, 1981). Other scholars noted that conflicts are significant events in relationships 

because they may fimction as turning points and signify changes in relationship qualities such as 

satisfaction, intimacy, and commitment (Lloyd & Cate, 1985a; Surra, 1987; Surra, Arizzi, & 

Asmussen, 1988). Conflicts may also act as "'windows to the inner structure and workings of 

close relationships" (Braiker & Kelley, 1979, p. 137) and may test the "character of relationships 

more rigorously than...any other type of communication" (Canary & Cupach, 1988, p. 305). 

Thus, a central aspect of relationship life is conflict. 

In addition to being a critical event in romantic relationships, theories of relationship 

development and smdies on conflict reveal that disagreements and argimients are common 

occurrences in serious dating relationships. For example, on the basis of Knapp's (1994) model of 
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"coming together" and "coming apart," Knapp and Vangelisti (1992) predicted that conflicts 

increase as people develop their relationships because communication becomes more overtly 

evaluative (Knapp, 1983). Using a social penetration explanation, Altman and Taylor (1973) 

expected that the probability that conflicts will occur mcreases as relationships develop because the 

process of social penetration (i.e., revealing one's personality through communication that 

increases in breadth and depth of topics) results in greater interdependence and an accumulation of 

interactions between partners (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Taylor & Altman, 1987). Research by 

Braiker and Kelley (1979) supports these predictions. They found that the transition from casual 

dating to serious dating was accompanied by more firequent conflict and negativity as well as 

increased feelings of love and connection, public recognition of the "couple," sexual intimacy, 

thoughts about the couple's future together, and increased value placed on need satisfaction. 

Taken together, the evidence indicates that conflict is a principal feature of serious dating 

relationships. 

The impact of conflict on relationships, however, is not solely a fimction of whether or not 

conflict occurs or how many conflicts occur. Several scholars have noted that greater 

understanding of the influence of conflict in relationships lies with probing the association between 

how conflict is managed and the types of constructive and destructive outcomes that may arise 

(Altman & Taylor, 1973; Coser, 1956; Hocker & Wilmot, 1985; Knapp & Vangelisti, 1992; 

Peterson, 1983). Rausch, Barry, Henel, and Swain (1974) contended that the issue of who "wins" 

a conflict may be less important than how the conflict process unfolds and how conflicts can 

facilitate relationship growth and understanding. Thus, one important issue in the interpersonal 

field has been the discovery of when and under what conditions conflict may be productive and 

facilitative in relationships (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Coser, 1956; Donohue & Kolt, 1992; 
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Hocker & Wilmot, 1985; Knapp, 1984; Knapp & Vangelisti, 1992; Peterson, 1983). Among the 

positive aspects of conflict, Coser (1956) suggested that conflict can bring people together and can 

give people the opportunity to voice differences (i.e., operates as a "safety valve"). Knapp and 

Vangelisti (1992) noted that conflict helps people understand themselves, each other, and the 

relationship and reveals areas of similarities and differences. Altman and Taylor (1973) claimed 

that conflicts set the "stage for new directions of growth" (p. 168). Among the negative aspects of 

conflict, Donohue and Kolt (1992) argued that conflict can destroy trust, generate fear, and 

undermine people's self images. Siegert and Stamp (1994) found that conflict may increase 

uncertainty and eventually lead to termination of the relationship. Clearly, engaging in conflict is 

neither inherently beneficial nor deleterious; however, the way in which conflict is managed may 

have positive or negative effects on relationships (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Coser, 1956; Hocker & 

Wilmot, 1985; Knapp & Vangelisti, 1992; Peterson, 1983). 

Dpfinirinn nf Pnnflirr 

Numerous definitions of conflict have been offered in the literature. However, there is 

little consensus among definitions of conflict (Fink, 1968; Peterson, 1983). Fink (1968) argued 

that the diversity of explanations and lack of agreement on what constimtes conflict has led to 

conceptual confusion. He advanced a generalist approach to social conflict and offered a broad 

definition of conflict. Fink (1968) defined social conflict as "any social situation or process in 

which two or more social entities are linked by at least one form of antagonistic psychological 

relation or at least one form of antagonistic interaction" (p. 456). This definition of conflict 

included intrapersonal, interpersonal, and intergroup conflicts. Other definitions of conflict have a 

more narrow focus. For example, Coser (1956) stated that: 



18 

Conflict, as distinct from hostile attitudes or sentiments, always takes place in 

interaction between two or more persons. Hostile attitudes are predispositions to 

engage in conflict behavior; conflict, on the contrary, is always a trans-action, (p. 

37) 

Peterson (1983) discussed conflict as "an interpersonal process that occurs whenever the actions of 

one person interfere with the actions of another" (p. 365). Bell and Blakeney (1977) identified 

conflict as an "mteraction between parties expressing opposing interests" (p. 850). Thus, the 

realm of conflict includes an assortment of terms such as fights, argimients. complaints, 

disagreements, tiffs, quarrels, problem solving discussions, and social confrontation episodes 

(Katriel & Philipsen, 1981). 

For the purpose of this paper. Fink's (1968) general definition of conflict will be used. 

However, the proposed smdy will more narrowly examine conflicts that are expressed and 

responded to in interactions between parmers in dating relationships. In other words, the proposed 

smdy will deal with two people who not only have antagonistic psychological relations with one 

another, but also are enacting an antagonistic interaction with one another. Scholars have referred 

to this interpersonal communication process which involves overt opposition between people as an 

"open conflict," "expressed conflict," "complaint episode," and "interaction scenario" (Alberts, 

1988; Christensen & Pasch, 1993; Hocker & Wihnot, 1985; Peterson, 1983). 

rnnflicr in Dating Relarinnships 

A dating relationship is defined as a relationship that has "one of two culturally defined 

endpoints: Either it cuhninates in a long term conmiitment (marriage) or the relationship 

ultimately terminates or breaks off" (Braiker & Kelley, 1979, p. 136). Serious dating 

relationships that are of a romantic or intimate nature might be classiHed in the intensifying or 
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integrating stages (following Knapp's (1983, 1984; Knapp & Vangelisti, 1992) stages of 

developing relationships) or in the affective exchange phase (following Altman & Taylor's (1973) 

stages of social penetration). Other terms that refer to this type of association are "couples in 

courtship," "premarital relationships," and"daters." 

Although there is evidence that dating relationships share some similarities with marital 

relationships (e.g., Helgeson, 1994), it is premature to assume that conflicts in premarital 

relationships are comparable to conflicts in marital relationships. Nevertheless, most of what is 

known about conflict in relationships stems from research that has focused on marriages (Cahn, 

1990). Relatively few studies have examined conflict in dating relationships. Premarital 

relationships, however, deserve fiirther empirical investigation because they have a number of 

characteristics that are distinct from marital relationships. For example, although premarital and 

marital relationships are typically entered into voluntarily in western cultures, exiting from dating 

relationships is somewhat easier than the formalized legal dissolution procedures marital couples 

must traverse. Also, premarital relationships usually do not involve children or economic 

dependence. In addition, Swann, De La Ronde, and Hucon's (1994) research indicated that 

couples in dating relationships and marital relationships may want different kinds of evaluations 

from their partners. They found that daters desired to be evaluated positively, whereas marital 

couples wanted to be evaluated in accordance with their perceived self identity whether it was 

positive or negative (Swann et al., 1994). Thus, dating relationships are different from marital 

relationships in important ways and this may result in differences in how couples behave during 

conflict. 
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Relarinnal Cnmmunication and Conflict 

As with all communication, conflict discussions between dating paitners involve messages 

that simultaneously convey both information about the content or topic of the discussions and 

relational information about how parmers interpret and define thet relationships and themselves 

within their relationships (Watzlawick, Beavin, & Jackson, 1967; Millar & Rogers, 1976). The 

relational component of messages forms the basis of relational expectations. These expectations, 

in mm, serve as perceptual filters and as guides for interpreting messages and for enacting fiiture 

behaviors (Burgoon & Le Poire, 1993; Kelley & Burgoon, 1991; Darley & Fazio, 1980; Darley & 

Oleson, 1993; Taylor & Crocker, 1981). In order to address the issue of the kinds of relational 

expectations dating parmers may hold for behaviors during conflict discussions, the nature of 

expectations in general needs first to be explored. 

According to Expectancy Violations Theory (Burgoon, 1978, 1983, 1991a, 1992; Burgoon 

& Aho, 1982; Burgoon & Hale, 1988, Burgoon & Le Poire, 1993), expectancies are an "enduring 

pattern of anticipated behavior [that are] general—pertaining to all members of a language 

community or subgroup—or particularized—pertaining to a specific individual" (Burgoon, 1991a, 

p. 2). Expectancies are a fimction of social norms and knowledge of the individual interaction 

idiosyncrasies of the communicators. They originate firom a combination of three salient features; 

communicator characteristics (e.g., gender, age, and appearance), relationship characteristics 

(e.g., status inequality, dominance, and attraction), and context characteristics (e.g., situational 

definition, task orientation, and formal orientation) (Burgoon, 1991a). It is also important to note 

that expectancies may be primarily prescriptive (i.e., expectations about what should happen or 

should not happen) or predictive (i.e., expectations about what will likely happen). Some scholars 

have argued that prescriptive expectations are particularly significant influences on subsequent 
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perceptions and beliaviors (Staines & Libby, 1986; Wegner & Vallacher, 1977) and, thus, the 

proposed study will focus on prescriptive expectations. 

In regard to conflict interactions, researchers have reported that relational partners hold 

general expectations and beliefs about engaging in or withdrawing from conflict interactions (e.g., 

the belief that disagreements are inherently destructive or the belief that disagreements should be 

avoided) (Crohan, 1992; Eidelson& Epstein, 1982; Epstein & Eidelson, 1981; Fitzpatrick, 1988; 

Metts & Cupach, 1990). These expectations were found to be related to relational partners' 

responses to problems in the relationship and their satisfaction with the relationship (Crohan, 1992; 

Fitzpatrick, 1988; Metts & Cupach, 1990). Couples may also hold more specific expectations 

about how partners should behave during conflict discussions. These prescriptive expectations 

may be gleaned from research on conflict styles and strategies (Alberts, 1989; Bell & Blakeney, 

1977; Canary, Weger, & Stafford, 1991; Cupach, 1980, 1982; Fitzpatrick & Winke, 1979; 

Kilmann & Thomas, 1977; Legge & Rawlins, 1992; Newton & Burgoon, 1990a, 1990b; Putnam 

& Wilson, 1982; Rands, Levinger, & Mellinger, 1981; Rahim, 1983; Rausch et al., 1974; Roloff, 

1976; Rusbult, 1987; Rusbult & Zembrodt, 1983; Schaap, Buunk, & Kerkstra, 1988; Sillars, 

1980; Sternberg & Soriano, 1984), reviewed next. 

Cnnflir-f .Styles and Sfraregies 

Examination of the conflict styles and strategies literature reveals that couples may expect 

their partners to enact one of several possible conflict styles or strategies. For example, Sillars 

(1980) theoretically and empirically derived three basic conflict types which were comprised of (a) 

passive and indirect strategies (e.g., parmers do not discuss the problem or try not to acknowledge 

the problem), (b) distributive strategies (e.g., parmers discuss the problem and attempt to get the 

other person to concede, sometimes by expressing negative feelings toward their parmers), and (c) 
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integrative strategies (e.g., partners engage in an open discussion of the problem, with neutral or 

positive affect and without seeking concessions from parmers). 

Putnam and Wilson (1982) assessed three conflict styles in organizations. Their three 

styles closely resemble those conflict types recognized by Sillars (1980). For instance, Putnam 

and Wilson's nonconfirontation oriented strategy (e.g., withdrawing or minimizing the conflict) is 

similar to Sillars' (1980) passive and indirect conflict type. Putnam and Wilson's (1982) notion of 

control oriented strategies (e.g., being domineering or forcing) is analogous to Sillars' distributive 

strategy. Finally, Putnam and Wilson's (1982) solution oriented style which involves explicit 

commimication about the conflict and oreats conflict as a problem solving activity characterized by 

mutual compromise is similar to Sillars' (1980) notion of integrative strategies. Even though 

researchers have offered extensions of this three part typology in a variety of contexts (Fitzpatrick 

& Winke, 1979; Rusbult, 1987; Rusbult & Zembrodt, 1983; Sternberg & Soriano, 1984), these 

classiflcation systems generally include the three categories mentioned above (Canary & Cupach, 

1988; Cupach, 1980, 1982). 

The development of these categories of conflict styles and strategies highlight two 

conclusions that are pertinent to the purpose of this investigation. First, research on conflict 

typologies illustrates the proximal influence of communicator-specific expectancies and the distal 

influence of normative expectancies during conflicts in dating relationships. The conflict styles 

and strategies literature shows that different people enact different styles and strategies. There is 

no unitary profile that characterizes how all people will behave during conflicts. Even within 

couples, one parmer may follow a particular conflict strategy and the other partner may use 

another strategy. Moreover, compared to marital couples who may have fairly habituated conflict 

patterns, dating couples' conflict behaviors may still be in flux and substantially based on past 
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family experiences. In the case of conflict in serious dating relationships, then, expectancies are 

more likely to be idiosyncratic and grounded in one's prior experiences, knowledge of one's 

relational partner (e.g., past conflict experiences with this parmer, metacommunication that might 

evolve out of conflict discussions, and general awareness of this partner's communication style), 

and knowledge of the conflict topic rather than social norms. 

Further support for the personalized nature of expectancies regarding conflict behaviors 

can be found in the relational and family literatures. For example, researchers who have 

examined the process of building relationships reported that as relationships become more 

intimate, partners develop unique relational cultures and their communication becomes more 

stylized and idiosyncratic (Baxter, 1987; Bell & Healey, 1992; Hopper, Knapp, & Scott, 1981; 

Knapp, 1984; Wood, 1995). Family research on violence in the home demonstrated that how 

parents managed their conflicts influenced how children handled their disagreements in their adult 

life (Gelles, 1980; O'Leary, 1988). In addition. Wood (1995) suggested that couples' 

disagreement patterns may reflect differences in the rules that were learned in parmers' families, 

specifically rules on how to manage conflict (e.g., regulative rules for engaging in disagreements 

in private and public settings, Jones & Gallois, 1989). Hence, expectancies regarding conflict 

must be connected to individual relational parmers. 

Second, conflict typologies serve as a useiiil example of the potentially misleading findings 

that may result when researchers largely ground expectancies about conflict behaviors in 

normative expectations. The conflict styles and strategies identified exhibit an underlying 

dimension (Roloff, 1976) which is anchored at one end by people who behave in a prosocial 

manner, such as using integrative styles, solution oriented strategies, voice, and empathic 

understanding (Fitzpatrick & Winke, 1979; Putnam & Wilson, 1982; Rusbult, 1987; Rusbult & 
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Zembrodt, 1983; Sillars, 1980) and at the other end by people who behave in an antisocial 

manner, such as using distributive styles, passive and indirect strategies, control oriented 

strategies, nonconfrontation, neglect, physical action, undermining esteem, and personal rejection 

(Fitzpatrick & Winke, 1979; Putnam & Wilson, 1982; Rusbult, 1987; Rusbult & Zembrodt. 1983; 

Sillars, 1980). This is problematic for two reasons. 

First, because the descriptions of conflict styles implicidy reflect an evaluative componeiu, 

research evidence on the association between conflict styles and relational outcomes may be 

questionable. Van de Vliert and Euwema (1994) argued that "descriptions of conflict behaviors in 

terms of behavioral causes or consequences should be avoided as much as possible, because such 

descriptions confound independent and dependent variables" (p. 676). They suggested that social 

conflict may be described by a metataxonomy of agreeableness (i.e., agreeable to disagreeable 

behaviors) and activeness (i.e., passive versus active behaviors) and claimed that this 

metataxonomy avoids the confiision between the conflict style/strategy and outcome (Van de Vlien 

& Euwema, 1994). Thus, the general finding that prosocial styles and strategies are associated 

with positive or productive consequences and antisocial styles and strategies are related to negative 

or unproductive consequences (Beatty, 1986; Canary & Spitzberg, 1987; Cupach, 1980, 1982; 

Gottman, 1979, 1982; Sillars, 1980; Sillars & Weisberg, 1987) is suspect. These results may 

simply be a function of the way in which scholars have chosen to describe conflict styles and 

strategies. Consequently, it is unclear whether or not serious daters will expect that their partners 

should behave in a normatively "prosocial" manner during conflict interactions. 

Second, because researchers may be tapping into socially desirable responses and because 

people know how society believes conflicts ought to be handled, these typologies may not 

accurately reflect how conflicts are actually managed in established romantic relationships. As 
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researchers have further probed the association between conflict behaviors and satisfaction, they 

have found support for the notion that "antisocial" behaviors during conflict may be rewarded. In 

other words, there is mounting data which qualify the finding that prosocial behaviors and 

satisfaction are positively and linearly related (Birchler, Weiss, & Vincent, 1975; Cloven & 

Roloff, 1994; Rands et al., 1981; Rausch et al., 1974; Rusbult, Verette, Whitney, Slovik, & 

Lipkus, 1991; Sillars, Pike, Jones, & Redmon, 1983). For instance, Sillars et al. (1983) found 

that satisfaction was sometimes related to decreases in negative affect and sometimes associated 

with increases in negative affect. These researchers explored differences between couples who 

were somewhat assertive and tended to avoid conflicts and couples who were more assertive and 

did not attempt to avoid conflicts. Fitzpatrick (1988) referred to the former type of couple as 

Separates and the latter as Independents. Sillars et al. (1983) found that Separates' level of 

satisfaction was associated with more neutral and less negative affect. That is, increases in 

satisfaction were related to increases in neutral affect and decreases in negative affect. This is 

consistent with an interpretation that conflict ought to be managed "prosocially." However, Sillars 

et al. (1983) also found that Independents' satisfaction was associated with more negative affect, 

such that increases in satisfaction were tied to increases in the expression of negative affect. This 

finding supports a more "antisocial" orientation to conflict. 

Additional evidence from other researchers indicates that "antisocial" enactments of 

conflict may not have an uniformly negative impact on close relationships. For example. Rands et 

al.'s (1981) smdy revealed that avoidance of conflict is not always associated with reductions in 

satisfaction. Similarly, Cloven and Roloff (1994) reponed a curvilinear relationship between 

perceptions of intimacy and the proportion of unexpressed irritations in dating relationships. As 

intimacy increased in the relationship, expressions of irritations increased up to a certain point and 
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then dissipated (i.e., higher levels of intimacy were not consistently associated with increases or 

decreases in reports of irritations). 

In light of these findings, conflict scholars must account for the fact that both "prosocial" 

and "antisocial" behaviors during conflicts can have benign consequences in relationships. 

Researchers have begun to recognize that withdrawing and negative affect are not always 

counterproductive aspects of conflict, but there is still a paucity of literature on the the positive 

interpretations of conflict. Exceptions include Gottman and Silver (1994) who acknowledged that 

negativity can sometimes serve positive fimctions in relationships. Rands at al. (1981) speculated 

that "in some relationships, it [conflict] may be viewed as an opportunity to engage one another; in 

others, conflict may be viewed as a threat to harmony or personal security" (p. 315). Further, 

Cloven and Roloff (1994) suggested that these "anomalies" in the literanire may support dialectical 

and cyclical explanations of relationships (Altman, Vinsel, & Brown, 1981; Baxter, 1988; 

Rawlins, 1989; VanLear, 1991). Thus, because what counts as productive or facilitative behavior 

during conflicts may be counterintuitive, prescriptive expectations need to be relationally defined. 

The conflict styles and strategies literatures reveal that all people do not follow a single conflict 

profile and that there is a danger in assuming that a normative prosocial profile is related to 

constructive conflict management. Therefore, dating parmers must state their own expectations 

regarding conflict behaviors in their current relationships. 

Relational Messages 

One approach to investigating romantic parmers' expectancies about conflict behavior is to 

allow couples to detail their relational message perceptions of parmers' conflict behaviors (Kelley 

& Burgoon, 1991; Newton & Burgoon, 1990a). This is a worthwhile method because perceptions 

of relational messages are tied to how parmers feel about each other, the relationship, and each 
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other within the relationship. This approach also avoids the confusion between independent and 

dependent variables in that the actual conflict behaviors are not confounded with the outcome, such 

as positive or negative consequences. Partners report their own panicular expectations which are 

separated from its impact on an interaction or the relationship. Additionally, a relational messages 

method cotisiders both verbal and nonverbal behaviors. It also includes a broader array of 

possible relational interpretations of conflict behaviors. These two latter issues are explicated 

below. 

First, in the past, research in the general area of conflict has focused predominantly on the 

verbal aspects of conflict (e.g., whether to engage in conflict or not and what might be said in the 

conflict interaction) and addressed only a restricted subset of possible nonverbal behaviors. For 

example, the conflict typologies appeared to be concerned with negative/neutral/positive affect, 

yelling, being passive in interactions, and physical confirontation. One notable exception was 

Newton and Burgeon's (1990a) anempt to integrate verbal influence strategies (i.e., content-

validation or invalidation, self-assertions or defense, and other-accusations or support) with five 

specific nonverbal behaviors and 12 behavioral composites. Heavy emphasis on the verbal aspects 

of conflict may be especially troublesome because the available research evidence indicates that 

the nonverbal aspects of conflict can be an especially potent feature of the conflict process in 

relationships (e.g., Cahn, 1990; Gottman, Markman, & Notarius, 1977; Gottman, Notarius, 

Gonso, &. Markman, 1976; Gottman & Silver, 1994; Lochman, & Allen, 1981; Newton &. 

Burgoon, 1990a). 

Second, past scholars of relational communication, believing that relationships are 

characterized by two or three fundamental dimensions (Millar & Rogers, 1987; Watzlawick et al., 

1967), have limited conflict analyses to a few relational messages, such as affection-hostility and 
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dominance-submission. For instance, one strong research trend has been an emphasis on 

examining the expression of affect during conflicts in close, romantic relationships (Sillars & 

Weisberg, 1987). Smdies on this topic have utilized fairly global analyses of nonverbal behavior 

(except Newton & Burgoon, 1990a). Previous work has been generally confined to cues indicative 

of positive, neutral, and negative affect (Gottman, 1979; Pike & Sillars, 1985; Sillars et al., 

1983). For example, Sillars, Pike, Jones, and Murphy (1984) analyzed positive or negative vocal 

tone. Gottman (1993) smdied positive, negative and neutral affect.' Sillars et al. (1983) compared 

audiotapes in terms of positive vocal qualities (e.g., happiness, tenderness, empathy, love, and 

satisfaction) or negative vocal qualities (e.g., cold, tense, impatient, blaming, sarcastic, and hurt). 

However, Burgoon and Hale (1984), after thoroughly examining past conceptualizations 

of relationships in a wide diversity of disciplines, argued that two or three dimensions 

underestimate the variety of message themes that are present in interpersonal encounters. They 

offered an extensive collection of themes of relational communication to include 12 fimdamental, 

but nonorthogonal, topoi consisting of intimacy (with the subthemes of affection, inclusion, 

involvement, depth, and trust), dominance, emotional arousal, composure, similarity, formality, 

and task orientation (Burgoon, 1994; Burgoon, Buller, Hale, & deTurck, 1984; Burgoon & Hale. 

1987; Burgoon & Newton, 1991). 

Messages of intimacy are often equated with nonverbal involvement, which refers to the 

"degree to which participants are enmeshed in the topic, interpersonal relationship, and situation" 

(Coker & Burgoon, 1987). The intimacy theme is further composed of five subthemes. They are 

messages which vary from: (a) affection to hostility (i.e., messages related to positive versus 

negative feelings), (b) inclusion to exclusion (i.e., messages related to openness and rapport versus 

privacy and distance), (c) involvement to noninvolvement (i.e., messages related to the degree of 
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cognitive and behavioral engagement), (d) depth to superficiality (i.e., messages related to the 

degree of familiarity), and (e) being trusting and trusted to lack of trust (i.e., messages related to 

the degree of sincerity) 

The theme of dominance is comprised of messages which vary from being dominant to 

submissive. Behaviors associated with this theme are typically related to the ability to relationally 

control and influence others. Dominance is often confused with other related concepts such as 

power, status, and domineeringness (Berger, 1994; Linkey & Firestone, 1990). In the relational 

literature, the term dominance is conceptualized as a relational construct which requires someone 

to be submissive in order for someone to be dominant, whereas domineeringness is thought to be 

an individual construct which involves attempts to exhibit relational dominance (Courtright, 

Millar, & Rogers-Millar, 1979). Power, on the other hand, refers to control over resources. 

Status refers to one's position in a hierarchy. People of higher status usually have more 

dominance and power than people of lower status (Patterson, 1983). For the purposes of this 

investigation, messages of dominance refer to cues that indicate anempts to influence or control 

others, and thus, the theme of dominance is more closely aligned with the concept of power. 

The relational message theme of emotional arousal refers to the degree of stimulation and 

activation. Recent research indicates that emotional arousal can be considered as two-dimensional 

(Burgoon, Kelley, Newton, & Keeley-Dyreson, 1989; Burgoon, Le Poire, Beutier, Bergan, & 

Engle, 1992). That is, emotional arousal is composed of arousal intensity (i.e., strong to weak 

general activation) and arousal valence (i.e., positive to negative affect). Messages which indicate 

composure refer to behaviors that range from relaxed to tense. The theme of similarity is 

comprised of behaviors that indicate some degree of congruence between parmers. Messages 

related to the formality-informality theme reflect behaviors that vary from being conventional or 
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proper to behaviors that are casual or improper for a particular interaction. Finally, the theme of 

task versus social orientation is related to behaviors that indicate a work orientation to behaviors 

that reflect a social orientation or socioemotional nature. 

These 12 interrelated relational message themes can be grouped into a smaller set of 

orthogonal themes. Burgoon and Hale (1987) found eight independent relational themes which 

were composed of immediacy/affection, similarity/depth, receptivity/trust, dominance, equality, 

composure, formality, and task orientation. Equality was a new factor that emerged which 

represents the concept of mutual respect. 

nsnerally held relafinnai expftrtatinns Given the range of relational messages that are 

likely to exist during interpersonal interactions, people in dating relationships may have different 

expectations pertaining to each of the themes. As I have argued earlier in this paper, these 

expectancies may be particularized and adapted to people's specific parmers in their relationships. 

However, there may also be some generally held relational expectancies regarding the enactment 

of conflict in serious dating relationships. It is possible diat the normatively prosocial depiction of 

conflict from the conflict styles and strategies literature is an accurate reflection of what people 

think should happen during conflict. This set of relational expectations closely resembles the 

prescripts contained in the notion of dialogic communication which is predicted to lead to better 

and more positive relational outcomes (Beatty, 1986; Brown & Keller, 1973; Johannesen, 1971; 

Rogers, 1961,1992). Dialogic conununication is typically composed of six components: (a) 

genuineness, which involves honesty and direcmess; (b) empathy, which includes awareness of and 

attempts to see the other person's perspective; (c) unconditional positive regard, which involves 

accepting another person as a human being; (d) presentness, which incorporates notions of full 

attention, involvement, and accessibility; (e) spirit of mutual equality, which includes the idea that 
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communicators can interact as equals; and (f) supportive psychological climate, which involves 

creating an open and understanding environment (Beatty, 1986; Johannesen, 1971). These 

components are closely related to several of the relational themes identified by Burgoon and Hale 

(1984) (i.e., immediacy/affection, receptivity/trust, equality, and dominance). 

Monologue, which does not mean noninteractive or no interaction between communicators 

in this context, contains the exact opposite components of dialogue (e.g., lack of genuineness, 

empathy, or equality). It should also be noted that monologue is quite similar to Vangelisti, 

Knapp, and Daly's (1990) notion of conversational narcissism. Conversational narcissism is 

conceptualized as a communication style that is typified by tendencies toward self-importance (i.e., 

exaggerating negative and positive self-images), exploitation (i.e., refocusing the conversation), 

exhibitionism (i.e., attempting to show off and be dramatic), and impersonal relationships (i.e., 

reducing involvement and empathy toward others). Cues that convey narcissism include nervous 

adaptors, interrupting, loudness, and preening behaviors. Beatty (1986) advocated the use of 

dialogic as opposed to monoiogic messages when involved in a conflict with a romantic parmer. 

Thus, dating partners may articulate a set of generally held expectations that depicts pleasant 

conflict interactions. Dating couples may expect their parmers to be inmiediate and affectionate. 

People might also expect their parmers to demonstrate similarity and equality despite the 

occurrence of conflict; and not exhibit dominance behaviors or too much formality. Moreover, 

couples might anticipate that their panners will be receptive during conflict interactions, display 

trust, and be fairly composed. 

On the other hand, given the nature of conflict, it is likely that people might expect their 

parmers to behave in a less rosy colored fashion. Couples' expectations may be influenced by 

their assessment of the nature of conflict. On a global level, daters may expect their parmers to 
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convey an entirely different set of relational messages during conflict interactions than those 

predicted from the conflict styles and strategies and dialogic communication literatures. For 

instance, people may expect that their romantic parmers will behave negatively or unpleasantly 

because conflict interactions are likely to involve goal blockage and interference. Because of this 

interference, people may expect that their parmers may also convey negative affect, demonstrate 

hostile behaviors, and show some overall increase in intensity of arousal. Couples might further 

expect that their parmers will display dissimilarity during conflict because, by definition, conflict 

involves some incompatibility, disagreement, or problem. In addition, because during a conflict 

discussion parmers are attempting to sway each other, people may expect their parmers to behave 

dominantly and exhibit a task orientation. Expecting conflict to be enacted in this manner may 

allow parmers to assess the current state of the relationship. For example, if people expect their 

parmers to show hostility and negativity, if parmers curb this tendency, then couples may assume 

that this means their parmers must really care about the relationship. This is like a version of an 

endurance type of secret test (Baxter & Wilmot, 1984). Thus, because the exact configuration of 

relational expectancies couples may hold for conflict discussions is unclear, the following research 

question was posed. 

RQ 1: What are some generally held relational expectancies during conflict and how 

variable are those generally held relational expectancies? 

Rftlatinnal rftspnnsivenftss Regardless of the general configuration of couples' relational 

expectancies, the import of expectancies lies in comparisons between what is expected and what is 

actually enacted during conflicts between dating parmers. Spitzberg and Cupach (1984; Canary & 

Spitzberg, 1987) called behaviors which met others' expectations as appropriate. However, 

positively exceeding expectations should also be considered appropriate. Thus, for the purpose of 
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this investigation, I will refer to the fulfillment of prescriptive relational expectancies or the 

positive violation of prescriptive relational expectancies (i.e., unmet expectancies that are 

evaluated positively) as relational responsiveness. The negative violation of prescriptive 

expectancies (i.e., unmet expectancies that are evaluated negatively) will be seen as less 

relationally responsive and referred to as relational unresponsiveness. Relational responsiveness, 

then, will include a range of comparisons between expectancies and behaviors which will be 

interpreted as varying from very responsive (i.e., positive expectancy violations) and responsive 

(i.e., expectancies that are confirmed) to very unresponsive (i.e., negative expectancy violations). 

One outcome that may be associated with relational responsiveness during conflict is 

communication satisfaction. Past studies on conflict have concentrated heavily on determining 

how various aspects of conflict interactions may lead to satisfaction or positive subjective attitudes 

toward the parmer/relationship, feelings of contentment, and need fiilfillment (e.g., Canary et al., 

1991; Cupach, 1982; Davis, Haymaker, Hennecz, & Gilbert, 1988; Gaelick, Bodenfaausen, & 

Wyer, 1985; Kahn, 1970; Krokoff, 1990; Manusov, 1990; Newton & Burgoon, 1990a; O'Farrell 

& Birchler, 1987; Pike & Sillars, 1985; Sillars et al., 1983). In fact, satisfaction is one of the 

most common criterion variables in the interpersonal literature (Bradbury & Fincham, 1990; 

Spanier, 1976). During discussions about disagreements, satisfaction with the interaction may 

ultimately impact the overall level of satisfaction within the relationship. Communication 

satisfaction, therefore, is the outcome variable of interest in this study. It is likely that conflicts 

may result in satisfaction with the interaction when people are relationally responsive to their 

parmers. Indeed, Kelley and Burgoon (1991) argued that "relational satisfaction is, in pan, a 

fimction of the fulfillment or violation (positive and negative) of prescriptive relational 

expectations" (p. 42). These researchers found diat spouses' perceptions that their relational 
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expectancies were met was a stronger predictor of overall marital satisfaction than similarity 

between spouses' expectancies. Other scholars found that relational adjustment was tied to how 

well role expectations were fulfilled (Bochner, Krueger, & Chimielewski, 1982; Jacob, Komblith, 

Anderson, & Hartz, 1978; Quick &. Jacob, 1973). Similarly, when a specific conflict discussion is 

considered, communication satisfaction may be influenced by the degree of relational 

responsiveness exhibited during an interaction, and a history of satisfying or dissatisfying 

interactions may ultimately affect overall relationship satisfaction. Thus, it is predicted that when 

people are responsive to their parmers' relational expectancies regarding conflict (i.e., meeting or 

positively exceeding expectancies), their parmers will be more satisfied with their conflict 

interaction. This prediction is similar to the hypothesis tested and supponed in Kelley and 

Burgoon's (1991) investigation. They proposed that the most marital satisfaction would be 

associated with positive expectancy violations, followed by expectancies that were fulfilled, and 

then negative expectancy violations. In this smdy, relational responsiveness (ranging from positive 

expectancy violations and expectancy confirmation to negative expectancy violations) is expected 

to increase as communication satisfaction increases. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is 

offered: 

HI; There is a positive linear relationship between relational responsiveness and 

communication satisfaction. 

F.mpathy aiwi Pnnflict 

Empathy is a potentially important moderator of the association between relational 

expectancies and perceptions of actual behaviors during conflict, because empathy addresses the 

cognitive and affective tendency to be aware of those expectancies and motivation to fulfill or 

positively violate those expectancies. Further, although empathy is relevant in all stages of 
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relationships, it is particularly germane to dating couples because this is when conflict is emerging 

as a critical and cenoral event in diese relationships. During this stage, conflicts become more 

frequent (Braiker & Kelley, 1979), and thus, this stage of the relationship provides a useful 

starting point for examining empathic processes. 

The pervasiveness of the construct of empathy in the social psychological, clinical, 

developmental, mass media, and interpersonal literatures is undeniable (e.g., Batson, 1987; Davis 

& Oathout, 1992; Eisenberg & Miller, 1987; Franzoi, Davis, & Young, 1985; Mares & Cantor, 

1992; Marangoni, Garcia, Ickes, & Teng, 1995; Rogers, 1992; Stinson & Ickes, 1992; Stotland, 

1969; Strayer & Schroeder, 1989; Tamborini, Salomonson, & Bahk, 1993; Tamborini, Stiff, & 

Heidel, 1990). Empathy is one of die most widely used moderator variables in individual 

differences research (Penner & Wymer, 1983). For instance, empathy was found to moderate the 

relationship between attimde similarity and attraction (Grover & Brockner, 1989). In addition, 

empathy tends to reflect and capture a number of significant constructs. For example, empathy 

appears to be a meaningful component of broader social fimctioning variables such as social acuity 

(Funder & Harris, 1986) and social skill (Riggio, Tucker, & Coffaro, 1989). Researchers have 

also discovered that empathy is related to other constructs such as moral reasoning (Curtis, 

Billingslea, & Wilson, 1988), narcissism (Kalliopuska, 1992; Watson, Biderman, & Sawrie, 1994; 

Watson, Grisham, Trotter, & Biderman, 1984), psychopathy (Zagon & Jackson, 1994), self-

monitoring (Mill, 1984), self-esteem (Kalliopuska, 1992), and cognitive style (Wise & Cramer, 

1988). Moreover, an extensive body of literature has accumulated regarding the role of empathic 

processes in prosocial, altruistic, and helping behaviors (Archer, Diaz-Loving, GoUwitzer, Davis, 

& Foushee, 1981; Batson, 1987; Batson, Duncan, Ackerman, Buckley, & Birch, 1981; Batson, 

Fultz, & Schoenrade, 1987; Batson, O'Quin, Fultz, Vanderplas, & Isen, 1983; Eisenberg & 
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Miller, 1987; Stiff, Dillard, Somera, Kim, & Sleight, 1988; Toi & Batson, 1982) and the potential 

for empathy to inhibit aggression and antisocial behaviors (Miller & Eisenberg, 1988; Richardson, 

Hammock, Smith, Gardner, & Signo, 1994). 

Dpfinifinnal 

In the broadest sense, empathy refers to the tendency to be attentive to die experiences of 

another person. Currentiy, there is much conceptual and methodological confusion regarding the 

exact nature of empathy. Generally, the literature indicates that empathy may be best viewed as a 

multidimensional construct composed of cognitive and affective elements (Davis, 1980, 1983; 

Davis, Hull, Young, & Warren, 1987; Eisenberg & Miller, 1987; Hof&nan, 1984; Johnson, 

Cheek, & Smither, 1983; Levenson & Ruef, 1992; Miller, Stiff, & Ellis, 1988; Richardson et al., 

1994; Richendoller & Weaver, 1994; Riggio et al., 1989; Stiff et al., 1988). Although the exact 

number of dimensions is debatable, there are generally five different dimensions that are regularly 

discussed in the empathy literature.^ 

One dimension of empathy is known as perspective taking. This is the cognitive 

component of empathy which includes the notion of intellecmally adopting the outiook or 

viewpoint of another person. This is similar to Roger's (1962) view of empathy. Often, scholars 

implicidy assume that this dimension of empathy is desirable because it promotes healthier, 

happier, and more fimctional relationships. However, this is not necessarily the case. For 

example, the ability to concentrate on another's perspective may allow parmers to exploit each 

other's sensitive spots. A second dimension of empathy is known as empathic concern. This 

component is sometimes referred to as sympathy (Bennett, 1979; Wisps, 1986) or sympathetic 

responsiveness (Richendoller & Weaver, 1994). Empathic concern occurs when people imagine 

how they might feel if they were in similar circumstances to that of the target and experience 
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feelings of sorrow for the target. People who have empathic concern, however, do not actually 

experience the same emotions of the target. They simply feel concern for another's plight. This 

form of empathy seems to most capture a positive valence. In fact, researchers have found that 

empathic concern is often associated with altruistic motives (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1990). A third 

dimension of empathy is emotional contagion (Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1994). Emotional 

contagion involves feeling an emotion which is congruent with another person's experience. 

Researchers sometimes referred to this form of empathy as most reflective of the original 

conception of empathy. Emotional contagion has alternately been called emotional empathy 

(Mehrabian & Epstein, 1972) and empathetic responsiveness (Richendoller & Weaver, 1994). A 

fourth dimension of empathy is personal distress. This is a self-focused empathic process that 

involves experiencing an aversive state that may or may not be exactly parallel to the emotional 

condition of another person (e.g., feeling alarmed or disturbed). Personal distress is related to 

egoistic motives (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1990; Eisenberg et al., 1988) and does not necessarily focus 

on actual communicative situations (Richendoller & Weaver, 1994). A fifth and final dimension 

of empathy that has not received much empirical attention and is also less relevant to actual 

communication is fantasy or fictional involvement. This component taps people's ability to 

become involved in fictional stories (e.g., in books, movies, and newspapers) which is analogous 

to the concept of parasocial interactions. 

Part of the conceptual confiision surrounding theorizing and research on empathy stems 

from defining empathy with respect to a specific context. That is, empathy has been primarily 

explained with respect to prosocial, altruistic, and helping behavior. Hence, definitions of 

empathy and related processes are largely yoked to a "passive" target (e.g., a person in need of 

help). However, empathy is applicable to a broader field of smdy and may be an especially useful 
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construct in relational communication. Thus, for the purpose of this smdy, the less restrictive 

dimensions or aspects of empathy (i.e., perspective taking, empathic concern, and emotional 

contagion) will be examined. 

Thpftrefiral Models nf F.mpafhy 

There are two general views regarding how these various forms of empathy relate to one 

another. One view treats perspective taking, empathic concern, and emotional contagion as 

separate influences on behavior (Davis & Oathout, 1987, 1992). The other view treats perspective 

taking as a necessary antecedent, but not sufficient condition, to empathic concern (Coke, Batson, 

& McDavis, 1978; Stiff et al., 1988). It seems likely that the model which arranges the elements 

of empathy in a two-stage causal path is most reasonable, given the fact that Davis and Oathout 

(1987, 1992) did not test for causal sequences. The two-stage model indicates that cognitive forms 

of empathy occur prior to affective forms of empathy. People feel sympathetic toward others after 

they have been attentive to others' point of view (Coke et al., 1978). However, perspective taking 

does not guarantee that people will be motivated to behave in a supportive fashion. Many scholars 

have made this assumption without empirical evidence because the option of being antagonistic was 

not relevant to a majority of the investigations of empathy (e.g., altruistic and helping smdies). 

In the context of conflict discussions, it is possible that the valence of the relationship may 

influence how empathy is utilized in conflict interactions. If couples feel positively toward each 

other, then perspective taking may lead to more empathic concern during conflict. Analogously, if 

couples feel negatively toward each other, then parmers may know how their parmers feel, but 

may be unconcerned. One investigation that allowed for the possibility of antagonistic behavior 

found some support for the notion that empathic processes appeared to facilitate non-hostile actions 

during conflict (Richardson et al., 1994). Richardson et al.'s (1994) smdy indicated that 
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perspective taking, in particular, restricts aggressiveness during conflict. Relational 

responsiveness, consequently, may be more likely when people cognitively take their parmers' 

perspectives. 

Moreover, once dating partners adopt each others' viewpoints, they may be more apt to 

experience empathic concern. These two dimensions of empathy may motivate couples to 

behaviorally meet their parmers' relational expectations during conflict. Batson, Turk, Shaw, and 

Klein's (1995) research on the motivation and information fimction of empathy provides additional 

suppon for this speculation. They argued and foimd evidence to bolster the claim that empathic 

processes intensify one's willingness to satisfy the needs of another and to demonstrate caring 

about another's welfare. Stiff et al. 's (1988) research on prosocial behavior also supports this 

conclusion. They foimd that perspective taking was positively correlated with empathic concern 

and empathic concern was positively correlated with communicative responsiveness. Their results 

indicate that perspective taking influenced behaviors through empathic concern. Perspective 

taking and empathic concern appeared to enable people to be more understanding of others. 

Adopting another person's viewpoint can also activate other empathic processes. For 

instance, even though emotional contagion effects can occur without perspective taking or some 

cognitive mediation (Hatfleld et al., 1994), it is sensible to expect that contagion may follow when 

partners adopt each others' perspectives. Indeed, some scholars have argued that taking another's 

role is necessary before any vicarious emotions may be experienced, including contagion 

(Kemper, 1993; Shott, 1979). Regardless of how emotional contagion is initiated, this dimension 

of empathy can affect relational responsiveness. As with the other forms of empathy, emotional 

contagion may facilitate relational responsiveness because parmers know, through actual affective 

experience, how another parmer feels. This may give relational parmers insight with regard to 
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appropriate courses of action during conflict. However. Stiff et al. (1988) reported that emotional 

contagion was negatively correlated with communicative responsiveness. They suggested that 

sometimes emotional contagion may inhibit people's abilities to be sensitive to other's experience 

because they must now deal with their own emotions as well. This is especially likely to occur 

when arousal is very high because this may preclude any cognitive mediation and effortfiil 

processing (Hasher &. Zacks, 1979; Kahneman, 1973). Further evidence for the possibly negative 

role of emotional contagion in empathy comes from investigations of marital conflict. These 

smdies suggest that escalating spirals of hostility during conflicts (i.e., catching and building upon 

the hostility of a parmer) are destructive to marital relationships (e.g., Gottman, 1979; Gottman et 

al., 1977; Sillars, Coletti, Parry, & Rogers, 1982). Thus, emotional contagion is likely to be 

nonlinearly related to relational responsiveness. Following Yerkes-Dodson's (1908) law of peak 

performance at moderate levels of arousal, intermediate amounts of contagion may be optimal for 

responding to the expectations of parmers. Too much or too little emotional contagion may be 

overwhelming or may provide insufficient motivation to be relationally responsive to parmers. 

Therefore, to the extent that dating parmers are able to adopt their parmers' perspective 

taking and feel empathic concern, they may be more likely to behave in ways that are consistent 

with their partners' expectations for behavior during conflict. However, emotional contagion is 

expected to be curvilinearly related to relational responsive during conflict. Relatively small and 

large amounts of contagion are predicted to constrain relational responsiveness, whereas moderate 

amounts of contagion are predicted to encourage relational responsiveness. In other words, if 

parmers are able to resist a large contagion effect while still feelmg some sympathy or empathic 

concern for their partners during conflict, then this is also likely to lead to more relational 

responsiveness. 
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In an attempt to assure some variability in the sample, perspective taking will be 

manipulated because it precedes the affective components of empathy in the two-stage model of 

empathy. Only perspective taking will be manipulated and the affective components will be free to 

vary naturally because manipulating all three empathic processes would entail giving participants a 

set of complicated instructions that may be difficult to enact. For example, one set of instructions 

might direct participants to concentrate on their parmers' perspective, but feel unconcerned about 

their parmers and experience a different emotion from their parmers at the same time. The fact 

that perspective taking is expected to precede the affective components of empathy in the two-stage 

model suggests that there should be some variability in empathic concern and emotional contagion 

even though these components will not be directly manipulated. Thus, perspective taking will be 

manipulated and treated as a dichotomous variable; and, empathic concern and emotional 

contagion will be measured and treated as continuous variables. Accordingly, the following 

hypotheses are advanced; 

H2: People who take their partners' perspective are viewed as more relationally 

responsive than people who do not take their partner's perspective. 

H3; There is a positive linear relationship between empathic concern and relational 

responsiveness. 

H4: There is a curvilinear relationship between emotional contagion and relational 

responsiveness. 



42 

CHAPTER 2 

Method 

Sample 

For this project, sixty heterosexual premarital dating couples participated in this 

investigation. At least one partner of the dating couple was recruited from an undergraduate 

speech course offered during the Fall 1995 term at the University of Hawaii. Participants were 

asked to volunteer for a smdy which examines how couples conununicate when discussing 

different types of topics that are relevant to premarital romantic relationships (see Appendix A for 

actual recruitment speech). As an incentive, those volunteers recruited from speech courses 

received extra credit for their participation and dating couples received two complimentary movie 

passes for taking part in the study. It should be noted that smdents in the undergraduate speech 

courses at the University of Hawaii have the opportunity to participate in a variety of research 

projects. This project is not their sole option for earning extra credit in their courses. 

Participants ranged in age from 17 to 28 years old (M = 20.92 years). The ethnic 

composition of the sample included Japanese (40%), Chinese (14%), Caucasian (13%), Hawaiian 

(10%), Filipino (9%), mixed races without Hawaiian (9%), Black/African American (2%), and 

Samoan (2%) participants; there were participants who did not specified their ethnicity (1%). 

Most of the participants were either sophomores (25%), juniors (24%), or seniors (19%) at the 

University of Hawaii. The other participants were high school graduates and students with some 

college education, either freshmen at the University or smdents at a two year college (22%), or 

graduates of a two-year college (1%), or graduates of a four-year university (4%). Three 

participants were pursuing postgraduate degrees and one participant had not yet completed a high 

school degree. 



These romantic dyads generally identified themselves as serious daters. An overwhelming 

majority of the participants agreed that their relationship was exclusive (90%), serious (85%), and 

that family and friends viewed them as a "couple" (91 %). A very small minority of the couples 

believed that either their relationship was not exclusive (3%), not serious (5%), and they were not 

seen as a "couple" (3%); or they were uncertain about the exclusivity (8%), seriousness (10%), 

and "coupleness" of the relationship (6%). Additionally, dyads reported that they had known each 

other between 3 months to 13 years (M = 3.06 years), had been dating between 3 months to 5.92 

years (M = 2.00 years), and saw or spoke to their parmer between 5 days to every day each 

month (M = 26.87 days a month). Participants also reported that they felt very close to each 

other and evaluated their relationship as satisfying (M = 6.18 using a 7-point scale with 7 

representing more closeness and more satisfaction). 

Dverview nf Procedures 

Dating couples reponed to an on-campus site, known as the Speech Laboratory, where 

they completed phase I and II of this research project. The Speech Laboratory, which is located in 

a private and secluded portion of a university classroom building, is fiimished with a sofa and 

coffee table to create a comfortable and private setting for interaction. This facility is also 

equipped with a video camera and table microphone. The video camera is slightly hidden behind a 

large decorative plant in the room and the table microphone is located near a floral centerpiece and 

a wide variety of popular magazines that were placed on the coffee table. Phase I of the study 

involved couples individually completing a set of premeasures. Phase II of the smdy required 

participants to list some of the topics of their conflicts with each other, discuss one of those topics 

on videotape, and fill out a series of postmeasures regarding their discussion. Most measures 
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obtained adequate reliabilities, except where noted and discussed (Carmines & Zeller, 1979: 

Cohen & Cohen, 1983). 

Phase T Prnrefiiire*; and Premeaciires 

During phase 1 of the study, couples spent approximately 20-30 minutes completing a set 

of surveys. Participants individually filled out (a) a consent form (see Appendix B); (b) the 

Relational Communication Scale which was adapted to assess relational messages that are 

prescriptively expected during conflicts about important issues in a relationship (Burgoon, & Hale, 

1987, see Appendix C); (c) a measure of dispositional empathy composed of perspective taking 

(Davis, 1980, 1983), empathic concern (Davis, 1980, 1983), and emotional contagion (Doherty, 

1994, see Appendix D); and (d) questions pertaining to demographic and general relationship 

information (see Appendix E).^ Demographic questions included items that asked about the 

participant's age, sex, race/ethnicity, and class standing (i.e., year in school, if applicable) or level 

of education obtained. Relationship questions included items that assessed how long the 

participants have known each other, how long the participants have been dating, how often the 

participants see or talk to their dating parmer, whether or not the participants would classify their 

current dating relationship as exclusive and serious, whether or not fiiends and family view the 

dating panners as a "couple," and how satisfied the participants feel within their relationship 

(measured by selecting four items from Wheeless' (1976, 1978) Interpersonal Solidarity Scale and 

adapting Norton's (1983) six item Quality Marriage Index to relationships in general) (see 

Appendix E for wording of items used and see Table I for reliability on the relationship 

satisfaction measure). 

Relafinnal ffYpftr.tafir>n<! Relational expectations were measured by modifying Burgoon 

and Hale's (1987) Relational Communication Scale. Participants completed two versions (i.e., a 
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premeasure and postmeasure) of this scale in this investigation. The first version (i.e., the 

premeasure) of a 3S-item Relational Communication Scale measured relational expectations (the 

second version is discussed later in this chapter). This form included three to six items, using 7-

point Likert scales, to assess eight relational messages/perceptions (i.e., immediacy/affection, 

similarity/depth, receptivity/trust, dominance, equality, composure, formality, and task 

orientation) that accompany conflicts. The expectancy version of the Relational Conmiunication 

Scale asked participants to report on their prescriptive expectations of their parmers' behavior 

during conflict (e.g., "My parmer should be intensely involved in our conversation." "My parmer 

should attempt to persuade me." See Appendix C for the entire measure). Equal numbers of 

items were not chosen for each relational message because uneven numbers of items have emerged 

with satisfactory loadings on various tests of the Relational Communication Scale. All of the items 

contained in the original scale for dominance, equality, composure, formality, and task orientation 

were used in this investigation. However, a reduced subset of items was used for 

immediacy/affection, simUarity/depth, and receptivity/trust because Burgoon and Hale (1987) 

argued and found suppon for the fact that these messages composed a broader construct of 

intimacy. Time and fatigue constraints also precluded using a longer version of the Relational 

Communication Scale. 

Burgoon and her colleagues provided evidence for the predictive and discriminant validity 

of their Relational Communication Scale (Buller & Aune, 1988; Buller & Burgoon, 1986; 

Burgoon & Hale, 1987, 1988; Burgoon, Newton, Walther, & Baesler, 1989; Burgoon. Olney, & 

Coker, 1987; Burgoon, Walther, & Baesler, 1992; Kelley & Burgoon, 1991) and found an 

acceptable range of reliabilities for the eight relational message themes (e.g., Burgoon, 1991b; 

Burgoon & Newton, 1991; Walther & Burgoon, 1992). For example, Walther and Burgoon 
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(1992) found Cronbach's alphas ranging from .78 to .93 in their study of computer-mediated 

interaction in groups. Burgoon (1991b) reponed coefficient alphas ranging from .73 to .81 in her 

analysis of relational interpretations of touch, conversational distance, and posture. Burgoon and 

Newton (1991) found reliabilities of .81 to .97 in their investigation of observers' and participants' 

interpretations of conversational involvement. 

Before reliability assessments on the relational message subscales were conducted, a 

correlation analysis was performed. The correlation matrix revealed intercorrelations among the 

eight relational conmiunication subscales. This information was used to reduce the relational 

subscales into composite or new subscales. In addition, confirmatory factor analyses, using 

PACKAGE (Hunter, Cohen, & Nicol, 1982), were used as a guide in an attempt to verify the 

measurement model and improve reliabilities. The resultant composites were as follows: 

Intimacy (composed of the immediacy/affection, similarity/depth, and receptivity/trust subscales), 

equality/composure (composed of the equality and composure subscales), formality (composed of 

the formality subscale), dominance (composed of the dominance subscale), and task orientation 

(composed of the task orientation subscale). Reliability analyses were conducted on the newly 

formed composites. Due to poor reliabilities, the task orientation scale was dropped from 

additional analyses. Further, to improve reliabilities on the other scales, several items were 

eliminated from the analyses; and, to ensure consistency between the premeasures and 

postmeasures, the same set of items were dropped.^ Table 1 presents the reliabilities for the 

relational message expectancies. 

Digpncitinnal empathy Although trait empathy is not the primary focus of this swdy, it 

was assessed because partners may have predispositions to be more or less empathic during 

conflict interactions. These differences needed to be accounted for in the analyses. Including 
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Table 1 

Alpha Reliahiliries fnr Premeafaire«! and Pnsfmeasiire<; 

Measure a Number of Items 

Relationship satisfaction .91 10 

Intimacy 
Premeasure .72 II 
Postmeasure .85 11 
Parmer B's assessment of Parmer A's Responsiveness .73 11 

Equality/Composure 
Premeasure .66 6 
Postmeasure .79 6 
Parmer B's assessment of Parmer A's Responsiveness .59 6 

Formality 
Premeasure .59 3 
Postmeasure .70 3 
Parmer B's assessment of Parmer A's Responsiveness .53 3 

Dominance 
Premeasure .61 4 
Postmeasure .75 4 
Parmer B's assessment of Parmer A's Responsiveness .56 4 

Dispositional perspective talcing .69 7 

Dispositional empathic concern .71 7 

Dispositional emotional contagion .81 15 

Empathic concern .87 8 

(tahlft rnnrinnpc) 
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Measure a Number of Items 

Coimnunication satisfaction .91 19 

Typicality of videotaped discussion .88 7 

Perspective taking manipulation check .67 4 

Importance of conflict topic .76 6 

dispositional empathy in the analyses offers insight with regard to the relative influence of trait 

versus state views of empathy during discussions of disagreements. It should be noted that the 

term, "dispositional" or "trait," will accompany references to the trait elements of empathy, and 

the state versions of empathy will not be preceded by the term, "dispositional" or "trait." 

To measure dispositional empathy, participants completed scales that were developed by 

Davis (1980, 1983) and Doherty (1994). Two of the most common scales used in the empathy 

literature are Davis' (1980) Interpersonal Reactivity Index and Mehrabian and Epstein's (1972) 

measure of emotional tendency. Subscales from Davis' (1980) index were included in this 

investigation because it improves on past self report questionnaires (e.g., Mehrabian and Epstein's 

measure) by differentiating types of empathy. Consistent with a multidimensional conception of 

empathy, various facets of the empathic process were assessed. In this smdy, dispositional 

perspective taking, dispositional empathic concern, and dispositional emodonal contagion were 

evaluated (see Appendix D). Two subscales from Davis' Interpersonal Reactivity Index were used 

to measure dispositional perspective taking (e.g., "I sometimes try to understand my fnends better 
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by imagining how things look from their perspective." "Before I criticize somebody. I try to 

imagine how I would feel in their place.") and dispositional empathic concern (e.g., "When I see 

someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective toward them." "I often have tender, 

concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me."). All seven items, using 7-point Likert 

scales, from each of Davis' subscales on dispositional perspective taking and dispositional 

empathic concern were included in this iovestigation. 

Smdies that have employed Davis' Interpersonal Reactivity Index reported satisfactory 

reliabilities and indicated that the subscales have discriminant, convergent, and construct validity 

(Davis, 1983; Stiff et al., 1988; Davis &. Oathout, 1987; Wise & Cramer, 1988). For example. 

Stiff et al. (1988) found coefficient alphas that ranged from .68 to .87. Davis (1980) and Wise 

and Cramer (1988) reported alpha reliabilities ranging from .70 to .78 for the subscales and test-

retest reliabilities ranging from .61 to .81. 

To assess dispositional emotional contagion, Doherty's (1994) emotional contagion scale 

was used in this smdy (e.g., "I clench my jaws and my shoulders get tight when I see the angry 

faces on the news." "Being with a happy person picks me up when I'm feeling down.") This 

measure surpasses previous assessments of contagion because Doherty (1994) included a wider 

range of emotions in this measure (i.e., both positive and negative affect were assessed). Indeed, 

Davis et al. (1987) found that it is important to assess positive and negative emotional reactions. 

Doherty (1994) has further demonstrated that diis dispositional contagion scale has high construct 

validity and good internal consistency. Doherty (1994) reported a Cronbach's alpha of .80 in a 

development sample and a Cronbach's alpha of .81 in a validation sample. All IS items used in 

Doherty's measure of emotional contagion were incorporated in this study. Overall, adequate 
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reliabilities were obtained for dispositional perspective taking, dispositional empathic concern, and 

dispositional emotional contagion (see Table 1). 

Upon completion of these premeasm-e questionnaires, couples were instructed to "please 

delay talking about the smdy until after we have come together in about two to three weeks and 

gone through the next session." Subsequently, couples were scheduled for a one hour session at 

the lab where they were videotaped interacting with each other. The verbal instruction about 

postponing discussion of the research project and the lag time between phase I and phase II was 

designed to discourage sensitization to the instruments and to reduce the participant's ability to 

respond to demand characteristics (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1984).^ The average time that elapsed 

between participation in phase I and phase II of this project was 15.44 days. During the time 

between phase I and phase n, one couple dissolved their relationship. However, they decided to 

remain in the smdy and completed phase II. 

Phase TT Prncerfnres and Pnsrmftasiirfts 

In phase II, couples were asked to complete another consent form (see Appendix F). 

Participants were then designated as Parmer A or Parmer B. Half of the time, female participants 

served as Parmer A and half of the time male participants served as Parmer A. Following this, 

couples were told to individually think about recent disagreements they had with each other that 

were still recurring and unresolved. In addition, couples were instructed to catalog three of those 

conflicts on a sheet of paper (see Appendix G). If a participant had difficulty generating conflict 

topics, a list of irritating behaviors experienced in dating relationships was provided (see Appendix 

H).® This list was created by drawing upon the research findings of Roloff and Cloven (1990) and 

Davis and Oathout (1987). Roloff and Cloven (1990) categorized 387 relational irritations 

identified by college daters into five content areas. These complaints centered on issues of 
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affection, independence, respect, other romantic panners. and dominance. Davis and Oathout 

(1987) derived a list of 11 negative behaviors (from 437 responses) that bothered or displeased 

romantic parmers (e.g., being untrustworthy and acting immature). 

Once each dating parmer had listed three ongoing disagreements, the participants were 

asked to individually rank order (1 =highest in importance, 3=lowest in importance) each conflict 

topic in terms of its significance to the participants and their current relationships. Once this was 

completed, participants were told that, "as you know, part of this smdy includes a videotaping 

portion so that we may analyze the data you provide us in the future. We will be turning on the 

video camera soon to allow you to become comfortable with the videotaping process. You should 

know that after a brief period of time, most people completely forget about the video camera's 

presence and don't even notice it. So, don't talk to the camera...just ignore it." The video 

camera was turned on, and the participants were instructed to share their topics and rankings with 

each other and come to a consensus regarding their top three choices. Participants listed their 

combmed top three disagreement topics on a sheet of paper (see Appendix I). Most of the 

participants individually came up with at least two discussion topics and all of the couples were 

able to list three consensus topics. Couples ranked their consensus list of three topics according to 

which one was the most, moderate, and least important. Couples took an average of 10 minutes to 

share their list of disagreement topics with each other and to reach a consensus on its importance 

to the relationship. 

For the next part of the smdy, participants were separated. In order to accomplish this 

without arousing suspicion (especially by the parmer who was not going to be recruited as a quasi-

confederate), the following procedures were enacted. Participants were asked if they were willing 

to do the research assistants a favor by completing a brief questionnaire while the video camera 
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was reset for the next phase of the study. They were told that the questionnaire was not a pan of 

this project, but a part of another study. All participants agreed to help out. Because of the 

configuration of the Speech Laboratory, participants were told that the videotaping area of the 

room needed to be cleared to set-up for the upcoming portion of the smdy and so one of the 

parmers would have to leave the room in order to have a place to sit and complete the bogus media 

questionnaire. The bogus survey included 10 items firom the Gratifications Sought Scale 

(Palmgreen, Wenner, & Raybum, 1980) and four items from the Cultivation Index (Gerbner et 

al., 1977) (see Appendix J). Participants who left the room (known as Parmer A) were given the 

quasi-confederate instructions. All parmers who remained in the room were the naive participants 

(known as Parmer B). No one who remained in the room voiced any concern about the separation 

of parmers (i.e., they remained naive participants), however, some of the participants who left the 

room were a little suspicious of the separation (but this did not matter because these were the 

parmers who were given the manipulation inductions). 

During the separation, the research assistant with Parmer B pretended to reset the video 

equipment and selected a conflict topic that was of moderate importance for the couple's upcoming 

discussion. All but one couple listed three conflict topics and so the topic with a ranking of two 

was selected for the videotaped discussion. One other couple was unable to list an area of conflict 

to discuss and this couple was excluded from all of the analyses. Thus, the data from fifty-nine 

couples were used in this smdy. 

Manipiilafinn nf perspecrivft talcing Perspective taking was varied using the following 

protocol. To begin, the research assistant with Parmer A (the quasi-confederate) gave this 

participant a written set of instructions that manipulated perspective taking. The instructions for 

taking the other person's perspective were as follows: "Throughout die upcoming discussion, try 
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to be aware of your partner's concerns from his or her point of view. Imagine how the topic of 

your discussion has affected your panner's life from his or her perspective. In other words, try to 

think about how your parmer feels about what is discussed." Those instructed to maintain their 

own perspective were told, "throughout the upcoming discussion, try to be aware of the concerns 

you raise from your point of view. Imagine how the topic of your discussion has affected your 

life. In other words, try to think about how you feel about what is discussed." It should be noted 

that gender was balanced in the perspective taking condition that required Parmer A to take the 

other person's perspective and in die condition that required Parmer A to maintain his or her own 

perspective. A quarter of the time, female participants were told to take the other person's 

perspective and, a quarter of the time, male participants were told to take the other person's 

perspective; a quarter of the time, female participants were told to maintain their own perspective 

and, a quarter of the time, male participants were told to maintain their own perspective. 

The e^ectiveness of similar protocols for manipulating perspective taking is documented 

in several studies (e.g., Batson, Batson, Todd, Brummett, Shaw, & Aldeguer, 1995; Batson, 

Dyck, Brandt, Batson, Powell, McMaster, & Griffitt, 1988; Batson, Klein, Highberger, & Shaw, 

1995; Coke et al., 1978; Davis et al., 1987; Fultz, Batson, Fortenbach, McCarthy, & Vamey, 

1986; Melburg, Rosenfeld, Riess, & Tedeschi, 1984; Richardson et al., 1994; Schroeder, 

Dovidio, Sibicky, Matthews, & Allen, 1988; Skiffington, Parker, Richardson, & Calhoun, 1984; 

Stotiand, 1969). Reports of these experiments indicate that participants were able to successfully 

follow the perspective taking directions. In addition, previous research has demonstrated that 

instructions to adopt different perspectives can influence the level of empathic response (Batson et 

al., 1995; Fultz et al., 1986; Toi & Batson, 1982). For example, Batson et al. (1995) directly 

tested the effects of their perspective taking instructions on empathic concern. They asked 
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participants to read a note whicli asked for help after providing participants with their perspective 

taking inductions. When asked about their feelings after reading the note, panicipants who were 

in the high empathy condition (i.e., instructed to take the other person's perspective) reponed that 

they experienced more empathic concern than people in the low empathy condition. 

Once the quasi-confederate read the perspective taking instructions, the research assistant 

reiterated the directions by explaining that "we are asking you to think about your parmer's [or 

your own] perspective and your parmer's [or your own] feelings during the upcoming discussion 

and to talk about your parmer's [or your own] viewpoint. What you actually say during the 

discussion is up to you. We only ask that you try to be aware of or think about your parmer's [or 

your own] concerns and incorporate those concerns into your discussion of the disagreement 

topic." Participants were also asked to paraphrase the instructions in their own words before the 

dating parmers were brought together for their discussion. 

Videntaperi cnnflicf disciissinn Once the video camera was reset, the bogus questiormaire 

was completed by Parmer B, and the perspective taking instructions were understood by Parmer 

A, participants were reunited in the videotaping room and informed that, "as you know, part of 

this study includes a videotaping portion so that we may analyze the data you provide us in the 

future." Participants were again told that the video camera was going to be nimed on to allow the 

them to become accustomed to the videotaping process. They were also advised that they could 

withdraw from the smdy at any time without upsetting the researchers, that their name would still 

appear on the extra credit list given to their instructors, and that they would have the right to 

request that the videotape be erased at the end of their participation in the smdy. Thirty-four 

couples gave their permission to use their videotapes for future coding purposes, nine couples 

granted only audio use of their videotapes for coding purposes, five couples asked that their 
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videotape be erased immediately, and II couples gave their permission to have their videotapes 

seen in an instructional setting and used for future coding of the videotapes. 

During the videotaping, couples were asked about surrounding events that occurred prior 

to their most recent discussion of the conflict to provide a frame of reference for the current 

conflict discussion (e.g., location and time, Alberts, 1989). Then the research assistants repeated 

the general instructions for the discussion prior to leaving the room. Additionally, couples were 

cautioned to make sure that they discussed the conflict with their relational panner rather than 

simply telling the camera or a presumed audience about their conflict. Couples were also told to 

feel free to be as natural and spontaneous as possible and were reminded that they would be 

completely alone during the rest of the videotaping (i.e., only the video camera would be on, there 

were no two-way mirrors in the room, and no one would be watching the videotape during their 

discussion). To further encourage naturalness, couples were not instructed to interact for a 

particular length of time. Instead, couples were told to retrieve the research assistants when they 

were finished discussing their conflict. Couples began discussing their disagreement as soon as the 

research assistants left the room. Half of the time, the male participants were asked to begin the 

discussion, and half of the time, die female participants were asked to do the same. In the event 

that the conflict lasted for longer dian 10 minutes, the research assistants interrupted the interaction 

and ended the discussion. Twenty-six couples' discussions needed to be stopped because their 

discussions lasted for the maximum time limit of 10 minutes. The other 33 couples' discussions 

lasted between 74 seconds to 9 minutes and 57 seconds (M = 6.00 minutes). Participants 

frequently cited having recently (e.g., right before coming to the smdy) discussed the particular 

conflict topic as the reason for their brief discussions. 
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After the videotaped interaction, couples were again separated (i.e., they were told that 

the video equipment needed to be reset for die next couple coming to the study) and asked to 

complete postmeasure questionnaires in the following order: (a) a state measure of emotional 

contagion (see Appendix K); (b) a state measure of empathic concern (see Appendix L); (c) 

another Relational Communication Scale (Burgoon & Hale, 1987, see Appendix M); (d) a 

commimication satisfaction scale, (Hecht, 1978, see Appendix N); and (e) a measure which 

assessed various aspects of the discussion and conflict (see Appendix O). The latter inquired about 

the typicality of the conflict and discussion using items adapted from Newton (1988), die degree to 

which the perspective taking instructions were followed (i.e., the manipulation check), and the 

importance of the topic of disagreement (see Table 1 for reliabilities). Importance of the 

disagreement topic was assessed using items adapted from Fletcher and Fimess (1990) to measure 

the seriousness of the problem discussed and from McComack and Levine (1990) to measure lie 

importance.^ Participants also completed a debriefing form and another consent form (see 

Appendix P). Finally, participants signed up for their extra credit and received their 

complimentary movie passes. 

Fmnrinnal conraginn meajaire To assess the degree to which couples exhibited a state 

emotional contagion effect, participants were asked to indicate which emotions and feelings they 

actually experienced during the conflict discussion. They were given a list of 30 different emotion 

terms and were instructed to check each emotion they experienced during their discussion (see 

Appendix K). The emotion terms included in the list represented an assortment of possible 

feelings that are likely to emerge during a brief discussion of a disagreement.^ Following a 

dimensional approach to emotions, these emodon terms may be arranged according to the eight 

dimensional groupings identified in circumplex models of emotions (Daly, Lancee, & Polivy, 
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1983; Meyer & Shack, 1989; Russell, 1978, 1980, 1983; Russell & Steiger, 1982; Watson. 

1988a, 1988b; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988; Watson & Tellegen. 1985). The circumplex 

dimensional groupings and actual emotion terms used in the smdy were as follows: (a) high 

activation (i.e., astonished, active, and surprised), (b) activated unpleasant affect (i.e., anxious, 

fhistrated, annoyed, afraid, tense, and agitated), (c) unpleasant (i.e., unhappy, miserable, sad, 

depressed, and grouchy), (d) unactivated unpleasant affect (i.e., tired, drowsy, sluggish, and 

bored), (e) low activation (i.e., tranquil, still, and passive), (f) unactivated pleasant affect (i.e., 

relaxed, content, and calm), (g) pleasant (i.e., satisfied, happy, and pleased), and (h) activated 

pleasant affect (i.e., endiusiastic, excited, and lively). These dimensional groupings reflect 

circumplex models of emotion developed by Russell (1980) and Watson and Tellegen (1985) that 

were summarized by Larsen and Diener (1992). The emotion terms used in this smdy were also 

partially based upon terms used in Fimess and Fletcher's (1990) smdy on emotional labeling in 

premarital romantic relationships, Strzyzewski's (1992) investigation of the experience and 

expression of emotions in dating and marital relationships, and Le Poire and Burgoon's (1994) 

research on Expectancy Violations and Discrepancy Arousal explanations of involvement 

violations. The labels for each grouping represent various levels of pleasanmess (i.e., high, 

moderate, and low pleasanmess) and activation (i.e., high, moderate, and low activation). 

Emotion terms within a grouping vary from three to six terms. 

Emotional contagion was calculated by comparing the emotion and feeling terms marked 

in each participant's emotion list. Couples received one point for matches within a circumplex 

dimensional grouping. Thus, because there were eight dimensional groups, couples' emotional 

contagion scores ranged from zero to eight. For example, if Parmer A checked anxious, 

frustrated, annoyed, and unhappy and Parmer B checked frustrated, annoyed, and unhappy; the 
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couple's total contagion score was two (one point for the matches in the activated unpleasant affect 

grouping and one point for the match in the unpleasant grouping). When parmers reported similar 

emotions and feelings across the circumplex dimensions, they bad higher emotional contagion 

scores than parmers who did not report similar emotions and feelings across the circumplex 

dimensions. Because a frequency count method was used, standardized scores for emotional 

contagion were employed. Higher scores represented more emotional contagion. 

This method of calculating contagion represents an attempt to balance a fairly conservative 

system of direct matching of exact terms with the more liberal system of matching on simply 

positive and negative emotion terms. Exact matching is not used because there is growing 

evidence which indicates that people do not experience distinct emotional states (Daly et al., 1983; 

Russell, 1978, 1980, 1983; Russell & Steiger, 1982). The method used in this smdy also allows 

for variability in the emotion labels people use to describe their feelings (Harrison, 1986). 

It should be noted diat this method of measurement is not without limitations. For 

instance, a true contagion effect would entail some determination of time ordering with respect to 

who caught whose emotions. The suggested measurement method does not make this distinction. 

It is possible that both parmers may be responding to the same stimulus and, thus, may experience 

the same emotion at the same time or at different times during the conflict discussion. In either 

case, the manner in which contagion is measured in the proposed study would not be considered a 

pure emotional contagion effect. 

One alternative to the proposed method of measuring emotional contagion is a pretest-

posttest design in which changes in emotions could be determined. However, it is unclear when 

the pretest and posttest portion of the smdy should be given in the conflict discussion context. 

Should participants rate their emotions prior to the discussion or as soon as they feel a strong 
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emotion? Should participants subsequently rate their emotions after the entire discussion? A 

second alternative to assessing emotional contagion is a videotaped recall arrangement where 

participants review their videotapes and indicate each time they experienced an emotion. 

However, it is unclear how close or far in time a similar emotion needs to be experienced in order 

for it to be considered a contagion effect. Further, closeness in time does not necessarily mean the 

source of one parmer's emotion was the other partner's emotional state. One final alternative to 

measuring emotional contagion is to simply ask participants if they thought they caught their 

parmer's emotions. Although this approach is more direct, it has questionable validity given the 

fact that emotional contagion is often beyond awareness (Hatfield et al., 1994). In order to 

effectively utilize this approach, participants would need to be aware of their own emotions and 

would need to link the cause of their emotions to their parmer while ruling out other possible 

causes for their emotions. Thus, it is unclear how a more complicated or direct approach to 

assessing contagion would be beneficial. 

Fmpathic cnncem seals. Empathic concern was measured by asking participants to 

indicate, on a 7-point scale, the degree to which a set of eight attimde terms describes their 

feelings about their parmer during the discussion (e.g., "sympathetic," "concerned," and 

"softhearted;" see Appendix J for the entire list of terms). The list of terms was developed by 

adapting words used in a series of studies conducted by Batson and colleagues to measure empathic 

concern (Batson, 1987; Batson et al., 1988; Batson et al., 1995; Coke et al., 1978; Batson et al., 

1983; Toi & Batson, 1982). Batson reported Cronbach's alpha coefficients ranging from .79 to 

.89. Empathic concern was calculated by averaging scores across the eight attimde terms that 

were designed to measure empathic concern. Higher scores represented more empathic concern. 
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Relafinnal respnnsivenps'; srale Recall that the first version of the Relational 

Communication Scale (Burgeon & Hale, 1987) measured relational expectancies. The second 

version of the Relational Conununication Scale assessed relational behaviors. This scale asked 

participants to report on their relational perceptions of the actual behavior of their partners (e.g., 

"My partner was intensely involved in our conversation." "My partner attempted to persuade 

me.") and to evaluate (i.e., either positive or negative) their parmers' acmal behavior (see 

Appendix K). Relational responsiveness was calculated by taking the absolute difference between 

expectancies and perceptions of actual behaviors and then designating a positive or negative sign to 

the difference. The sign corresponded to the participants' evaluation of the actual behavior 

enacted during the conflict discussion. Scores could range from a high of +6 to a low of -6. 

Acmal scores were renumbered such that +6 was considered to be a 12 and -6 was considered to 

be a 0. Higher scores represented more relational responsiveness. Table 1 presents the reliability 

estimates on relational responsiveness which was composed of die difference between Parmer B's 

relational message expectancies (premeasure) and Parmer B's perception of Parmer A's relational 

behaviors (postmeasure). Only Parmer B's assessments of Partner A's relational responsiveness is 

reported because Partner A served as the quasi-confederate in this investigation. 

rnmmunir-arinn sarisfacrinn srale Hecht's (1978) 19-item unidimensional measure, 

known as the Interpersonal Communication Satisfaction Inventory, was adapted to assess 

satisfaction with the conflict interaction (see Appendix N for scale items). Participants answered 

19 items which used a 7-point Likert scale to assess the degree to which they agreed with 

statements such as, "I would like to have another conversation like this one" and "I was very 

satis^ed with this conversation." Higher scores reflected more communication satisfaction. Hecht 

(1978) reported split-half reliabilities using this inventory in the .90 range and provided support for 
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the content and convergent validity of this instrument. Newton and Burgoon (1990) found a 

reliability of .91 when they used this inventory to measure satisfaction following enactments of 

disagreements between marital and cohabitating couples. Using eight items from Hecht's (1978) 

communication satisfaction scale, VanLear (1991) reported a reliability of .93. Table 1 shows that 

the conmiunication satisfaction measure also obtained a high degree of reliability in this smdy. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Results 

Validity and Manipiilarinn Cherlcq 

To assess the degree to which the videotaping and structure of the procedures used in this 

study influenced the conflict interaction that was elicited, participants rated their behavior in terms 

of its typicality to other discussions. Participants responded to seven statements such as, "we have 

had conversations similar to this before," "my panner treated me as he/she usually does during 

disagreements of this sort," and "we changed the way we communicate with each other because 

this was a 'public' situation," using a 7-point Likert scale. Higher scores represented perceptions 

that the conversations were viewed as typical. Overall, participants thought the videotaped conflict 

discussion was somewhat typical (M = 4.80). Despite the fact that Parmer A was recruited as a 

quasi-confederate and Panner B was the naive participant, both parmers still saw the interaction as 

more typical than atypical (M = 4.94, SD = 1.42 for Parmer A; M = 4.65, SD = 1.34 for 

Parmer B). 

To determine the degree to which the conflict topic was important to the dating parmers, 

participants assessed their topic of disagreement following the actual videotaped discussion of that 

topic. Overall, participants thought their topic was a moderately important issue in their 

relationship (M = 4.75, SD = 1.17 on a scale of 1 = unimportant to 7 = important). This 

result is consistent with the protocol to select the second ranked topic from the three topics listed 

by participants. 

The manipiilarinn check of the perspective taking protocol used in this smdy revealed that 

participants were able to follow directions to take their own or their partner's perspective. Parmer 

A responded to four items, using a 7-point scale, which asked about the degree to which he/she 
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was able to fiiUy imagine bis/her partner's concerns and viewpoint and the degree to which Partner 

A was able to concentrate on his/her own feelings and viewpoint (see Table 1 for reliability and 

Appendix O for the items used in the manipulation check). Higher scores reflected more concern 

for a panner's perspective. Results from an analysis of variance test revealed a significant 

difference, in the appropriate direction, between quasi-confederates who were told to take their 

partners' perspective (M = 4.63, SD = 1.04) and those instructed to concentrate on their own 

perspective (M = 3.53, SD = .92), E(l, 55) = 18.53, p < .01, ti* = .25. There was no 

significant effect for the sex of the person who was the quasi-confederate, E(l, 55) = .48, p = 

.25, = .01, or for the interaction between perspective taking condition and sex of the quasi-

confederate, E(l, 55) = 2.38, p = .07, = .04 (see Table 2 for means). 

Table 2 

Mftans anH Standard Deviarinns nn Perspfirfive Taking Manipiilafinn Theclf fnr rnndirinn and Sey 

nf the Quasi-Cnnfederate 

Female Confederate Male Confederate 

Condition M SD n M SD n 

Parmer's Perspective 

Own Perspective 

4.73 .72 15 

3.25 .73 15 

4.52 1.32 14 

3.82 1.03 15 
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Rpcparrh Quesfinn 1 

Research Question 1 asked about the kinds of relational messages that are prescriptively 

expected during discussions of disagreements on important topics in relationships and the 

variability associated with those relational expectancies. The results indicated that participants 

expected that their partners should demonstrate intimacy behaviors, convey equality/composure, 

show non-dominance, and exhibit informality (see Figure 1). 

Fonnality 

Equality/Composure 

Intimacy 

Means 

Figure 1 Means, standard deviations, and ranges for the relational message expectadons for 

Partner A and Parmer B combined. 
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The findings also indicate a high degree of consistency (i.e.. little variability) among 

participants' expectancies regarding intimacy and equality/composure. In addition, the ranges 

associated with relational expectancies show that most panicipants expected that their panners 

should display more intimacy and more equality/composure than less intimacy and less 

equality/composure (i.e. average scores on intimacy and equality/composure generally exceeded a 

score of 4.00 on a 7-point scale). However, the ranges associated with dominance and formality 

suggest that some participants expected dieir parmers to be more dominant and more formal than 

less dominant and less formal; and others expected their parmers to be less dominant and less 

formal than more dominant and more formal (i.e., some average scores on the dominance and 

formality scales were greater than 4.00 on a 7-point scale which meant that partners expected 

more dominance and more formality; and some average scores of the dominance and formality 

scales were less than 4.00 on a 7-point scale which meant that partners expected less dominance 

and less formality) during discussions of important issues of disagreement. 

There were some differences by gender. Table 3 presents a summary of the means 

associated with the relational expectations for males and females. A t-test revealed that there was 

a significant difference between females' and males' relational expectations of their parmers with 

regard to intimacy. Females expected their boyfriends to show more intimacy than males expected 

from their girlfnends. For comparison. Table 4 presents a summary of the results from Kelley 

and Burgoon's (1991) smdy of marital parmers' relational expectancies. Their findings show 

several significant differences with regard to females' and males' relational expectancies of their 

marital parmers. Females expected their husbands to exhibit not only more intimacy than males 

expected from their wives, but females also expected their husbands to show more receptivity. 



more equality/trust, less noncomposure/arousal. less informality, and less distance than males 

expected from dieir wives. 

Table 3 

Mftans, Sfanflarri npyiatinns, and t-fesfs for the Relarinnal F.xpecfancies of Males and Females 

Males (n: =59) Females (n=59) 

Partner's Relational 
Expectancies M SD M SD t 

Intimacy 6.09 .63 6.41 .54 -2.96" 

Equality/Composure 6.29 .61 6.51 .71 -2.14 

Formality 2.67 1.09 2.44 1.08 1.15 

Dominance 3.26 1.07 3.07 1.17 .92 

'p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 4 

Means Standard Deviafinns. and r-te?;f.«; for the Relarinnal F.xpecfancies nf Males and Females 

Frnm Kelley and Rnrgnnn's (IQQn Tnvestigarinn nf Marifal Pniiples 

Males Females 

Parmer's Relational 
Expectancies M SD n M SD n t 

Intimacy 5.69 .61 128 6.00 .45 125 -4.61" 

Receptivity 5.74 .79 129 6.30 .70 125 -5.93"" 

Equality/Trust 6.08 .60 128 6.47 .43 125 -5.95" 

Noncomposure/Arousal 2.78 .72 129 2.50 .69 125 3.16" 

Informality 2.95 1.17 127 2.57 1.00 123 2.76" 

Dominance 3.25 .79 127 3.13 .90 125 1.12 

Distance 2.05 .86 131 1.82 .89 129 

i i 1 
K>

 
1 

* 

'p < .05, two-tailed, "p < .01, two-tailed. 

Hypothesis 1 

Hypothesis 1 predicted a positive relationship between relational responsiveness and 

communication satisfaction. This hypothesis was tested using Pearson product-moment 

correlations. Overall responsiveness was calculated by averaging all four relational message 



composites equally. For all analyses involving relational responsiveness, Parmer B's assessments 

were used (because Parmer A served as the quasi-confederate). That is, signed discrepancies 

between Parmer B's expectancies regarding the relational messages Parmer A should convey 

during disagreements about important issues and Parmer B's perceptions of the relational messages 

actually conveyed by Parmer A's behavior during the conflict discussion were used. For 

Hypothesis 1, Parmer B's evaluation of Parmer A's relational responsiveness was correlated with 

the communication satisfaction score reported by Parmer B. Results from this analysis indicated 

that there was a significant positive relationship between overall responsiveness and communication 

satisfaction, i(57) = .26, p =.03, one-tailed. The more Parmer B thought Parmer A met or 

positively exceeded expectancies, the more satisfied Parmer B was with the interaction. 

The overall analysis was supplemented with correlational analyses conducted on the 

separate relational responsiveness subcomponents. Using a Bonferroni correction, the significance 

level was set at .0125 to safeguard against Type I error. Results from these analyses indicated that 

none of the subcomponents were significantly related to communication satisfaction at the .0125 

level. Due to poor reliabilities, the correlations were corrected for attenuation. See Table 5 for 

the Pearson product-moment correlations and the correlations that were corrected for attenuation. 

Given these weak findings, three additional sets of correlational analyses were conducted 

to probe the association between relational responsiveness and satisfaction. Because people's 

relational expectations and their relational responsiveness may be partiy based on the overall status 

of their relationship, the first set of correlations compared overall relational responsiveness and its 

subcomponents with relationship satisfaction (see Table 6). The overall responsiveness correlation 

did not reach significance at the .05 level and none of correlations involving the relational 

responsiveness subcomponents reached significance at the .0125 level (see Table 6). 



The second and third sets of analyses separated relational responsiveness into its original 

components of expectancies and perceptions of actual behaviors to determine whether or not they 

related to satisfaction. These additional analyses were undertaken partly because there were low 

reliabilities associated with the relational responsiveness measures. The use of these change or 

difference scores resulted in the doubling of any unreliability contained in each of the original 

components (i.e., relational message expectations and perceptions of actual behaviors) that were 

used to create the change score. The second set of correlations probed several relationships with 

regard to relational expectancies. That is, the association between Farmer B's relational 

expectancies for how Partner A should behave during disagreements and Partner B's reports of 

communication satisfaction were analyzed, and the association between Parmer B's relational 

expectancies for how Parmer A should behave during disagreements and Partner B's reports of 

Table 5 

rorrfflatinns Between Relarinnal Responsiveness .Siihcnmpnnentg and rnrnmnnicarinn Sarisfacrinn 

(df = 57) 

Composite t Correction for Attenuation 

Intimacy .12 .14 
Equality/Composure .04 .06 
Formality .10 .14 
Domii]ance .21 .29 
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Table 6 

rnrrelarinns Between Overall Relatinnal Responsivenes'; anri Trs 5;iihcrnnpnnpnf«; and Relationship 

Satisfar.tinn (df = S7) 

Measure Relationship Satisfaction 

Overall Responsiveness .13 
Intimacy . 11 
Equality/Composure .21* 
Formality -.18 
Dominance .15 

'p < .05, one-tailed. 

relationship satisfaction were tested. Results from these analyses indicated that relational 

expectations for formality were significantly correlated with communication satisfaction (see Table 

7). As formality increased, communication satisfaction decreased. None of the other correlations 

involving relational expectations reached significance. The third set of correlations examined 

relationships that involved perceptions of actual behaviors enacted during the videotaped conflict. 

That is, the association between Parmer B's perceptions of Parmer A's relational behaviors during 

the actual interaction and Partner B's reports of communication satisfaction were analyzed, and the 

association between Partner B's perceptions of Parmer A's relational behaviors during the actual 

imeraction and relationship satisfaction were investigated. The results from these analyses 

indicated that perceptions of intimacy and equality/composure conveyed during the conflict 
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interaction were significantly and positively correlated with communication satisfaction and 

relationship satisfaction (see Table 7). Formality was also significantiy, but negatively associated 

with communication satisfaction (see Table 7). Dominance was not significantly correlated with 

communication satisfaction and relationship satisfaction. Increases in intimacy and 

equality/composure were associated with increases in both communication satisfaction and 

relationship satisfaction. Decreases in formality were correlated with increases in communication 

satisfaction. 

Table 7 

rnrrelatinns Renvpen Relatinnal F.rppctant^ifts and Rfthavinrs and rnmmiinicatinn and Relafinnship 

•Satisfacfinn (df = S7^ 

Relational Expectancies Relational Behaviors 

Communication Relationship Communication Relationship 
Measure Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction Satisfaction 

Intimacy .17 .04 .82" .41" 
Equality/Composure .19 .11 .58" .48" 
Formality -.37" -.08 -.44" -.28' 
Dominance .04 .05 -.16 .15 

'p < .05, one-tailed, "p < .01, one-tailed. 
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Hypotheses 2.1. and 4 

Mftang and TnterP-nrrelafinns Among Fmpathy Scales 

Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 concerned the influence of the perspective taking, empathic 

concern, and emotional contagion components of empathy on overall relational responsiveness and 

its subcomponents. For these hypotheses, dispositional and state empathic processes were 

analyzed. Means for Parmer A, the quasi-confederate, on the dispositional empathy scales 

revealed that quasi-confederates had moderate levels of trait perspective taking (M == 5.07, SD = 

.86), trait empathic concern (M = 5.43, SD =.81), and trait emotional contagion (M = 5.37, SD 

= .76). State versions of the empathy scales mdicated that Partner A was able to adopt either a 

self or parmer perspective (see previous discussion of the perspective taking manipulation in 

Chapter 2) and felt some empathic concern during the conflict interaction (M = 4.86, SD = 

1.06). Further, with regard to emotional contagion, about 75% of the participants had some 

degree of congruency with their dating parmers' self-reports of emotions experienced during the 

conflict interaction (i.e., an emotional contagion effect was found) (see Table 8 for the frequency 

distribution associated with the unstandardized emotional contagion scores). Approximately 25% 

of the couples did not appear to have experienced an emotional contagion effect. The actual 

emotions reported by couples were diverse, but those couples who experienced a contagion effect 

often matched in emotions that were in the unactivated pleasant affect and pleasant circumplex 

dimensional grouping (see Table 9 for the ft'equency distribution of matches in the eight 

circimiplex dimensional groupings used in this smdy). Note that all emotional contagion scores 

used in the main analyses (i.e.. Research Question 1 and Hypothesis 4) for this investigation were 

standardized. 
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Table 8 

TTnCTanrtardirpH Fmnrinnal CnTitaginn Frequency Disfrihiitinn (N = 

Matches of Emotion Terms Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

0 15 25.4 25.4 

1 20 33.9 59.3 
2 20 33.9 93.2 
3 3 5.1 98.3 
4 1 1.7 100.0 

Table 9 

Frequenpy Distrihiifinn nf F.mntinn Matches in Fach rirrntnpleT Dimensinnal firniiping 

Grouping Frequency 

High activation 3 
Activated unpleasant affect 10 
Uiq)leasant 4 
Unactivated unpleasant affect 2 
Low activation 4 
Unactivated pleasant affect 25 
Pleasant 22 
Activated pleasant affect 3 
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Table 10 presents the intercorrelations among the empathy variables. Again, trait 

empathy variables were included in the analyses to determine its relative impact to state empathy 

variables during conflict discussions. Comparisons between each trait component of empathy and 

its corresponding state component revealed that only trait empathic concern was significantly and 

positively correlated with state empathic concern. Neither trait perspective taking nor trait 

emotional contagion was significandy associated with its respective state component. Although 

one might expect that each trait measure of empathy ought to be significantly related to each state 

measure of empathy, these results are not surprising for two reasons. First, because state 

perspective taking was manipulated in this smdy, these results may be a fimction of the fact that 

participants were simply following the manipulation instructions despite their own natural 

perspective taking inclinations. Second, the marginal correlation between trait and state emotional 

contagion is understandable because the degree of emotional contagion is partly based on the 

eliciting stimulus. In this smdy, the stimulus was a conflict discussion of a topic that was 

moderately important to the relationship. Thus, the conflict topic may not have elicited as many 

emotions as a highly important conflict in die relationship and so there was a diminished 

relationship between trait and state emotional contagion due to a restriction of range. 

Comparison among the trait components of empathy indicated that trait empathic concern 

was significantly related to trait perspective taking and trait emotional contagion. However, trait 

perspective taking was not significantly related to trait emotional contagion. Comparisons among 

the state components of the empathy scales showed that only state empathic concern was 

significandy correlated widi state emotional contagion. State empathic concern was not 

significantly associated with state perspective taking and state perspective taking was not 

significandy related to state emotional contagion. 
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Table 10 

Infprrnnralafinns Rerween Dispnsirinnal and Starp Fmpathic Processes fnr Parmer A (N = SQ) 

Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Trait perspective taking — .30" .17 .08 .32" .43" 
2. Trait empathic concern — .61" .14 .26' .24 
3. Trait emotional contagion — .07 .40" .15 
4. State perspective taking (manipulated) — -.02 .04 
5. State empathic concern — .29" 
6. State emotional contagion 

"p < .05, two-tailed, "p < .01, two-tailed. 

Hypothesis 7 

Hj^thesis 2 stated the people who take their partners' perspective are seen as more 

relationally responsive than people who do not take their parmers' perspective. This hypothesis 

was analyzed using one-way analysis of variance tests in which the trait component of perspective 

taking for Partner A served as a covariate in the analyses (see Table 11). As with the other 

hypotheses, responsiveness was assessed by Partner B (i.e.. Partner B's relational expectancies 

regarding Partner A was compared to Partner B's perceptions of Partner A's relational behaviors). 

Before the primary analyses for this hypothesis were conducted, one-way analysis of 

variance tests were performed on Parmer B's perceptions of Partner A's actual relatioiial 

behaviors to determine how the perspective taking manipulation affected Partner A's behavior. 
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Partner A's score on trait perspective taking served as a covariate in the analyses. Findings from 

these tests indicated that there was a significant difference in dominance behaviors for the 

perspective taking manipulation, E(l, 56) = 5.49, p = .01, t]* = .09. Parmer B perceived that 

Parmer A exhibited more dominance behaviors when Parmer A was told to concentrate on his/her 

own perspective (M = 3.62, SD = 1.15) than when Parmer A was told to concentrate on his/her 

partner's perspective (M = 2.89, SD = 1.31). No other significant differences were found. 

Results from the primary analyses for Hypothesis 2 indicated that there was no significant 

difference in terms of overall relational responsiveness between people told to take their parmer's 

perspective and those told to concentrate on their own perspective, E(l, 56) = .57, p = .28, t|^ = 

.01. Also, there was no significant difference associated with the covariate of trait perspective 

taking, E(l, 56) = .68, p = .20, = .01. However, one-way analysis of variance tests 

conducted on the four relational message composites resulted in a significant difference on 

equality/composure between people who took a partner's perspective and those who did not. 

People who considered their parmer's perspective (M = 6.30, SD = .70) were more relationally 

responsive with regard to equality/composure than those who thought of their own viewpoint (M 

= 5.89, SD = .57). There was also a significant effect associated with the dispositional 

perspective taking covariate and intimacy, E(l, 56) = 3.48, p = .03, = .06, such that those 

who scored higher on perspective taking (i.e., took their partner's perspective) were 

seen as more relationally responsive with regard to intimacy than those who scored lower on 

perspective taking (i.e., took their own perspective), r(57) = .24. All other relational 

responsiveness composites failed to produce significant relationships (see Figure 2 for the means 

and standard deviations for the relational responsiveness composites for each level of the 

perspective taking manipulation). Thus, the hypothesis received, at best, limited support. 
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Table 11 

Summary nf One-way Analysis nf Varianre Tests fnr Perspecrive Talnng with Traif Perspecrive 

Talcing as a Tnyariafe nn Overall Relarinnal Responsiveness and Tts Siihcnmpnnenrs (df = 1 *>6) 

Source E p T|* 

Dependent variable: Overall responsiveness 
Trait 
Perspective taking 

Dependent variable: Intimacy 
Trait 
Perspective taking 

Dependent variable: Equality/composure 
Trait 

Perspective taking 

Dependent variable: Formality 
Trait 
Perspective taking 

Dependent variable: Dominance 
Trait 
Perspective taking 

.68 .20 .01 

.57 .28 .01 

3.48 .03 .06 
.12 .45 >.01 

.35 .28 .01 

5.82 .01 .09 

.22 .32 > .01 

.06 .40 > .01 

.19 .33 >.01 

.26 .31 >.01 



Dominance 

Formality 

Equality /Composure 

Intimacy 

6.05 ® = 0.89) 

6.20 @ = 1.15) 

@=0.84) 

~=0.82) 

6.30 ® = 0.70) 

0 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Means 

• Focus on Self E Focus on Partner 

Figure 2 Means and standard deviations for Partner B 's assessment of Partner A's relational 

responsiveness for the perspective taking manipulation. 

Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 predicted a positive linear relationship between empathic concern and 

relational responsiveness. This hypothesis was tested using multiple regression analyses. 

Empathic concern and dispositional empathic concern served as the predictor variables and 

relational responsiveness served as the criterion variable. Separate multiple regression analyses 

78 
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for the overall relational responsiveness score and each of the relational responsiveness composites 

were conducted. The predictor variables were entered into the regression equation in the 

following order: Step 1, dispositional empathic concern, and. Step 2, empathic concern. Because 

dispositional empathic concern is regarded as an exogenous variable and is expected to come 

before empathic concern, it was entered first into the regression equations. 

No support was obtained for this hypothesis. Dispositional empathic concern and state 

empathic concern were not significant predictors of overall relational responsiveness and its 

subcomponents, except for the case involving equality/composure. Dispositional empathic concern 

was a significant predictor of relational responsiveness with regard to equality/composure (see 

Table 12 for results of regression analyses). As Parmer A's dispositional empathic concern 

increased, Parmer B thought that Parmer A met or positively exceeded Parmer B's expectations 

regarding equality/composure. The reparameterized regression equation with only dispositional 

empathic concern as a predictor was as follows; Y' = 4.89 + .22X, where Y' represents the 

predicted scores for Partner B's assessment of Parmer A's relational responsiveness with regard to 

equality/composure and X represents Parmer A's dispositional empathic concern. 

Hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis 4 stated that emotional contagion is curvilinearly related to relational 

responsiveness. To test this prediction, polynomial equations were employed in multiple 

regression analyses (Pedhazur, 1982). Dispositional emotional contagion, emotional contagion, 

and emotional contagion raised to the second degree (i.e., emotional contagion scores were 

squared) were entered into the regression equations as predictors. Dispositional emotional 
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Table 12 

•Summary of Regression Analyses for Fmpathic Concern Variables Preriicfing Overall Relarinnal 

Responsiveness and Its SuhcQmpnnenrs (N = 59) 

Variable r B SF R p i p 

Criterion variable: Overall responsiveness 
Step 1: E(l, 57) = 1.58, p = .11, = .03 

Trait .16 .08 .06 .17 1.22 .12 
Step 2: E(2, 56) = .78, p = .23, R- = .03; 

AE(1, 56) = > .01, p = .47, AR^ = > .01 
Empathic concern ,03 -.01 .05 -.01 -.07 .47 

Criterion variable: Intimacy 
Step 1: E(l, 57) = 1.71, p = .10, R^ = .03 

Trait .17 .11 .08 .18 1.31 .10 
Step 2: E(2, 56) = .86, p = .21, R^ = .03; 

AE(1, 56) = .04, p = .42, AR^ = > .01 
Empathic concern .02 -.01 .06 -.03 -.21 .42 

Criterion variable: Equality/Composure 
Step 1: E(l, 57) = 4.44, p = .02, R^ = .07 

Trait .27 .24 .11 .29 2.18 .02 
Step 2: E(2, 56) = 2.37, p = .05, R^ = .08; 

AE(1. 56) = .35, p = .28, AR^ = .01 
Empathic concern >.01 -.05 .08 -.08 -.59 .28 

Criterion variable: Formality 
Step 1: E(l, 57) = .40, p = .27, R^ = .01 

Trait -.08 -.11 .14 -.11 -.79 .22 
Step 2: E(2, 56) = .45, p = .32, R^ = .02; 

AE(1. 56) = .50, p = .24, AR^ = .01 
Empathic concern .07 .08 .11 .10 .71 .24 
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Variable r B SE B p I p 

Criterion variable: Dominance 
Step 1: E(l, 57) = .13, p = .36, = >.01 

Trait 
Step 2: E(2, 56) = .08, p = .46, = > .01; 

AE(1, 56) = .04, p = .42, AR^ = > .01 
Empathic concern 

.05 .07 .17 .05 .39 .35 

-.01 -.03 .13 -.03 -.20 .42 

contagion was entered first, followed by emotional contagion, and the quadratic term for 

contagion. Dispositional emotional contagion was entered first into the polynomial regression 

analyses to control for the effects of this variable because it is considered to temporally precede 

emotional contagion and because it is regarded as an exogenous variable in the model. Emotional 

contagion and relational responsiveness, on the other hand, are considered to be endogenous 

variables. 

Regression equations were calculated using each of the composites associated with 

relational responsiveness and using the overall relational responsiveness score as the criterion 

variable. These regression analyses were conducted using the following predictors in the 

presented order; (a) dispositional emotional contagion as Step 1, (b) emotional contagion as Step 

2, and (c) the quadratic term for emotional contagion as Step 3. Comparisons were made between 

the semipartial R^ associated with the regression without the quadratic term for contagion and with 

the quadratic term for contagion. Curvilinearity was examined using the E-test of the squared 

semipartial to determine whether or not the quadratic term for emotional contagion explained a 
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significant increment in the proportion of variance accounted for. In addition, the predicted scores 

were inspected to determine whether or not the direction of curvilinearity was concave or convex. 

If support was obtained for a curvilinear relationship, the E ratio associated with the linear term 

(i.e., emotional contagion) was recalculated using a common error term (i.e., the mean square 

residual reported in the regression analysis with dispositional emotional contagion, emotional 

contagion, and the quadratic term in the regression) because Pedhazur (1982) noted that the error 

variance associated with the linear term includes variance that may be due to higher-order 

polynomials. 

Regression analyses of the data indicated that a quadratic curvilinear relationship best 

explained the association between emotional contagion and intimacy. The test for the increment in 

the proportion of variance accounted for by the quadratic term (i.e., emotional contagion raised to 

the second degree) reached significance; and the direction of curvilinearity was concave (see Table 

13). Parmer B perceived that his/her partner was relationally responsive with regard to intimacy 

(i.e., met or positively exceeded expectations for intimacy) at low levels of emotional contagion. 

However, as the level of emotional contagion increased, Parmer B thought that his/her parmer 

became increasingly less relationally responsive to his/her intimacy expectations (i.e., negatively 

violated expectations for intimacy). The regression models with trait emotional contagion and the 

linear term for emotional contagion did not attain significance with regard to intimacy. Thus, the 

reparameterized regression equation contained only the quadratic term for emotional contagion: 

Y' = 6.39 - .08X^, where Y' represents the predicted scores for Parmer B's assessment of 

Parmer A's relational responsiveness with regard to intimacy and represents the quadratic term 

for emotional contagion. No other evidence for higher order relationships between emotional 
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contagion and overall relational responsiveness or the other relational responsiveness 

subcomponents were found. 

Regression analyses, however, did reveal that the linear term for emotional contagion was 

a significant predictor of overall relational responsiveness and relational responsiveness with 

regard to dominance (see Table 13). The more parmers experienced an emotional contagion 

effect, the less Parmer B thought his/her parmer was responsive, i.e., met or exceeded 

expectations in a positive manner. Put differently, the more the emotional contagion, the greater 

the perceived negative violation of expectations. Similarly, emotional contagion and relational 

responsiveness with regard to dominance were negatively related. None of the other relational 

responsiveness composites were significantly predicted by the linear term for emotional contagion 

and trait emotional contagion. Thus, the recalculated regression equation for overall relational 

responsiveness and dominance contained only the linear term for emotional contagion. The 

reparameterized regression equations were as follows: Y' = 5.99 -.lOX, where Y' represents the 

predicted scores for Parmer B's assessment of Parmer A's overall relational responsiveness and X 

represents the linear term for emotional contagion, and Y' = 6.13 - .31X, where Y' represents 

the predicted scores for Parmer B's assessment of Parmer A's relational responsiveness with 

regard to dominance and X presents the linear term for emotional contagion. Taken together, the 

results from these regression tests provided limited support for Hypothesis 4 which posited a 

nonlinear relationship between emotional contagion and relational responsiveness. 
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Table 13 

Siimnnary of T-inear and Curvilinear Regression Analyses fnr Fmntinnal rnnraginn Variahles 

Predicting Overall Relational Responsiveness and Trs .Snhcnmpnnenfs (N = 5Q) 

Variable r B SF R p t p 

Criterion variable: Overall responsiveness 
Step 1: E(l, 57) = .08, p = .39, = > .01 

Trait 
Step 2: E(2, 56) = 2.55, p = .04, = .08; 

AE(1, 56) = 5.02, p = .01, AR^ = .08 
Emotional contagion 

Step 3: E(3, 55) = 2.28, p = .04, R^ = .11; 
AE(1, 55) = 1.69, p = .10, AR^ = .03 

Quadratic emotional contagion 

.04 .04 .06 .08 .61 .27 

.28 -.11 .05 -.29 -2.24 .01 

-.23 -.05 .04 -.17 -1.30 .10 

Criterion variable; Intimacy 
Step 1: E(l, 57) = 1.38, p = .12, R^ = .02 

Trait 
Step 2: E(2, 56) = 1.05, p = .18, R^ = .04; 

AE(1, 56) = .73, p = .20, AR^ = .01 
Emotional contagion 

Step 3: E(3, 55) = 1.65, p = .09, R' = .08; 
AE(1, 55) =2.79, p = .05, AR^ = .05 

Quadratic emotional contagion 

.15 .11 .09 .17 1.28 .10 

-.09 -.06 .07 -.11 -.86 .20 

-.22 -.09 .05 -.22 -1.67 .05 

(table rnnriniips) 
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Variable r B SE_B P t 

Criterion variable: Equality/Composure 
Step 1: E(l, 57) = .30. p = .29, = .01 

Trait .08 .08 .12 .09 .67 .25 
Step 2: E(2, 56) = .56, p = .29, R- = .02; 

AE(1, 56) =.83, p = .18, AR- = .01 
Emotional contagion -.11 .08 .09 -.12 -.91 .18 

Step 3: E(3, 55) = .66, p = .29, R* = .03; 
AE(1, 55) = .86, p = .18, AR^ = .02 

Quadratic emotional contagion -.14 -.06 .07 -.13 -.93 .18 

Criterion variable: Formality 
Step 1: E(l, 57) = .27, p = .30, R- = > .01 

Trait -.07 -.08 .15 -.07 -.53 .30 
Step 2: E(2, 56) = .14, p = .44, R^ = .01; 

AE(1,56) = .01, p = .46, AR^ = > .01 
Emotional contagion >.01 .01 .11 .01 .11 .46 

Step 3: E(3, 55) = .20, p = .45, R^ = .01; 
A£(l, 55) =.32, p = .29, AR^ = .01 

Quadratic emotional contagion -.08 -.05 .09 -.08 -.57 .29 

Criterion variable: Dominance 
Step 1: E(l, 57) = .01, p = .46, R^ = > .01 

Trait -.01 .04 .18 .03 .24 .41 
Step 2: E(2, 56) = 2.65, p = .04, R^ = .09; 

AE(1, 56) = 5.30, p = .01, AR^ = .09 
Emotional contagion -.29 -.31 .13 -.30 -2.30 .01 

Step 3: E(3. 55) = 1.74, p = .08, R^ = .09; 
AE(1, 55) = > .01. p = .48, AR^ = > .01 

Quadratic emotional contagion -.07 >.01 .11 .01 .05 .48 
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CHAPTER 4 

Discussion 

Conflict is an undeniably important event in the smdy of close romantic relationships. 

During interactions that involve disagreements and airing of differences, panners have the 

opportunity to work through relational issues and toward a bener imderstanding of each other. In 

this way, conflict may be revealing about the current state of the relationship and may impact the 

future trajectory of the relationship. The focus of this investigation was on how couples manage 

this opportunity. Specifically, this smdy examined the relational expectations and perceptions of 

behaviors by dating parmers during conflict in order to determine if alignment of expectations and 

perceptions of behaviors was related to communication satisfaction. Further, this smdy sought to 

determine the influence of empathic processes on how conflict is managed. When a couple is in 

conflict, it seems relevant to think about the other person's perspective and to consider what the 

other person is thinking. However, concentrating on another's viewpoint is more than simply 

knowing where another person is coming from or understanding the issue of contention. 

Relational knowledge is also pertinent. This smdy begins a line of research which attempts to 

unravel the influence of empathy on meeting or positively exceeding a panner's relational 

expectations during conflict. Exploration of these issues may shed light on how some couples are 

able to turn their differences into areas for relationship growth and how other couples are able to 

use conflict to undermine the foundations of their relationships. 

Summary of Results 

Findings from this investigation reveal that relational expectations about important 

disagreements in dating relationships were prosocial in nature. Dating couples generally expected 

their parmers to demonstrate high levels of intimacy behaviors (i.e., show high levels of 
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immediacy/affection, similarity/depth, and receptivity/trust), high levels of equality/composure, 

low levels of formality, and low levels of dominance. Results also provide some evidence for the 

notion that relational responsiveness (i.e., meeting or positively violating expectations) was related 

to commmiication satisfaction. Overall relational responsiveness was positively associated with 

commmiication satisfaction. 

Very limited support was obtained for the moderation effect of empathic processes (i.e., 

perspective taking, empathic concern, and emotional contagion) on relational responsiveness. 

Participants who were instructed to adopt their partners' perspective were seen by their partners as 

more reiationally responsive to their partners' expectations regarding equality/composiure than 

people who were told to consider their own perspective. Additionally, the higher participants' 

level of dispositional perspective taking, the more responsive participants were to their partners' 

expectations regarding intimacy. People who had scored higher on dispositional perspective taking 

were seen as having met or positively exceeded their parmers' expectations regarding intimacy, 

whereas those who scored lower on dispositional perspective taking were seen as less reiationally 

responsive with regard to intimacy. 

For empathic concern, dispositional empathic concern emerged as a significant predictor 

of relational responsiveness with regard to equality/composure. Higher levels of trait empathic 

concern were associated with more participants assessing their partners as meeting or positively 

exceeding their equality/composure expectations. With regard to emotional contagion, the findings 

indicate that the state version of emotional contagion was a significant predictor of overall 

relational responsiveness, relational responsiveness with regard to intimacy, and relational 

responsiveness with regard to dominance. Emotional contagion appears to linearly (in a negative 

direction) predict overall relational responsiveness and relational responsiveness with regard to 
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dominance. The more participants experienced an emotional contagion effect, the more people 

saw their parmers' behavior as negatively violating their overall expectations and their dominance 

expectations. The second order polynomial term for emotional contagion predicted relational 

responsiveness with regard to intimacy. When parmers experienced lower levels of emotional 

contagion, participants saw their parmers as meeting or positively exceeding their intimacy 

expectations, but when parmers experienced higher levels of emotional contagion, participants saw 

their parmers as negatively violating their intimacy expectations. Thus, the overall panem appears 

to closely resemble a linear one that is negatively sloped. In other words, the relationship between 

relational responsiveness with regard to intimacy and emotional contagion is simUar to the 

associations between (a) overall relational responsiveness and emotional contagion, and (b) 

relational responsiveness with regard to dominance and emotional contagion. 

Implicatinns 

Nature nf F.ypectafinns in .Seriniis Daring Relarinnship«; 

The data gathered in this investigation reveal that dating couples' general prescriptive 

expectations for conflict about important issues in their relationships are similar to the prescripts of 

dialogic communication and to die notion of exhibiting less narcissism during conflict. Participants 

thought their dating panners should show high levels of intimacy, high levels of 

equality/composure, high levels of informality, and high levels of non-dominance. These results 

are also somewhat consistent with the findings from Kelley and Burgoon (1991) in their 

investigation of relational expectations in marriages, except for expectations regarding formality. 

Kelley and Burgoon (1991) reponed that spouses thought that marital relationships should 

demonstrate high levels of intimacy, receptivity, trust, and equality and exhibit low levels of 

distance, dominance, informality, and noncomposure/arousal. In addition, the findings from the 
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current study indicate that couples have a high degree of consensus in their prescriptive 

expectations for relational messages of intimacy and equality/composure (evidenced by small 

standard deviations). 

Nonetheless, these results do not suppon a purely "prosocial" interpretation of dating 

parmers' relational expectancies. Examination of the variability associated with these expectancies 

demonstrates that some couples may hold more "antisocial" expectations for discussions about 

important issues of disagreement. Relative to the small standard deviations associated with 

intimacy and equality/composure, formality and dominance had larger standard deviations. 

Inspection of the ranges associated with these relational expectancies reveals diat participants 

consistendy agreed or strongly agreed that intimacy and equality/composure should be conveyed 

during discussions of important issues of disagreement, participants sometimes agreed or strongly 

agreed that formality (7%) and dominance (15%) should be conveyed during conflict as well. 

Furthermore, results from the correladonal analyses between the relational messages that were 

perceived from the actual communication behaviors of partners and satisfaction revealed a lack of 

significant association between assessments of dominance behaviors and communication 

satisfaction and between assessments of dominance behaviors and relationship satisfaction. In 

other words, increases in perceptions of dominance were not significantiy related to decreases in 

satisfaction, as one would expect from a more "prosocial" orientation. However, assessments of 

relational messages conveying intimacy, equality/composure, and formality were significantiy 

related to communication satisfaction and relationship satisfaction. These results provide further 

support for the importance of allowing relational panners to state their own expectancies regarding 

conflict behaviors and for not assuming that all relational panners have uniformly "prosocial" 

relational expectations for conflict. Moreover, the data show that adhering to more "prosocial" 
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expectations may be associated with unproductive outcomes in simations where those expectancies 

do not reflect relational partners' acnial expectancies. 

Rflarinnal Respnnsiveness anri San'sfarrinn Diiring Conflict 

The current findings also lend more credence to the notion that "how" a conflict is enacted 

is consequential in dating relationships. In this investigation, participants, who were discussing 

issues that were recurring conflicts of moderate importance in their relationships, were more 

satisfied with their interactions when partners were perceived as more relationally responsive. 

That is, when participants met or positively violated their dating parmers' expectations, 

participants reported that they were more satisfied with the communicative interaction and that 

they had more satisfying relationships. Additionally, perceptions of the actual relational behaviors 

themselves seem to be significandy associated with satisfaction. Participants who saw their 

parmers exhibiting more intimacy and equality/composm'e were more satisfied with the interaction 

and in their relationships. Participants who perceived that their parmers displayed less formality 

were also more satisfied with the interaction. Expectancies regarding formality was the only 

relational message subcomponent that was significantly associated with satisfaction. As 

expectations for formality decreased, communication satisfaction increased. Thus, the results 

from this investigation dispute a strong social constructivist position, which proposes that 

preinteracdon expectancies are a more powerfiil influence than social reality. Instead, the findings 

support Jussim's (1991) weak social constructivist view, which recognizes that actual 

communication behavior is a salient factor which impacts the outcomes of interaction. The 

evidence from this smdy is also in line with dyadic interaction adaptation theories (e.g., Andersen, 

1985; Argyle & Dean, 1965; Cappella & Greene, 1982; Giles, Coupland, & Coupland, 1991) 

and, particularly, Expectancy Violations Theory (Burgoon, 1978, 1983, 1992; Burgoon & Hale, 
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1988; Burgoon & Jones, 1976; Hale &. Burgoon, 1984) which emphasize the need to account for 

actual behaviors and the correspondence between actual behaviors and preinteraction expectancies 

(Burgoon & Le Poire, 1993; Burgoon, Le Poire, & Rosenthal, 1995). Satisfaction, then, 

generally appears to be driven by what panicipants actually did and by the signed discrepancies 

between what participants did and what they expected from their parmers. 

Rnle nf Hmpafhy During Cnnflict 

Empathy has the potential to play a critical role in the process by which conflicts are 

discussed and debated. This investigation explored how empathy influenced the degree to which 

dating parmers met or positively violated relational expectations. According to the rationale 

advanced earlier, people who were told to adopt their parmers' perspective were expected to be 

more relationally responsive than people who were instructed to consider their own perspective. 

Limited support was found for this prediction. People who were directed to concentrate on their 

partners' perspective showed a greater tendency to meet or positively exceed relational 

expectancies for equality/composure, whereas people who were told to focus on their own 

perspective demonstrated a greater tendency to negatively violate relational expectancies regarding 

equality/composure. Dispositional perspective taking was also significantly and positively related 

to relational responsiveness with regard to intimacy. Perhaps then, empathy may express 

equality/composure in particular simations, but the repeated or routine expression of empathy may 

contnbute to intimacy. 

More interesting are the preliminary findings regarding how the perspective taking 

conditions were enacted. In this study, participants saw parmers who were directed to concentrate 

on their parmers' perspective as significantly less dominant and those told to consider their own 

perspective as significantly more dominant. These results are consistent with research by Franzoi 
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et al. (1985) and Richardson et al. (1994). Franzoi et al. (1985) argued and found evidence that 

perspective taking should be associated with a "considerate [and] tactful style" (p. 1589). 

Richardson et al. (1994) found that perspective taking reduced hostility and antagonism. The 

analysis of the impact of the perspective taking manipulation on relational responsiveness with 

regard to dominance, however, did not reveal a significant difference. People who adopted their 

partners' perspective and people who concentrated on their own perspective were not significantly 

more or less likely to meet or positively exceed their parmers' dominance expectations. A 

possible explanation of these results is that the enactment of perspective taking may entail the use 

of certain behaviors, perhaps dominance behaviors. Given the fact that dominance may sometimes 

be prescriptively expected during conflicts (see earlier discussion of ranges associated with 

dominance expectancies), then parmers who were more dominant enacting the perspective taking 

condition involving a self focus would have met or positively exceeded expectations regarding 

dominance. Similarly, some of the participants who were told to adopt their parmers' perspective 

may have exhibited a less dominant style which may have negatively violated partners' dominance 

expectancies. In efiect, the perspective taking manipulation may have nullified the prediction 

regarding perspective taking on relational responsiveness for dominance. Another possible 

explanation is that the discrepancy between expected and actual dominant behaviors was too 

variable to produce a reliable relationship. 

Perspective taking, then, is not for everyone. Family and relationship counselors who 

advise clients to consider their parmers' perspective need to do so judiciously. If behaviorally 

enacting perspective taking brings with it certain "prosocial" relational baggage that may or may 

not be responsive to parmers' expectations, then participants who hold more "antisocial" 

expectations may negatively assess those people. Relatedly, these results again highlight the 
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importance of recognizing and comparing relational parmers own expectations with acmal 

behaviors. This is especially true in cases where people are advised to behave in a particular 

manner (e.g., try to empathize with your parmer, try to understand how your parmer feels) 

because the enactment of these behaviors may inadvertently violate parmers' relational 

expectancies in a negative direction. 

The analyses of the affective components of empathy indicate modest support for the 

influence of empathic concern and emotional contagion on relational responsiveness. To review, 

the findings reveal that: (a) meeting or positively exceeding expectations of equality/composure 

was significandy predicted by higher levels of dispositional empathic concern; (b) overall 

relational responsiveness and negative violations of expectations of dominance were significantly 

predicted by increases in the emotional contagion experienced by the dating parmers; and (c) 

meeting or positively violating expectations of intimacy was predicted by low levels of emotional 

contagion, but parmers were seen as negatively violating expectations regarding intimacy when 

levels of emotional contagion increased. These results suggest that the state version of empathic 

concern had no significant effect on overall relational responsiveness or its subcomponents, and 

that emotional contagion may be associated with negative violations of overall relational 

responsiveness and its intimacy and dominance subcomponents. Thus, it appears that the 

usefulness of arousing the affective components of empathy during conflict may be limited. The 

findings firom this smdy reveal that there is a small range of acceptability with regard to the 

affective components of empathy, beyond which, empathy may have increasingly detrimental 

effects for dating parmers' ability to meet or positively exceed expectations. Too much sympathy 

and too much matching of emotions may result in negative violations of expectancies. 
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Fiinire nirpr.tinn«> 

Future research might extend the results from this investigation by (a) elaborating on the 

correspondence between dating and marital partners relational expectancies; (b) exploring the 

impact of matching on different types of emotions and investigating which aspects of conflict are 

likely to result in a high emotional contagion effect; (c) examining how empathy is enacted; (d) 

further clarifying the models of empathy and manipulating empathic concern to determine its 

effects on relational responsiveness and satisfaction during conflict; and (e) linking relational 

responsiveness to the research on empathic accuracy. First, serious dating relationships may be 

similar to marital relationships in terms of relational expectations. Comparisons between the 

gender differences observed in Kelley and Burgoon's (1991) snidy and this one reveal a similar 

trend, despite that fact that the gender differences in this investigation were nonsignificant (except 

in the case involving expectations for intimacy). Kelley and Burgoon (1991) found that there were 

significant differences between females' expectations of their husbands and males' expectations of 

their wives for intimacy, receptivity, equality/trust, noncomposure/arousal, informality, and 

distance. Females expected their husbands to be more intimate, be more receptive, show more 

equality/trust, be more composed/show less arousal, be less informal, and show less distance than 

males expected from their wives. In the current smdy, females expected their boyfriends to show 

more intimacy than males expected from their girlfriends. The lack of significant differences 

associated with gender and relational expectancies for dating couples when compared to marital 

couples may be an interesting area for fiinire research. Studies that document the similarities and 

differences between dating couples and marital relationships may provide insight into what aspects 

of dating relationships are sustained, modified, or changed as relationships progress to marriage. 

With regard to gender differences in relational expectations, future investigations might explore 
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whether or not relational expectations become more polarized as long-term dating relationships 

develop and evolve. 

Second, future research might explore the impact of the type of emotion matching that 

occurs during conflict. Investigations might differentiate among different types of emotions in 

order to determine whether or not emotional contagion, regardless of the specific emotion that was 

matched, is predictive of relational responsiveness. In this smdy, eight circumplex dimensional 

groupings were used and were not separated in the analyses, both pleasant/impleasant and 

activated/unactivated emotions were included together. Future analyses might test whether or not 

negative violations of expectancies occurred when dating parmers reported catching primarily 

unpleasant, pleasant, activated, or unactivated emotions. This appears to be an important area of 

study because the family smdies literature and die empathy literature suggest that emotional 

contagion may operate in divergent ways. From research in family smdies, one of the most 

consistent findings is the debilitating effect of escalating spirals of hostility in interactions. In other 

words, studies in this area indicate that the more uiq)leasant emotions may be the more powerful 

influence on relational responsiveness. However, empathy research suggests that feeling someone 

else's emotions may lead to more prosocial and altruistic behaviors. Thus, it is unclear which 

emotions are driving people to be more or less relationally responsive. 

These findings also point to the importance of determining when emotional contagion is 

more likely to occur. It seems reasonable to expect that not all conflict situations are equally likely 

to generate high degrees of emotional contagion. One source of influence may be the conflict 

topic itself. Research conducted on types of conflict, topics of conflict, or levels of conflict has 

generally indicated diat conflicts can be grouped into different problem areas (Braiker & Kelley, 

1979). First, relational parmers may have conflicts over specific behaviors (e.g., I do not like it 
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when you spend a lot of time at the recreation center). Second, partners may have conflicts over 

the norms, rules, or roles in the relationship (e.g., you are supposed to do the dishes). Third, 

partners may have conflicts over partner's personal characteristics, attimdes, or personality (e..g, 

you are inconsiderate). These types of conflicts move from topics concerning specific behaviors to 

general characteristics and are thought to be hierarchically ordered (Braiker & Kelley, 1979). 

According to Altman and Taylor (1973) conflicts that are about one's personality are more likely 

to be intense than conflict that are about superficial topics. Thus, as the topic of the conflict 

involves more aspects of the personality, it is probable that dating partners will be apt to catch 

each others' emotions more readily. Relational parmers are more prone to experiencing an 

emotional contagion effect in these circumstances because many of the elements that make 

emotional contagion more likely are present. According to HatHeld et al. (1994), people in close 

relationships are more susceptible to emotional contagion and people are more likely to infect 

others with their emotions when they experience and express strong emotions. Clearly, in serious 

dating relationships, conflicts that are about personality issues may elicit stronger negative 

emotions and a larger emotional contagion effect. As a consequence, these situations may lead 

people to be less responsive to their partners' relational expectations because they may be 

distracted by their emotions. Disagreements concerning broader issues in the relationship and 

conflicts that are groimded in problems with partners' general nature and personality may make it 

more difGcult to meet or positively violate people's relational expectations, unless those 

expectations coincide with the behavioral characteristics that occur normally as the intensity of the 

conflict increases. Hence, part of the risk of dealing with a conflict about a personality issue may 

be that it is not only a more complicated area to manage, but it also tends to elicit stronger 
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emotions whicii make relational responsiveness more difficult and which can add further obstacles 

to the management of the disagreement. 

Third, funire smdies might investigate how empathy is behaviorally enacted. In particular, 

it is important to examine what behaviors accompany peoples' cognitive attempts to adopt the 

perspective of their parmers or to be primarily concerned with their own perspective. Similarly, it 

is worthwhile to determine what behavioral displays are present when people are more or less 

sympathetic to another's situation. These findings would uncover to what degree the behavioral 

enactments of empathic processes parallel dating parmers' generally held relational expectancies. 

Fourth, future investigations might clarify the relationships between and among trait and 

state perspective taking, empathic concern, and emotional contagion and further test the two-stage 

model of empathy. Following the two-state model of empathy, trait perspective taking was 

expected to be related to both trait empathic concern and trait emotional contagion. However, trait 

perspective taking was only significantly related to trait empathic concern. Similarly, state 

perspective taking was expected to be associated with state empathic concern and state emotional 

contagion. However, none of these relationships were significant. The findings also indicate that 

manipulated perspective taking did not precede the affective elements of empathy, but trait 

perspective taking was significantly associated with a majority of the trait and state affective 

components of empathy. Thus, these results indicate that the relative nnpact of trait and state 

elements requires fiirther probing, especially when state elements of empathy are manipulated. 

Additionally, although this investigation followed the two-stage model by manipulating perspective 

taking and allowing empathic concern and emotional contagion to vary freely, future smdies might 

manipulate empathic concern to determine its influence on relational responsiveness. 

Furthermore, fiiture research might continue to examine the relative influence of trait and state 



98 

components of empathy. The results from the current investigation, which casts doubt on a purely 

dispositional view of empathy, suggest that people are able to follow instructions to adopt their 

own or their parmers' perspective. 

Future research might also explore the relationship between empathic processes and 

satisfaction. The current study did not provide a direct answer to whether or not empathic 

processes influence satisfaction. This investigation tested the associations between empathic 

processes and relational responsiveness and between relational responsiveness and communication 

satisfaction. It is possible that empathy may be directly related to satisfaction, and relational 

responsiveness may or may not moderate diat association. If relational responsiveness does not 

moderate this relationship, dien more research attention needs to be given to why empathy would 

make interaction more or less satisfying. 

Fifth, future studies might integrate research on relational responsiveness and expectancy 

violations with investigations of empathic accuracy. Recent smdies on the emerging field of 

empathic accuracy focus on a perceiver's "ability to accurately infer the specific content of another 

person's thoughts and feelings" (Ickes, 1993, p. 591). Empathic accuracy involves empathic 

understanding and empirical proof of that understanding. Ickes (1993) discusses this issue in terms 

of comparisons between the content of a target's and perceiver's thoughts and feelings. 

Correspondence between targets and perceivers would be considered empathic accuracy. Studies 

in this area have demonstrated that (a) the history of a relationship impacts accuracy, (b) a desired 

future for the relationship influences accuracy, (c) many people do not know their level of 

empathic ability, and (d) there are circumstances where people will be motivated to be inaccurate 

(Ickes, 1993; Ickes, Stinson, Bissonnette, &. Garcia, 1990; Marangoni et al., 1995; Simpson, 

Ickes, & Blackstone, 1995). 
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If we consider relational responsiveness (i.e., relational expectations compared to actual 

behaviors) to be a close cousin to empathic accuracy, then we can see that results from this smdy 

are fairly compatible with the general findings from empathic accuracy. For instance, dating 

parmers appeared to match the expectations of their panners regardless of the perspective taking 

condition. This result may be partially explained by the fact that dating couples in this smdy had a 

fairly long history together and could use that history to make more accurate assessments about 

another's preferences. In addition, because couples in this sample were very satisfied with the 

relationship, we could also expect that these couples envisioned themselves together in the future. 

These couples, therefore, may have been more motivated to meet or positively exceed their 

parmer's expectations, and thus, relational responsiveness would be fairly high in general. 

Moreover, empathic accuracy research indicates that there are circumstances where parmers may 

be less motivated to be relationally responsive. In this smdy, less relational responsiveness 

(perhaps due to the motivation to be inaccurate) may be related to the amount of emotional 

contagion present. 

T iinirarinfif! 

Although the findings in this investigation are noteworthy, the results should be interpreted 

with caution because of the following limitations. First, this smdy suffered from low reliability, 

especially with regard to the subcomponents of relational responsiveness. This was exacerbated by 

the fact that responsiveness was calculated using difference scores. According to Cohen and 

Cohen (1983), a difference score is likely to be less reliable than any of its original measures. 

Because of this unreliability, relational responsiveness and the measurement error it contains 

cannot be expected to correlate significantiy with many other variables. Thus, relational 

responsiveness with regard to dominance may have been significantiy related to communication 



100 

satisfaction if reliability were improved. Second, this smdy suffered from a restriction of range on 

several variables. As discussed earlier, participants' reports of relational expectancies for 

intimacy and equality/compostire showed a high degree of consensus with small standard 

deviations, and the relational responsiveness subcomponents of intimacy, equality/composure, and 

formality had small standard deviations. This restriction of range may have jeopardized the 

correlations. 

Third, this investigation involved satisfied dating couples who were in long-term and 

committed relationships. Although the couples were not recruited with these requirements in mind 

(only that they be in an exclusive dating relationship for 3 months or longer), the strucmre of the 

experiment made involvement by less satisfied couples unlikely. Those who did not participate 

often cited that they were not sure that they could get their paiiners to come to the smdy. Some of 

these non-participants exphcitly said that they were having problems in their relationships so they 

were not sure they could get their panners to attend both parts of the experiment. Future smdies 

should recruit a wider range of satisfied to dissatisfied couples to further test the ideas in diis 

investigation with a less homogeneous sample at the high end. Fourth, several participants in this 

smdy had difficulty understanding the terms used in the measurement instruments. For example, 

many dating parmers did not know what the phrase, "exclusive relationship" meant. In addition, 

participants frequendy asked the research assistants for a definition of the term, "indifferent." 

Cnncliisinn 

Despite the limitations discussed, the findings from diis smdy offers unique insight to the 

nature of conflicts in serious dating relationships. Not surprisingly, the expectations of dating 

parmers reflected normative expectations, but they also exhibited some variability. High levels of 

dominance and formality were sometimes prescriptively expected during dating parmers' conflict 
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discussions. Generally, relational responsiveness and perceptions of actual behaviors, in 

particular, seem to be important factors in communication satisfaction and satisfaction in 

relationships. This suggests that preinteraction expectancies may be a less powerful influence than 

parmers' perceptions of the actual behaviors enacted during disagreements and the association 

between perceptions of actual behaviors and preinteraction expectancies. In other words, the 

results demonstrate that it is possible that negative expectations may be overcome through 

changing actual behavior during conflict interactions. Further, the results indicate that family 

therapists and counseling practitioners may need to be especially cautious in the behavioral 

instructions given to clients. When counselors are dealing with couples who need to manage their 

conflicts more productively, the flndings from this investigation indicate that counselors may not 

want to advocate the enactment of a particular conflict management strategy without first 

discussing the relational expectations of their clients and relational parmers. Finally, the evidence 

revealed in this investigation suggest that the affective components of empathy are important 

aspects of people's ability to be relationally responsive to their parmers. Thus, conflict is not 

inherently detrimental to romantic relationships. People appear to be able to turn their differences 

into areas of growth and understanding when they are behaviorally responsive to their partners' 

relational expectancies. On the other hand, people tend to undermine their relationships when they 

become too caught up in the emotions of their parmers during conflicts. The management of 

conflict, then, seems to entail being responsive to parmers' relational expectations and relatively 

unresponsive to parmers' emotions. 



102 

ENDNOTES 

1. Although Gottman (1979) used a variety of facial expressions, vocal qualities, and body 
positions/movements to assess affect, he typically summarized his codes into positive, 
negative and neutral affect. This reduction procedure involved coders who were tramed 
to find positive or negative affect in any of the facial, vocal, and body regions (in a 
hierarchical fashion) and if the coder did not find them, the segment was coded as neutral. 

2. Although empathy is considered as a multidimensional concept in this paper, it should be 
noted that any one of the dimensions that are discussed could be judged as empathy by 
itself. In particular, emotional contagion is often thought to be most closely aligned with 
the original conception of empathy (Gruen &. Mendolsohn, 1986; Richendoller & Weaver, 
1994). The other dimensions, then, would be defined as different concepts. 

3. Before completing the demographic items, participants also assessed their social skill using 
a 30 item scale adapted from Riggio's Social Skills Inventory (1986, 1989). Riggio (1989) 
provided evidence for the reliability and the convergent and discriminant validity of the 
inventory. Riggio (1989) reported good test-retest reliabilities (i.e., .81 to .96) and 
adequate alpha coefficients (i.e., .62 to .87). The data from these questions will be used 
in a future smdy to assess the relationship between empathy and social skill (Riggio et al., 
1989). 

4. The actual wording of the items that were deleted can be seen in Appendix C, which 
contains the premeasure questionnaire for relational expectancies, and in Appendix M, 
which contains the postmeasure questionnaire for relational behaviors. For the intimacy 
scale, items 7, 8, and 11 in Appendix C and Appendix M were deleted. For the 
equality/composure scale, items 21 and 25 in Appendix C and Appendix M were deleted. 
For the dominance scale, items 18 and 19 in Appendix C and Appendix M were deleted. 
For the task scale, items 32, 33, 34, and 35 in Appendix C and Appendix M were deleted 
(i.e., the entire task scale was discarded). None of the items in the formality scale were 
deleted. 

5. After participants completed the entire smdy, about a quarter of the couples were asked 
whether or not they realized that they had completed two relational message scales. None 
of the participants appeared to recall that they had filled out similar relational message 
measures in both phase I and phase II of the study. 

6. Twenty-seven couples (45.76%) were given the list of possible relational irritations to 
examine. 

7. Newton (1988) reported that the internal consistency of her typicality of the disagreement 
scale was .70. Using a modified version of the scale, Strzyzewski (1992) found an alpha 
reliability of .79 for the typicality measure. Retcher and Fitoess (1990) reported an alpha 
reliability of .76 for their seriousness of problems discussed measure. McComack and 
Levine (1990) tested their lie importance scale using confirmatory factor analysis. They 
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reported that all items in the lie importance measure had a primary factor loading above 
.40 and were consistent with a unidimensional solution. 

8. It should be noted that there are structural and fimctional differences among affect, mood, 
and emotion terms (Batson, Shaw, & Oleson, 1992). This paper, however, does not make 
any functional distinctions among these terms. Instead, the term emotion is used because 
it is structurally different from affective and mood terms. Emotion is a particular type of 
affective state that reflects specific reactions to goal-oriented activities in the present. In 
this smdy, emotions are expected to occur during the conflict interactions. 
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APPENDIX A: 

RECRUITMENT SPEECH 

Hello, my name is and I am here today to ask for your participation in a research study. 
Basically, we are looking at how boyfriends and girlfriends discuss important issues in their 
relationships. 

In order to participate in this smdy, you must meet all of the following recpiirements: (a) 
participants must be dating a member of the opposite sex (e.g., friends and family see you and 
your boyfiiend/girlfriend as a "couple"), (b) participants must have been exclusively dating for at 
least 3 months, and (c) participants must never have been married. 

If you agree to participate, you and your current boyfriend or girlfriend will be asked to discuss a 
topic that is relevant to your relationship. This discussion will be videotaped and all participants 
will have to fill out a couple of questionnaires prior to the discussion and after the discussion. 

Pan I and II of the study will be conducted in George Hall Room 106B (Speech Laboratory). The 
second part of the smdy will be conducted about 2-3 weeks following completion of the &st part. 

Part T- You will complete a set of questionnaires for the first portion of the study. This 
will take about 30 minutes. 

Part TT- You will be videotaped interacting with your dating partner for the second portion 
of the smdy and then you will complete a set of questionnaires about your 
interaction. This will take about an hour of your time. 

As incentive, you will receive extra credit for your participation and you and your dating parmer 
will receive two free movie passes for taking part in this study. 

If you are interested, please come to George Hall Room 106B with your boyfriend or girlfiiend 
during one of the times to be announced in your class. You and your boyfriend or girlfhend will 
sign up for an additional hour of lab time once you have completed the initial questionnaires. 

Thank you. 
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APPENDIX B: 

CONSENT FORM (PART I) 

Interpersonal Communication Project (PART I) 
Principal Investigator: Amy S. Ebesu, M.A. 

University of Hawaii, 2560 Campus Road, George Hall Room #322, Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 
Phone: (808)956-6354 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to examine the ways in which dating partners communicate with each 
other during discussions of important issues in their relationship and the interpretations assigned to 
the ways parmers communicate during these discussions. 

Procedure 

You will complete a set of questionnaires about your relationship with your current dating parmer. 
The total time commitment for this aspect of the smdy will be about 30 minutes. You are free to 
withdraw from participating at any time without upsetting the researchers and your name will still 
appear on the extra credit list for this project. 

Cnnfidenriality 

Your answers to all survey questions will be completely confidential. The only way for anyone to 
know your responses is for jcou to tell them. When your results and those of other participants are 
combined and entered into a computer, they will not contain any identifying information that could 
connect the data to you. The results of the study may be published but only the combined data 
from all participants will be made public. 

Cnnsenf 

I certify that I have read and understood the nature and requirements of this smdy, that I have been 
given satisfactory answers to my inquiries concerning project procedures and other matters, and 
that I have been advised that I am free to withdraw my consent and to discontinue participation in 
this project or activity at any time without prejudice. 
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I herewith give my consent to panicipate in this project with the understanding that I may ask 
questions at any time and that such consent does not waive any of my legal rights, nor does it 
release the principal investigator or institution of any employee or agent thereof from liability for 
negligence. I also understand that this consent form will be filed in an area designated by the 
Department of Speech, with access restricted to the principal investigator or authorized 
representatives of the department. 

Participant's signature Date 

(If you cannot obtain satisfactory answers to your questions or have comments or complaints about your treatment in this 
study contact: Committee on Human Studies, University of Hawaii, 2540 Maiie Way. Honolulu. Hawaii 96822. Phone; 
(808) 956-8658). 
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APPENDIX C: 

RELATIONAL COMMUNICATION SCALE (EXPECTATIONS) 

TMSTRTJCTTONS- Most people recognize the importance of communication in interpersonal 
relationships. However, little is known about how people discuss difficult topics or sources of 
irritatioii in their dating relationships. Thus, we are interested in learning about what you believe 
should happen when you and your dating parmer have disagreements about important issues in 
your relationship. In order to understand this, we would like you to think of your current dating 
relationship and respond to the following statements with that panner in mind. 

For each statement, please circle a I, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7 depending on the extent to which you 
agree or disagree with the statement about what your parmer should do during disagreements 
about important issues in your relationship. A 1 means you strongly disagree, a 7 means you 
strongly agree. If you are neutral or unsure, circle a 4. PLEASE COMPLETE ALL ITEMS. 

When my dating partner and I have disagreements about important issues in our 
relationship, my partner; 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

Immediacy/affection 
L should be intensely involved in our 

conversation. 
2. should communicate coldness rather than 

warmth, (recode) 
3. should create a sense of distance between 

us. (recode) 
4. should act bored by our conversation. 

(recode) 
5. should be friendly toward me. 
6. should behave unpleasantly toward me. 

(recode) 
Similarity/depth 
7. should make me feel he/she was similar 

to me. 
8. should be unwilling to open up his/her 

private thoughts, (recode) 
9. should seem to desire further 

communication with me. 
10. should seem to care if I liked him/her. 
Receptivity/trust 
11. should be insincere, (recode) 
12. should want me to trust him/her. 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 



When my dating partner and I have disagreements about important issues in our 
relationship, my partner; 

13. should be unwilling to listen to me. 
(recode) 

14. should be open to my ideas. 
Dominance 
15. should attempt to persuade me. 
16. should NOT attempt to influence me. 

(recode) 
17. should try to control the interaction. 
18. should try to gain my approval. 
19. should be assertive when interacting with 

me. 
20. should want to dominate the interaction. 
Equality 
21. should consider us equals. 
22. should NOT treat me as an equal, 

(recode) 
23. should want to cooperate with me. 
Composure 
24. should feel very tense when talking to 

me. (recode) 
25. should be calm and poised when with 

me. 
26. should seem nervous in my presence, 

(recode) 
27. should be comfortable interacting with 

me. 
28. should feel very relaxed talking to me. 
Formality 
29. should make the interaction very formal. 
30. should want the discussion to be casual, 

(recode) 
31. should want the discussion to be 

informal, (recode) 
Task orientation 
32. should want to stick to the main purpose 

of the interaction. 
33. should be more interested in a social 

conversation than the task at hand, 
(recode) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 
2 

2 
2 
2 

Strongly 
Agree 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

3 
3 
3 

3 
3 

2 3 

3 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
3 

3 

3 

3 

4 
4 

4 
4 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
5 

5 

5 

5 

6 
6 

6 
6 
6 

6 
6 

5 6 

6 
6 

6 

6 

6 

6 
6 

6 

6 

6 

7 
7 

7 
7 
7 

7 
7 

7 
7 

7 

7 

7 

7 
7 

7 

7 

7 

3 4 
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When my rfaring partner and I have disagreements about important issues in our 
relationship, my partner: 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

34. should be very work-oriented. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
35. should be more interested in working on 

the task at hand than having a social 
conversation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX D: 

DISPOSITIONAL EMPATHY 

TNSTRTTrrrnNS: The following statements inquire about your thoughts and feelings in a variety 
of situations. For each item, indicate how well die statement describes you by circling a I, 2, 3, 
4, 5, 6, or 7 depending on the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement. A 1 
means you strongly disagree, a 7 means you strongly agree. If you are neutral or unsure, circle a 
4. PLEASE COMPLETE ALL ITEMS. 

Perspective Taking 
1. I sometimes try to understand my friends 

better by imagining how things look 
from their perspective. 

2. Before I criticize somebody, I try to 
imagine how I would feel in their place. 

3. If I'm sure I'm right about something, I 
don't waste much time listening to other 
people's argiunents. (recode) 

4. I believe there are two sides to every 
question and I try to look at both of 
them. 

5. I sometimes find it difficult to see things 
from the other person's point of view, 
(recode) 

6. I try to look at everybody's side of a 
disagreement before I make a decision. 

7. When I am upset at someone, I usually 
try to put myself in his or her "shoes" 
for a while. 

Empathic Concern 
8. Sometimes I don't feel very sorry for 

other people when they are having 
problems, (recode) 

9. When I see someone being taken 
advantage of, I feel kind of protective 
toward them. 

10. When I see someone being treated 
unfairly, I sometimes don't feel much 
pity for them (recode) 

11. I often have tender, concerned feelings 
for people less fortunate than me. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Agree 

6 7 

6 7 
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12. I would describe myself as a pretty soft­
hearted person. 

13. Other people's misfortunes do not 
usually disturb me a great deal, (recode) 

14. I am often quite touched by the things 
that I see happen. 

Emotional Contagion—Negative Affect 
15. I clench my jaws and my shoulders get 

tight when I see the angry faces on the 
news. (Anger) 

16. It irritates me to be around angry people. 
(Anger) 

17. I tense when overhearing an angry 
quarrel. (Anger) 

18. Watching the fearfiil faces of victims on 
the news makes me try to imagine how 
they might be feeling. (Fear) 

19. I notice myself getting tense when I'm 
around people who are stressed out. 
(Fear) 

20. Listening to the shrill screams of a 
terrified child in a dentist's waiting room 
makes me feel nervous. (Fear) 

Emotional Contagion—Positive Affect 
21. I'm very sensitive in picking up other 

people's feelings. (General) 
22. I pay attention to what other people are 

feeling. (General) 
23. I pay attention to bow people say things, 

not just what they say. (General) 
24. Being with a happy person picks me up 

when I'm feeling down. (Joy) 
25. When someone smiles warmly at me, I 

smile back and feel warm inside. (Joy) 
26. Being around happy people fills my mind 

with happy thoughts. (Joy) 
27. I feel tender when I see a mother and 

child hugging each other affectionately. 
(Love) 

28. I melt when the one I love holds me 
close. (Love) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 2 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 



Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

I sense my bcxly responding when the 
one I love touches me. (Love) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



APPENDIX E: 

II 

DEMOGRAPHICS AND GENERAL RELATIONSHIP INFORMATION 

TNSTR T irTTONS r Please tell us some information about yourself. These demographic questions 
are only used to divide our participants into groups. Yoiu" answers will be kept confidential. 

1. What is your age (to the nearest year)? years 

2. What is your gender? ^(1) male (2) female 

3. Which of the following BEST describes your ethnic or racial background (check only one 
response)? 

(1) Caucasian, Non-Hispanic _(7) Native American or Alaskan Native 
_(2) Japanese _(8) African American/Black 

(3) Filipino _(9) Samoan 
W Hawaiian or (10) Mixed (without Hawaiian) 

part Hawaiian _ai) Hispanic/Mexican American 
_(5) Chinese {12 )  Other (please specify: 
_(6) Korean ) 

4. Which of the following best describes your current educational background (check only 
one response)? 

(1) Less than high school graduate 
(2) High school graduate 

_(3) Some college or vocational education 
_(4) 2-year college graduate 

(5) Pursuing 2-year college degree 
(6) Freshman pursuing 4-year college degree 

_(7) Sophomore pursuing 4-year college degree 
(8) Junior pursuing 4-year college degree 

_(9) Senior pursuing 4-year college degree 
(10) 4-year college graduate 
(11) Post-graduate education 

iNSTRTirTTONSr Next, please tell us about your dating relationship with your current dating 
partner (i.e., your boyfriend or girlfriend). 

5. We have known each other for: years and months 

6. We have been dating for: years and months 
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1.  How often do you see or talk to your dating partner in a month? 
days in a month 

8. We have an exclusive dating relationship: True False Unsure 

9. We have a serious dating relationship: True False Unsure 

10. Friends and family view myself and my dating parmer as a "couple": 
True False Unsure 

TNSTRITrTTONS: For each statement, please circle a 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 6, or 7 depending on the 
extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement about your current dating partner and 
relationship. A 1 means you strongly disagree, a 7 means you strongly agree. If you are neutral 
or unsure, circle a 4. 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

Interpersonal Solidarity Scale 
11. I willingly disclose a great deal of 

positive and negative things about 
myself, honestly, and ftilly (in depth) to 
my parmer. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. My parmer willingly discloses a great 
deal of positive and negative things about 
him/herself, honestly and fully (in depth) 
to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Quality Marriage Index 
15. Everything considered, I am very happy 

in my relationship. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. We have a good relationship. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. My relationship with my parmer is very 

stable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Our relationship is strong. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. My relationship with my partner makes 

me happy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. I really feel like part of a team with my 

parmer. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX F: 

CONSENT FORM (PART 11) 

Interpersonal Communication Project (PART II) 
Principal Investigator: Amy S. Ebesu, M.A. 

University of Hawaii, 2560 Campus Road, George Hall Room #322, Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 
Phone: (808)956-6354 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to examine the ways in which dating partners communicate with each 
other during discussions of important issues in their relationship and the interpretations assigned to 
the ways partners communicate during these discussions. 

Procedure 

You will engage in a videotaped discussion with your dating partner. During this discussion you 
will be asked to talk about a recent disagreement that is recurring and still unresolved in your 
relationship. Afterward, you will complete a set of questionnaires about the discussion you just 
finished. The total time commitment should be about an hour. You are free to withdraw firom 
participating at any time without upsetting the researchers and your name will still appear on the 
extra credit list for this project. Should you choose to complete the smdy, you may agree to have 
your videotape seen by others for future coding of communication behaviors. However, you have 
the right to refuse to have others view your videotape. You also have the right to request that your 
videotape be erased or destroyed after it has been used for coding purposes or after you have 
finished viewing it. 

rnnfirienriality 

The videotape and your answers to related survey questions will be completely confidential. The 
only way for anyone to know your responses is for you to tell them. When your results and those 
of other participants are combined and entered into a computer, they will not contain any 
identifying information that could connect the data to you. The videotapes will only be seen or 
heard by members of our research team, who will code the conversational behaviors of the 
participants. These data will also be completely confidential. The results of the study may be 
published but only the combined data from all participants will be made public. 
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rnnsenf 

I certify that I have read and understood the nanire and requirements of this study, that I have been 
given satisfactory answers to my inquiries concerning project procedures and other matters, and 
that I have been advised that I am free to withdraw my consent and to discontinue participation in 
this project or activity at any time without prejudice. 

I herewith give my consent to participate in this project with the understanding that I may ask 
questions at any time and that such consent does not waive any of my legal rights, nor does it 
release the principal investigator or instimtion of any employee or agent thereof from liability for 
negligence. I also understand that this consent form will be fUed in an area designated by the 
Department of Speech, with access restricted to the principal investigator or authorized 
representatives of the department. 

Participant's signature Date 

(If you cannot obtain satisfactory answers to your questions or have comments or complaints about your treatment in this 
study contact: Conunittee on Human Studies, University of Hawaii. 2540 Maile Way, Honolulu, Hawaii 96822. Phone: 
(808) 956-8658). 
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APPENDIX G: 

LIST OF DISAGREEMENTS 

TNSTR T irTTDNS • Briefly describe THREE recent disagreements that are recurring and still 
unresolved in your current dating relationship. 

TOPIC 

1. 

3. 
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EXAMPLES OF RELATIONAL IRRITATIONS 

Below is a list of possible sources of irritation or disagreement in dating relationships. 

1. LACK OF AFFECTION (e.g., partners may be unwilling to express emotions or have 
sex). 

2. TOO MUCH INDEPENDENCE (e.g., partners may remain distant, may not open up to 
you, and may not depend on you). 

3. TOO MUCH POSSESSrVENESS (e.g., partners may act in a possessive way, may make 
you feel smothered or suffocated, or may be too serious about the relationship). 

4. LACK OF RESPECT (e.g., partners may be unappreciative, critical, and insensitive to 
your needs or may act in a rude or inconsiderate manner). This includes nagging, teasing, 
and mean behavior. 

5. EXCESSIVE INTEREST IN OTHERS (e.g., partners may pay too much attention to 
members of the opposite sex, flirt, go out with others, talk about current or prior 
relationships). 

6. TOO CONTROLLING (e.g., partners may be too manipulative, demanding, dominating, 
or overbearing). 

7. LACK OF ATTENTION (e.g., partners may not be willing to listen to your experiences, 
both positive and negative). 

8. TOO SELFISH (e.g., partners may have the tendency to see only their own point of view, 
be smbbom, boast, and refuse to admit mistakes). 

9. TOO IMMATURE OR IRRESPONSIBLE (e.g., partners may be too childish, impatient, 
unreliable, inconsistent, or forgetful). 

10. TOO MANY UNPLEASANT PERSONAL HABITS (e.g., partners may engage in crude 
or repulsive behaviors, such as drinking excessively, poor manners, poor hygiene, or foul 
language). 

11. UNTRUSTWORTHY (e.g., partners may lie or cheat on the other person). 
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APPENDIX I: 

CONSENSUS LIST OF TOPICS 

TOPIC RANK 

I. 
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APPENDIX J: 

BOGUS MEASURE (CULTIVATION INDEX AND GRATIHCATIONS SOUGHT SCALE) 

DIRECTIONS: Read each item and circle one response that best reflects your feelings. 

1. During any given week, what are your chances of being involved in some kind of 
violence? 
A. About one in ten B. About one in 1(X) 

2. What percent of all males who have jobs work in law enforcement and crime detection? 
A. One percent B. Five percent 

3. What percent of all crimes are violent crimes like murders, rape, robbery and aggravated 
assault? 
A. 15 percent B. 25 percent 

4. Does most fatal violence occur between strangers or between relatives or acquaintances? 
A. Strangers B. Relatives or acquaintances 

DIRECTIONS: We are interested in why people watch TV news. Here are 15 reasons other 
people have given. As you read each reason, please indicate how much that reason applies to you. 
If the reason very definitely applies, give it a 5; if it does not apply at all, give it a 1; if it applies 
somewhere in between, give it a 2, 3, 4, depending on how much it applies. 

Does Not 
Applies Apply 

1. I watch TV news to keep up with current issues and events. 1 2 3 4 5 
2. I watch TV news to find out what kind of job our government 

officials are doing. 1 2 3 4 5 
3. I watch TV news because it's often entertaining. 1 2 3 4 5 
4. I watch TV news to support my own viewpoints to other people. 1 2 3 4 5 
5. I watch TV news because the newscasters give a human quality to 

the news. I 2 3 4 5 
6. I watch TV news so I won't be surprised by higher prices and things 

like that. 1 2 3 4 5 
7. I watch TV news to help me make up my mind about the important 

issues of the day. I 2 3 4 5 
8. I watch TV news because it's often dramatic. 1 2 3 4 5 
9. I watch TV news so I can pass the information on to other people. 1 2 3 4 5 
10 I watch TV news to compare my own ideas to what the 

commentators say. 1 2 3 4 5 



APPENDIX K: 

EMOTIONAL CONTAGION MEASURE 

INSTRUCTTONS: Below are a series of terms that may describe ymir fp<^lingg rfnring th#* 
disrussinn you just finisheri. Quickly read through each item and check all words that 
represent how you felt during ±e discussion you just finished. 

During the discussion we just finished, I felt: 

1. Unhappy 16. Annoyed 

2. Tired 17. Sad 

3. Anxious 18. Sluggish 

4. Relaxed 19. Still 

5. Satisfied 20. Calm 

6. Enthusiastic 21. Tense 

7. Astonished 22. Pleased 

8. Frustrated 23. Lively 

9. Miserable 24. Surprised 

10. Drowsy 25. Afraid 

11. Tranquil 26. Grouchy 

12. Content 27. Depressed 

13. Happy 28. Passive 

14. Excited 29. Bored 

15. Active 30. Agitated 
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APPENDIX L: 

EMPATHIC CONCERN SCALE 

TNSTRIICTTONS: Below are a series of terms that indicate an attitude that may or may not 
describe you. Read each term carefully. Then, using the scale shown below, decide which 
response most accurately reflects YOTIR A i'i i i iTHF. TOWAWn YOini PAWTNFW during the 
discussion you just finished. For each item, indicate how well it describes you by circling a 1, 2, 
3, 4, 5, 6, or 7. A 1 means the item "Does not describe me well, a 4 means "Describes me", and 
a 7 means "Describes me very well." PLEASE COMPLETE ALL ITEMS. 

During the discussion you just finished, how did you fppi toward ynur partner? I felt: 

1. Sympathetic 
2. Concerned 
3. Softhearted 
4. Caring 
5. Supportive 
6. Compassionate 
7. Tenderness 
8. Indifferent (recode) 

Does Not 
Describe Me Well 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Describes Me 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 

Describes Me 
Very Well 
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APPENDIX M: 

RELATIONAL COMMUNICATION SCALE (ACTUAL BEHAVIORS) 

TNSTR TICTTONS: Below are a series of statements that describe your partner during thi> 

disciissinn ynu just finished. For each, please circle a 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7 depending on the 
extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement about what your panner did during the 
discussion you just finished. A 1 means you strongly disagree, a 7 means you strongly agree. If 
you are neutral or unsure, circle a 4. We are also interested in learning about how you interpret 
nr evaluate what happened during die discussion you just finished. Please circle the " +" (plus) 
sign or the (minus) sign depending on your evaluation of your partner's behavior during the 
discussion you just finished. A " +" means you interpret your parmer' s behavior pnsirively and a 

means you interpret your parmer's behavior negatively. PLEASE COMPLETE ALL ITEMS. 

My partner: 

Immediacy/affection 
1. was intensely involved in 

our conversation. 
2. communicated coldness 

rather than warmth, 
(recode) 

3. created a sense of distance 
between us. (recode) 

4. acted bored by our 
conversation, (recode) 

5. was firiendly toward me. 
6. behaved unpleasandy 

toward me. (recode) 
Similarity/depth 
7. made me feel he/she was 

similar to me. 
8. should be unwilling to open 

up his/her private thoughts, 
(recode) 

9. seemed to desire further 
communication with me. 

10. seemed to care if I liked 
him/her. 

Receptivity/trust 
11. was insincere, (recode) 
12. wanted me to trust him/her. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

4 

4 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
4 

5 

5 

5 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
5 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 6 7 

6 

6 

6 
6 

5 6 

6 

6 

6 

6 
6 

7 

7 

7 
7 

7 

7 

7 

7 
7 

Positive Negative 

+ 

+ 
+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 
-I-
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My partner: 

13. was unwilling to listen to 
me. (recode) 

14. was open to my ideas. 
Dominance 
15. attempted to persuade me. 
16. did NOT attempt to 

influence me. (recode) 
17. tried to control the 

interaction. 
18. tried to gain my approval. 
19. was assertive when 

interacting with me. 
20. wanted to dominate the 

interaction. 
Equality 
21. considered us equals. 
22. did NOT treat me as an 

equal, (recode) 
23. wanted to cooperate with 

me. 
Composure 
24. felt very tense when talking 

to me. (recode) 
25. was calm and poised when 

with me. 
26. seemed nervous in my 

presence, (recode) 
27. was comfortable interacting 

with me. 
28. felt very relaxed talking to 

me. 
Formality 
29. made the interaction very 

formal. 
30. wanted the discussion to be 

casual, (recode) 
31. wanted the discussion to be 

informal, (recode) 
Task orientation 
32. wanted to stick to the main 

purpose of the interaction. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Agree 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 
3 

3 

3 

3 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 
5 

5 

5 

5 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

6 
6 

6 

6 

6 
6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

Positive Negative 

+ 
+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 
+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 
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My partner: 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree Positive Negative 

33. was more interested in a 
social conversation than the 
task at hand, (recode) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 + 

34. was very work-oriented. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 + 
35. was more interested in 

working on the task at hand 
than having a social 
conversation. 1234567 + 
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APPENDIX N: 

COMMUNICATION SATISFACTION SCALE 

TNSTR TICTTDNS: Below are a series of statements ahnnt the disciisdnn ynn jiist finishpH For 
each, please circle a I, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7 depending on the extent to which you agree or disagree 
that each statement describes your discussion with your partner. A 1 means you strongly disagree, 
a 7 means you strongly agree. If you are neutral or unsure, circle a 4. PLEASE COMPLETE 
ALL ITEMS. 

1. 

2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 
7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 

11. 
12. 

13. 

14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

18. 

19. 

My partner let me know that I was 
communicating effectively. 
Nothing was accomplished, (recode) 
I would like to have another conversation 
like this one. 
My parmer genuinely wanted to get to know 
me. 
I was very dissatisfied with the 
conversation, (recode) 
I had something else to do. (recode) 
I felt that during the conversation, I was 
able to present myself as 1 wanted my 
parmer to view me. 
My parmer showed me that he/she 
understood what I said. 
I was very satisfied with die conversation. 
My parmer expressed a lot of interest in 
what I had to say. 
I did NOT enjoy the conversation, (recode) 
My parmer did NOT provide support for 
what he/she was saying, (recode) 
I felt I could talk about anything with my 
parmer. 
We each got to say what we wanted. 
I felt we could laugh easily together. 
The conversation flowed smoothly. 
My parmer changed the topic when his/her 
feelings were brought into the conversation, 
(recode) 
My parmer frequendy said things which 
added little to the conversation, (recode) 
We talked about something I was NOT 
interested in. (recode) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 

Strongly 
Agree 

6 
6 

6 
6 

6 
6 

6 
6 

6 
6 
6 
6 
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APPENDIX O: 

DISCUSSION AND CONFLICT ASSESSMENT 

TNSTR T JCTTONS r The following questions are designed to assess your rpapfinns and 
imprpsidnns of the discussion you just finished with your partner. For each statement, please 
circle a 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7 depending on the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 
statement. A 1 means you strongly disagree, a 7 means you strongly agree. If you are neutral or 
unsure, circle a 4. PLEASE COMPLETE ALL ITEMS. 

Strongly 

Conflict Discussion 
1. Overall, the discussion we just had is typical 

of the way we interact when we have these 
kinds of disagreements. 

2. We have had conversations similar to this 
before. 

3. My parmer treated me as he/she usually 
does during disagreements of this son. 

4. My partner communicated differently than 
he/she usually does during these kinds of 
disagreements, (recode) 

5. Myparmer'sbody language was similar to 
the way he/she generally acts in these ^es 
of conversations. 

6. We did NOT act the way we usually do 
because of the video camera, (recode) 

7. We changed the way we conmiunicate with 
each other because this was a "public" 
siniation. (recode) 

Manipulation Check on Perspective Taking 
(THIS SCALE IS USED IN PARTNER A'S 
SURVEY ONLY) 
10. I was able to fully imagine my parmer's 

concerns from his/her perspective during 
the discussion. 

11. I tried to be attentive to my own viewpoint 
during the discussion, (recode) 

12. I was able to think about my parmer's 
viewpoint throughout the discussion. 

13. I tried to concentrate on my own feelings 
throughout the discussion, (recode) 

Disagree 

1 2 3 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 
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TN.STBTirTTDNS: The following terms describe the topic of the discussion you just finished with 
your partner. Using the adjective pairs below, please indicate your opinion of the disagreement 
tnpjp by circling a 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7. If you are neutral or unsure, circle a 4. PLEASE 
COMPLETE ALL ITEMS. 

I feel the topic of the disagreement was: 

Unimportant 

Relevant 

Insignificant 

Minor 

Easy to Solve 

Very Serious 
(recode) 

Anxious About 
Problem 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

Important 

Irrelevant (recode) 

Significant 

Major 

Difficult to Solve 

Not at all Serious 

Not Anxious 
About Problem (recode) 
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APPENDIX P: 

DEBRIEFING AND CONSENT FORM 

SiimmaTy nf rhe Study 

The study in which you just participated in was designed to examine recurring conflicts in 
developing romantic relationships. The main focus of this investigation centered on how empathy 
might help dating parmers manage conflict more effectively. 

During Part I of this smdy, participants reported on their expectations about how conflict ought to 
be enacted and completed measures of ttait empathy. This information will allow us to compare 
how you actually behaved during the videotaped conflict discussion with your prior expectations 
and will allow us to determine whether or not your tendency to be empathetic influenced your 
behavior during the videotaped conflict discussion. 

During Part II of this smdy, one participant was randomly selected and was instructed to either 
take their current parmer's perspective or concentrate on their own perspective. Because of this, 
their behaviors should not be regarded as an accurate reflection of how they will behave during 
future conflicts. In addition, we assessed the degree to which you felt sympathetic toward your 
parmer (i.e., empathic concern) and the degree to which you experienced the same feelings as 
your parmer (i.e., emotional contagion). This will allow us to determine if empathy (i.e., 
perspective taking, empathic concern, and emotional contagion) is related to communicative 
behaviors during conflicts about important issues. We also sought to determine whether behavior 
during conflict was related to satisfaction with the discussion. We feel that it is important to smdy 
people who are empathetic and less empathetic in interpersonal encounters. Understanding the 
processes underlying this will assist us in gaining a clearer picture of how people manage dating 
relationships. 

We hope that you did not suffer any ill effects from cooperating with our instructions. Please feel 
free to discuss any concerns that you might have with the research assistants before you leave 
today. Additionally, if you feel that you and/or your parmer need to discuss issues in your 
relationship with a counselor as a result of your participation in this smdy, then please contact the 
Office of Counseling and Smdent Development. They can be reached at (808) 956-7929 and they 
are located at 2440 Campus Road, University of Hawaii, Honolulu, Hawaii 96822. 

Finally, because the smdy is still in progress, ws aslr thaf ynn rirt not discuss any asppirt nf this 
ffYperimflnt with nfhar pnrenria] participants It is very important that all participants behave as 
naturally as possible; prior knowledge might change their behavior. If asked, you should simply 
answer that participation involved discussing an issue in your dating relationship and completing a 
set of questionnaires. If you have further questions about the smdy, please ask the research 
assistants. 
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Fiiturp TTsp nf Videotape 

The videotaped record of your discussion will be observed by trained coders in the future to 
determine the type of nonverbal communication behaviors you and your parmer exhibited during 
the discussion. 

rnnsent to Use Videntape fnr Cnding nf Nnnverhal Rehavinrs 

It would be greatly appreciated if you would allow us to use your videotaped interaction for fumre 
nonverbal coding and/or instructional use. Specifically, if you agree, your videotape will be 
analyzed by trained coders who will rate nonverbal behaviors such as gestures, body lean, and 
vocal tension. The coders will be instructed about your rights to privacy. The videotapes will not 
have your names on them and the coders will not be allowed to discuss your videotape with anyone 
else. If you agree to have yoiu: videotape used for instructional piuTJOses, short segments of your 
conversation may be shown in an interpersonal or nonverbal communication course. Before 
making a decision regarding consent for coding purposes, instructional purposes, or disposal of the 
videotape, you will be given the opportunity to review your videotape. It should be noted that both 
parties must give the same degree of consent or else the more restrictive consent will be used 
(e.g., if you give consent to use the videotape for coding and instructional purposes, but your 
partner gives consent to use the videotape for coding, then the videotape will be used for coding 
purposes only).. 

Ttiding Piirposps-

Yes, you may use my videotape for coding purposes. 

You may use the audio portion for coding purposes, but not the video portion 
(choosing this option will mean that no one will see you in the videotape). 

No, you may not use my videotape for coding purposes. 

Instructional Purposes: 

Yes, you may use my videotape for classroom purposes. 

No, you may not use my videotape for classroom purposes. 
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Disposal nf ViHentape Upon Complerinn nf the Prt^erf • 

Because you will be using my videotape for instructional purposes, I give you 
permission to erase or destroy the videotape at your discretion. 

I only want my videotape used for coding purposes and would like the videotape 
erased or destroyed when you are completed with it. 

I do not want my videotape to be used for coding purposes or for instructional 
purposes. Please erase or destroy my videotape at this time. 

Participant's signature Date 

Participant's signature Date 
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