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The purpose of this study was to investigate the 

impact of basic communication fidelity (BCF) upon the 

perceptions of national observers toward national and 

international communicators across a variety of group 

interaction variables. Research is presented which indi-

cates that (1) international students are typically 

perceived less favorably than national students across a 

variety of interpersonal variables; (2) as BCF increases, 

more favorable ratings are attributed to communicators 

across interpersonal variables; and (3) increased BCF may 

be able to mitigate the less favorable impressions national 

observers attribute to international communicators. It 

was hypothesized that across selected group interaction 

variables, national observers would perceive (1) signifi-

cant differences between communicators of high, medium, 

and low BCF ability, and (2) no significant differences 

between nationalities. No significant interaction 

effects were anticipated. 



The investigation utilized national students from 

Oklahoma Christian College and Venezuelan students from 

the English Language School at Oklahoma City University. 

The communicators were videotaped while communicating 

a BCF stimulus image. After pretesting, communicators 

of each nationality were divided into high, medium, and 

low BCF groups. Later, the videotapes were viewed by 180 

randomly selected national observers. The observers were 

randomly assigned to one of six BCF groups (national, 

international Cthat is, Venezuelan^ , by high, medium, and 

low BCF). After the observers viewed the videotape, they 

were asked to complete two group interaction measures. 

Statistical analyses indicated that across the two 

group interaction measures, national observers perceived 

(1) significant differences between high, medium, and low 

BCF ability, (2) significant differences between national-

ities, and (3) no significant interaction effects. Recom-

mendations are made for future research concerned with 

the utilization of the small group discussion as an 

instructional strategy. 
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CHAPTER I 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

During the past few years, an increasing number of 

educators have discovered the usefulness of small dis-

cussion groups and have added them to their classroom 

instructional repertoire (Goldberg & Larson, 1975) . There 

are sound reasons which validate the use of small groups. 

Research indicates that small discussion groups increase 

classroom participation (Hoover, 1976), increase percep-

tions of classroom democracy (Hurt, Scott, & McCroskey, 

1976) , and provide an ideal setting for problem solving 

(Collins & Guetzkow, 1964). Further, research indicates 

that increased classroom participation is positively 

related to satisfaction with coursework (Anderson, 1970), 

positive classroom climate (Hearn & Moos, 1978; Trickett 

& Moos, 1974), increased levels of internal classroom 

cohesion (Walberg & Anderson, 1968) and greater student 

interpersonal satisfaction (Clark & Starr, 1976; Hurt, 

Scott, & McCroskey, 1978). Discussion groups provide an 

opportunity for a more democratic classroom (as opposed 

to an autocratic classroom). Hurt, Scott, & McCroskey 

(1978) note in their summary of classroom environments, 



that "students appear to be better adjusted and hold more 

favorable attitudes toward the total learning environment 

when the leadership style is democratic." They further 

state, "The democratic style appears to assist students 

in satisfying their interpersonal needs" (p. 185). 

Finally, the small group provides an ideal setting 

for educational problem solving since interaction may occur 

among students who may or may not share a common point of 

view. This situation creates opportunities for students 

to establish the validity of their ideas among their 

peers (Collings & Guetzkow, 1964) . 

From the preceding discussion, it may be seen that 

group discussion is a useful means of achieving the in-

structional goals of: increasing classroom interaction, 

creating a democratic, cohesive, and positive classroom 

climate, and teaching the skills of problem solving, all 

of which result in an increased amount of student inter-

personal satisfaction toward coursework. 

The effectiveness of a task group to achieve an 

instructional directive is dependent upon two primary 

factors: (1) quality of the interaction within the group 

structure (Bales, 1970) and (2) composition of the group 

(Cragen & Wright, 1980). Research would suggest that the 

quality of interaction in a small group setting is a 



function of the perceptions of each individual group 

member (Bales, 1970; Luft, 1970; Taylor, Rosegrant, Meyer, 

& Samples, 1977; Walberg, 1979). These perceptions, or 

judgments, are made about each task group member and 

affect the perceiver's subsequent behavior toward them 

(Rosenthal, 1966). 

Additionally, the functioning of a small discussion 

group depends on group composition. In previous years, a 

relatively high degree of homogeneity could be achieved in 

the composition of the class as a whole and in small 

groups; however, such homogeneity is no longer easily 

achieved. Domestic mobility as well as the increasing 

matriculation of international students has transformed 

the once "all-American" classroom into a potpourri of 

national and international students. In the past three 

decades, there has been a dramatic increase in the number 

of international students enrolled in institutions of 

higher learning in the United States. According to a 

1980-81 analysis, conducted by the Institute of Inter-

national Education, the number is currently 286,000 

students. This is an increase of eight percent over the 

1979-80 year (Craig, 1981). This trend is frequently 

reflected in the composition of small groups. 

Studies indicate that the international student may 

be at a disadvantage in classes that employ group discus-

sion for three primary reasons: (1) inadequate English 
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language training, (2) lack of understanding of the 

American educational system, and (3) lack of social per-

sonal acculturation (Altscher, 1976; Cable, 1974; Eddy, 

1978; Lomis, 1978; Maxwell, 1974; and Shana'a, 1978). 

In each instance, given above, the ability to communicate 

impacts the international's success in the classroom and 

the interpersonal perceptions that national (that is, U.S.) 

students have of them. 

International students who speak English as a second 

language have a primary learning disadvantage if they are 

not proficient in the language. According to Shana'a (1978) 

attaining English language proficiency is one of the 

most pressing needs of the international student. Payind 

(1979) noted that one of the most common academic prob-

lems of the international sutdent was related to oral 

communication such as presenting reports and communicating 

thoughts in English. In classes, the international stu-

dent is apt to miss important points by the instructor, 

or group members, because of a lack of English language 

proficiency. Maxwell (1974) reports that studying in 

another language takes twice as long as it would take in 

the student's native language. Typically, English language 

proficiency is measured by such standardized tests as the 

Test of English as a Second Language (TOEFL), Comprehensive 

English Language Test for speakers of English as a Second 

Language (CELT), and the Michigan Test for English Language 



Proficiency (MTELP). In each of these tests, there is no 

provision to measure English proficiency based upon oral 

or aural skills. Instead, these tests measure English: 

grammar, reading comprehension, and vocabulary recogni-

tion. Not only do international students need higher 

levels of English proficiency, but they need to be 

familiarized with the American educational system. 

From the time an international student applies for 

admission to an American college or university until 

graduation, much information will be given the student 

about the various codes and procedures necessary for grad-

uation. While most of the information is written in school 

handbooks, the international student must be able to 

verbally discuss the specifics of the degree plan with 

advisor, and other officials. Problems with the American 

educational system also occur in individual courses. The 

course structure, the methods of study, and the methods of 

testing are all typically different from those in the 

international students* countries (Hagey & Hagey, 1972; 

Helms, 1978; Lomis, 1978; Maxwell, 1974; Payind, 1979; 

and Shana'a, 1978). 

Finally, the international student may have diffi-

culties in the American educational system because of an 

inability to acculturate social and personal aspects of 

U.S. life. Penn and Durham (1974) note that this is 



related to oral-aural English language proficiency. This 

acculturation occurs as the international student inter-

acts with English speaking students. If international 

students are not proficient in English, they will tend to 

withdraw and have increased feeling of loneliness and 

homesickness (Altscher, 1976). This, in turn, causes their 

studies to suffer, effecting their academic potential 

(Altscher, 1976). 

In summary, the international student has three pri-

mary problems which are impacted by communication skill: 

English language proficiency, familiarity with the Ameri-

can educational system, and social personal acculturation. 

Few studies have investigated the impact that inter-

national students have in a small group setting; however, 

numerous studies in the field of interpersonal communica-

tion have been conducted which suggest that international 

students are perceived less favorably than national 

students on a wide range of interpersonal variables. 

These studies would seem to indicate that nationality 

impacts perceptions of credibility (Burgoon and Saine, 

1978), dialect (Pearce, 1971; Hurt & Weaver, 1972), 

homophily (McCroskey & Wheeless, 1977), and intelligibility 

(Powers, 1980). Each of these communication variables 

ultimately effect a group member's perceptions of each of 

the other members' group communication interaction skills. 

Since the facility with which students in a mixed group 



interact with each other appears to be related to percep-

tions that nationals and internationals have of each 

other, it would seem that any significant perceptual 

differences among national and international students on 

measures of group interaction would challenge the via-

bility of using group discussion as an instructional 

strategy. Under these conditions it would appear that the 

use of small discussion groups in classes that have both 

national and international students should be discouraged, 

unless there be some intervening variable which could 

mitigate the less favorable perceptions of national 

students toward international students. One such poten-

tial variable could be basic communication fidelity (BCF). 

Basic communication fidelity is theoretically defined 

as the ability to communicate mental images in such a way 

that others construct comparable mental images (Powers, 

1980, p. 5). It is thought that all humans possess some 

degree of BCF ability. BCF is measured by the method 

devised by Powers (1979). Presently, five studies have 

been conducted using BCF. These studies indicate that a 

communicator's BCF impacts the perceptions that an observer 

attributes toward that communicator across a wide range 

of interpersonal variables (Powers, 1979). To date, only 

one study has been conducted which investigated BCF 

abilities among national and international students. 
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Powers' and Lowry's (1980) study was conducted to see 

what differences, if any, existed between national and 

international students on a wide range of interpersonal 

variables including BCF. The study found that national 

students perceived other national communicators more favor-

ably than international communicators on all interpersonal 

variables. Additionally, nationals received higher BCF 

scores, as a group, than internationals. Importantly, 

this study found that BCF was positively related to all 

interpersonal variables. Finally, all communicators with 

high levels of BCF received more favorable scores on 

interpersonal variables than those with lower BCF. This 

would suggest a possibility that international students 

could mitigate less favorable interpersonal perceptions 

that others may have of them as they increase their BCF 

ability. Therefore, this study was conducted to measure 

the perceptions that national observers have of national 

and international communicators as desirable group members. 

Specifically, this study investigated whether communicators 

with high BCF ability were perceived to be more desirable 

group members than communicators with lower BCF abilities. 

Additionally, this study compared national and interna-

tional communicators with comparable BCF scores to deter-

mine if any significant differences would be perceived by 

national observers. 



Purposes of the Study 

The primary purpose of this study was to investigate 

what impact, if any, BCF would have upon the perceptions 

of national and international communicators across a 

variety of group perceptual variables. Other secondary 

purposes included: 

(1) Presenting past experimental studies which indi-

cate the possibility that increased BCF ability could 

mitigate less favorable interpersonal perceptions of 

national students toward international students on selected 

perceptual measures of group interaction; 

(2) Determining if national observers will perceive 

significant differences between national and international 

communicators on selected percpetual measures of group 

interaction when each nationality has comparable BCF 

ability. 

The perceptual measures of group skill, which will be 

discussed in greater detail later, include the Bales' 

(1950, 1970) Interaction Process Analysis (IPA) and 

McCroskey & Wright's (1971) Interaction Behavior Measure 

(IBM). 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were tested. 

HI: When comparable levels of BCF exist between 

national and international students, no significant 
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differences will be perceived by national students between 

nationalities on a linear combination of IPA perceptual 

variables. 

H2: When comparable levels of BCF exist between 

national and international students, no significant dif-

ferences will be perceived by national students between 

nationalities on a linear combination of IBM perceptual 

variables. 

H3: National observers will perceive persons of high 

BCF ability significantly more favorably than persons of 

moderate ability, and persons of moderate ability will be 

perceived significantly more favorably than persons of low 

BCF ability on a linear combination of IPA perceptual 

variables. 

H4: National observers will perceive persons of high 

BCF ability significantly more favorably than persons of 

moderate ability, and persons of moderate ability will be 

perceived significantly more favorably than persons of low 

BCF ability on a linear combination of IBM perceptual 

variables. 

H5: When comparable levels of BCF ability exist 

between national and international students, there will 

be no significant interaction affects between nationality 

and BCF ability on a linear combination of IPA perceptual 

variables. 
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H6: When comparable levels of BCF ability exist 

between national and international sutdents, there will 

be no significant interaction affects between nationality 

and BCF ability on a linear combination of IBM perceptual 

variables. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

There have been many studies which have focused 

upon small discussion groups. Unfortunately, few studies 

examine the impact of each group member1s interpersonal 

perceptions of every other group member, and fewer, if 

any at all, examine the perceptions that national observ-

ers have of national students and other international 

students. It would appear that a study of these percep-

tions would be of some value to educators. In the first 

place, if BCF is able to mitigate negative perceptions 

that national students have of international students 

then educators could continue to use and benefit by 

group discussion. Additionally, if BCF reduces the impact 

of negative impressions it would appear that international 

students and educators alike would possess a powerful tool 

that would meet some of the basic needs of the interna-

tional student. As mentioned earlier, international 

students have problems with English proficiency, under-

standing the American educational system, and social 
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acculturation. Were international students able to 

increase their degree of communication fidelity through 

BCF training, the international student would possess an 

oral-aural method of increasing English proficiency. 

Through increased English proficiency, international stu-

dents could probably better understand the American 

educational system and increase their chances of making 

a more favorable impression on native speakers. Educators, 

on the other hand, would possess an effective method of 

measuring the English proficiency of an international 

student beyond mere reading comprehension and word recog-

nition (such as TOEFL, CELT, etc.). 

If BCF does not nullify these negative impressions, 

it would appear that group discussion should not be used 

in classes with national and international students lest 

instructional goals be compromised. 

Limitations 

This study investigated the impact of BCF upon 

perceptions that national students have of national and 

international students, as desirable group members prior 

to small group participation, rather than actual group 

participation. 
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Delimitations 

This study utilized Venezuelan men as international 

communicators rather than mixed sex communicators from a 

variety of countries. This was done to prevent confounding 

of the BCF and gender variables. 

Basic Assumptions 

1. It was assumed that national students at Oklahoma 

Christian College were representative of other four year 

liberal arts institutions. 

2. It was assumed that international students at 

the English Language School (ELS) (associated with Oklahoma 

City University), were representative of international 

students found in other four year liberal arts institu-

tions in the United States. 

3. It was assumed that students involved in this 

study responded honestly and carefully to the instruments 

used to obtain data. 



CHAPTER II 

SURVEY OF RELATED RESEARCH LITERATURE 

The purpose of this chapter is to present a summary 

of research literature relevant to this study. Since this 

study addresses the usefulness of group discussion as an 

instructional strategy when group interaction is impacted 

by nationality and BCF, the first section will present 

studies that stress the overall importance of group dis-

cussion. Section two will present discussion on how group 

members' self and selective perceptions impact group 

behavior, and subsequent quality of group interaction. 

The third section, "The Impact of Nationality Upon Inter-

personal Perception," will present research which indicates 

that group composition affects interpersonal perceptions 

which ultimately impact the quality of small group inter-

action. Section four, "Interpersonal Communication 

Competence," will discuss the importance of communication 

competence and detail recent BCF findings. Included in 

this section are studies which indicate a relationship 

between basic communication fidelity and national students' 

perceptions of national and international students. 

Finally, the last section will provide two perceptual 

14 
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measures of group interaction and discuss how they are 

impacted by nationality and communicative competence. 

The Importance of Group Discussion 
for Educators 

Littlejohn (1978) notes "the small group is a critical 

part of society, thus, the study of Group Communication is 

a very significant activity." Sheperd (1964), a sociol-

ogist, adds additional credence to Littlejohn's statements: 

The group is an essential mechanism of socialization 
and a primary source of social order. People derive 
their values and attitudes largely from the groups 
with which they identify, and as a result, the small 
group serves an important mediating function between 
the individual and the larger society (p. 1). 

Cartwright and Zander (1968) suggest that groups 

mobilize powerful forces that produce effects of utmost 

importance to individuals. They further state that the 

study of group dynamics increases the possibility that 

desirable consequences of all types can be deliberately 

enhanced (p. 23). While there are many different types of 

groups, most groups may be classified as either social, 

therapeutic or task oriented (Cragen & Wright, 1980). Of 

the three, the task group has proven to be of tremendous 

value to educators. 

Since task groups exist for a brief period of time, 

they are sometimes called temporary groups. Since most 

classrooms are temporary by nature, it is not surprising 

that educators have integrated task group methods as part 
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of their instructional repertoire (Goldberg & Larson, 1975) 

As mentioned earlier, there are sound educational reasons 

for this. Research indicates that small discussion groups: 

increase classroom participation, increase perceptions of 

classroom democracy (Hoover, 1976) and provide an ideal 

setting for problem solving (Hurt, Scott, & McCroskey, 

1976; Collins & Guetzkow, 1964). These researchers note 

three primary benefits of increased classroom interaction: 

(1) increased cohesion, that is, a more positive climate 

among group members (Clark & Starr, 1976), (2) higher 

degrees of interpersonal satisfaction (Hearn & Moos, 1978) 

and, (3) greater efficiency and effectiveness in meeting 

instructional goals (Hurt, Scott, & McCroskey, 1980). 

Additionally, discussion groups provide for a more 

democratic classroom which is helpful in satisfying the 

interpersonal needs of students (Hurt, Scott, & McCroskey, 

1978). 

Finally, increased participation, which is a by 

product of small group activity, is positively related to 

satisfaction with coursework and increased classroom cli-

mate (Anderson, 1970; Hearn & Moos, 1978; Hoover, 1976; 

Tricket & Moos, 1974; Walberg & Anderson, 1968). 

Thus, the value of group discussion as an instruc-

tional strategy is partially due to its qualities of 

interaction, increased cohesion, effectiveness in reaching 
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instructional goals, and increased interpersonal satisfac-

tion on the student's behalf. 

The effectiveness of a task group to achieve an 

instructional directive is dependent upon a number of 

factors, not the least of which is the quality of the inter-

action found within the group structure. As shall be seen, 

quality of interaction is impacted by the perceptions of 

each group member. 

The Impact of Perception Upon 
Interpersonal Behavior 

Research would suggest that the quality of small 

group interaction is a function of the perceptions of each 

individual group member towards every other group member 

(Bales, 1970; Luft, 1970; Taylor, Rosegrant, Meyer, & 

Samples, 1977; Walberg, 1979). These perceptions, or 

judgments, are made about each task group member and affect 

the perceiver's subsequent behavior toward them (Rosenthal, 

1966) . 

Perception may be defined as the process by which 

man comes to know and think about another's qualities, 

characteristics, and inner states (Tagiuri, 1969, p. 395). 

As individuals deal with one another, they form percep-

tions, about each other based upon their past interpersonal 

experiences (Taylor, Rosegrant, Meyer, & Samples, 1976). 

The primary reason group members engage in perceptual 
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behaviors of this nature is to reduce uncertainty (Berger 

& Calabrese, 1976) . 

Uncertainty is the inability to predict accurately 

future events (Scott & Powers, 1978, p. 207). In small 

groups, members will usually try to reduce uncertainty by 

gaining information about one another. By revealing and 

exchanging even superficial characteristics, people begin 

to reduce uncertainty (Scott & Powers, 1978). Exchanges 

of this nature frequently assist people in determining the 

extent to which they are similar and, in turn, decrease 

the amount of uncertainty. Berger and Calabrese (1976) 

have determined that feelings of dislike may result if 

uncertainty is not reduced through verbal or nonverbal 

communication. In a small group setting, the degree to 

which a group member feels that they can predict the 

behavior of another will reflect the degree of uncertainty 

toward that group member. Therefore, it could be expected 

that the quality of small group interaction and the 

efficiency to which it achieves instructional goals will 

be inversely related to the degree of uncertainty that 

each group member feels toward every other member. As 

mentioned earlier, perceptions, or judgments about others 

are formed as a perceiver assigns meanings to past inter-

personal experiences. In order to further understand 

how impressions impact the quality of interaction within 
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the small group,two general theories of impression forma-

tion shall be briefly overviewed: trait theory and implicit 

personality theory. 

Trait theory suggests that our perceptions of another 

are based upon the sum total of central traits we perceive 

in them (Brooks & Emmert, 1976). One of the first studies 

investigating trait theory was conducted by Asch (1946) . 

In this study two groups of subjects were asked to des-

cribe a person based upon a narrative description given to 

them. Each group had an identical description with the 

exception of one word. One group's description contained 

the word "warm," the other group's contained the word 

"cold." Asch (1946) found that different judgments were 

attributed to an individual because of the use of one word 

(warm or cold) which described a central trait. Since 

studies in interpersonal communication indicate that 

national students view international students less favor-

ably on a wide variety of interpersonal variables, it would 

be logical to assume that national students associate 

international students with less favorable "central 

traits." These central traits, in turn, affect the 

perceiver's behavior in group interaction. An extension 

of trait theory, and a theory which is perhaps more useful 

in explaining the influence of perceptions on group 

interaction of impression formation is implicit personality 

theory. 
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Implicit personality theory (sometimes called selec-

tive perception in communication literature) predicts that 

individuals will perceive another on the basis of whatever 

stimulus they receive from the other (Brooks & Emmert, 

1976). Attribution theorists such as Fritz Heider (1958), 

and Harold Kelly (1972, 1973) posit three basic assumptions 

about perceptions: (1) people will attempt to determine 

the causes of behavior in others, (2) people will system-

atically assign perceived causes to the behavior they 

notice, and (3) the attributed cause of the behavior will 

impact the perceiver's feelings and behavior toward others 

(Kelly, 1972). Past research indicates that a person will 

perceive those stimuli that are most relevant to their 

past experiences and immediate psychological state (Scott 

& Powers, 1978). In studies conducted to measure the 

accuracy of selective perception it was found that people 

differ in their abilities to accurately judge the personal-

ity traits of another. However, emotions are judged with 

reasonable accuracy (52 to 77 percent accuracy) (Frijda, 

1969). According to Littlejohn (1978) these judgmental 

differences may be the result of projection, that is, 

assuming that another person is similar to himself. It 

has been known for some time that perceptions, whether 

accurate or not, impact the behaviors of the perceiver 

and the subsequent behavior of others, however, perceptions 
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may also impact one's self-image. According to Rosenthal 

(1968), and Brooks & Emmert (1976), it is possible to 

develop perceptions about one's self which become a self-

fulfilling prophecy. A self-fulfilling prophecy is the 

tendency to become what a person thinks others expect them 

to become. If a group member believes that another person 

is warm and friendly then they may behave in a way that 

is consistent with these expectations. Rosenthal (1966) 

noted that teachers who have prior expectations of stupid-

ity and slowness in a student, will behave in ways that 

will cause the student to confirm the expectations to 

ignorance or slowness. It was Rosenthal's (1968) belief 

that expectations could actually increase the intelligence 

of school children. Whether one's I.Q. can be raised is 

controversial, however, research does confirm that one's 

expectations can serve as a self-fulfilling prophecy 

(Rosenthal, 1966) and thus one's behavior toward others 

may be a result of their expectancies. 

To summarize, the quality of small group interaction 

is affected by each member's selective perception. 

Selective perception, then, causes an individual to be 

selective about (1) what incoming stimuli one will 

receive, (2) what meanings will be attached to that 

stimuli, and (3) what, if any, of that stimuli will be 

remembered (Taylor, Rosegrant, Meyer, & Sample, 1978). 
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These perceptions, are used as a means of reducing uncer-

tainty and are based upon the perceiver's past experiences. 

As uncertainty decreases among group members , the perceivers 

should feel as though they are better able to predict the 

future behavior of group members. Perceptions impact the 

perceiver and other group members through self-fulfilling 

prophecies and expectations. 

Since group members use perceptions to predict the 

future behaviors of other members, it could be expected 

that these perceptions might also encompass interaction 

skills necessary for completing instructional goals. 

The Impact of Nationality on Interpersonal 

Perceptions 

It was mentioned earlier, that the functioning of 

a small discussion group depends on several factors, not 

the least of which is group composition. In previous 

years university classes and small groups were more or 

less homogenous; however, the increased enrollment of the 

international student has led to a more heterogenous 

classroom. As stated earlier, The Institute of Inter-

national Education estimates that there are 286,000 

international students in American colleges and univer-

sities (Craig, 1981). This represents an increase of 

eight percent from the previous year. Since the facility 

with which students in a mixed group interact with each 

other appears to be related to perceptions that nationals 
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and internationals have of each other, it would seem that 

these demographic changes might challenge the viability 

of using group discussion as an instructional strategy. 

Research would seem to indicate that nationality 

impacts perceptions of credibility (Burgoon & Saine, 1978), 

dialect (Pearce, 1971; Hurt & Weaver, 1972), homophily 

(McCroskey & Wheeless, 1977), and intelligibility (Powers, 

1980). Each of these interpersonal variables ultimately 

affect a group member's perceptions of the other group 

members' group interaction skills. 

Credibility is the degree to which a communication 

source or channel is perceived as trustworthy and competent 

ky the receiver (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971). As a construct, 

credibility is thought to contain five dimensions: trust-

worthiness, extroversion, competence, composure, and 

sociability (McCroskey & Wheeless, 1977). Credibility 

affects the acceptability and importance given to a mes-

sage, therefore, in a small group setting, credibility 

among group members is extremely important. 

Research by Buck (1968), Delia (1972), and Giles 

(1973) indicates that credibility is greatly affected by 

dialect, which in turn, is affected by nationality. 

Dialect may be thought of as those vocal qualities that 

represent regional or ethnic variations of a particular 

language. Burgoon and Saine (1978) found that the speech 

of native speakers was rated as more credible, more 
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aesthetically pleasing, and reflective of higher socio-

intellectual status than that of "foreign" speakers. 

Research by Hurt and Weaver (1972) indicates that certain 

types of ethnic dialects result in negative perceptions 

of the speaker. Lambert, Hodgson, Gardner, and Fillenbaum 

(1960) found that English speaking subjects were rated 

more positively on height, good looks, intelligence, 

dependability, kindness, ambition, and character than 

English speakers with a French accent. Anisfeld, Bogo, 

and Lambert (1962) found similar results between English 

speakers and English speakers with Jewish accents. Buck's 

(1968) research, which employed black and white communi-

cators, found that higher credibility was given to speakers 

who used standard English rather than nonstandard English. 

This loss of credibility among communicators of "nonstan-

dard" English may be the result of a possible association 

between "nonstandard" English and "substandard" English 

on the part of a listener. In 1967, Bronstein and Jacoby 

noted that "substandard" dialects, that is, nonstandard 

English, is characteristic of people who are in lower 

socio-economic and educational levels. Further, they 

posited that those people meet with the "disapproval" of 

speakers who use the cultivated variety of language. 

The international student, in most cases, has a 

noticeable speech accent which might be perceived by 

native listeners as a "substandard" use of English. 
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Therefore, it would seem that in group activity, interna-

tional students might possibly be perceived as less trust-

worthy, less competent, and overall, less credible than 

national students. Additionally, the speech accent of an 

international communicator might affect their perceived 

intelligibility. 

Intelligibility is the ability of speech to have 

clarity and understanding. Powers (1980) found a positive 

relationship between intelligibility and competence (a 

dimension of credibility), and significant differences in 

the intelligibility scores of national and international 

students. The study, which employed the Arizona Articula-

tion Proficiency Scale (AAPS) (Fudula, 1974) found that 

international communicators were perceived as having lower 

intelligibility (international X = 92.5, national X = 99.9; 

p <.0001) than national communicators. Therefore, it 

could foe expected that international communicators would 

have greater difficulty in expressing their ideas in a 

small discussion group, and as a result, might be less 

successful in group task activities. 

Finally, the international student may find it diffi-

cult to express their ideas in a small group setting 

because of a low degree of homophily. Homophily is the 

degree of similarity between people's physical and social 

backgrounds. The more similar two or more people perceive 

themselves, the more likely they will attempt to initiate 
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communication with another, and respond favorably to the 

other's attempt(s) to communicate (McCroskey & Wheeless, 

1977). Because of cultural differences, high degrees of 

homophily may not exist between national and international 

communicators, therefore, it is likely that national and 

international communicators will perceive themselves as 

dissimilar. Therefore, the possibility exists that 

national observers will perceive international communi-

cators as less credible, less competent, and lower in 

intelligibility. 

Prom the preceding research it can be seen that 

perceived interpersonal differences may negatively impact 

group interaction in two ways. In the first place, fewer 

attempts will be made to initiate communication; and 

secondly, research suggests that responses in communica-

tion exchanges will be less favorably received. In each 

instance, a decrease in group cohesion should occur as 

uncertainty increases. Ultimately, these factors may 

create what Gibb (1961) calls defensive communication. 

According to Gibb (1961) defensive communication is detri-

mental to effective group activity. 

While it has been recognized for some time that a 

variety of interpersonal perceptions are impacted by 

nationality, few if any studies have investigated the 

impact of communicative competence on the quality of 
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perceived group interaction. Recent studies, however, 

indicate that communicative competence may greatly impact 

such interaction. 

Interpersonal Communication Competence 

While several definitions, models, and methods for 

measuring communicative competence may be found in communi-

cation literature, basically, two broad categories of 

communication competence seem to exist: (1) those which 

proffer competence as a function of social skills (Argyle, 

1969; Argyris, 1962, 1965, 1968; Bennis, Schein, Steele, & 

Berlew, 1968; Bienvenu, 1971; Bochner & Kelly, 1974; 

Bochner & Yerby, 1977; Foote & Cottrell, 1955; Holland & 

Baird, 1968; Macklin & Rossiter, 1976; Wiemann, 1975, 

1977; Weinstein, 1969), and (2) those which focus upon 

technical skill or communication accuracy (Allen & Brown, 

1978; Brandt & Powers, 1980; Connally & Bruner, 1974; 

Powers, 1979, 1980; Powers & Lowry, 1980). 

Social competence, usually referred to as interper-

sonal communicative competence (Bochner & Kelly, 1974; 

Foote & Cottrell, 1955; Wiemann, 1975, 1977; and others), 

is usually concerned with the ability of a speaker to adapt 

to situational demands (Argyris, 1968; Bennis, et al., 

1968; Bochner & Kelly, 1974; Wiemann, 1975). As Brunner 

and Phelps (19 80) note, "the person who has mastered these 

types of skills should be able to select from a wide 
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variety of potential behaviors and therefore be able to cope 

effectively with a variety of diverse situations" (p. 5) 

Wiemann (1975) provides a definition of communication 

competence that is perhaps the most widely accepted defin-

ition among those advocating a social skills approach 

to communication competence. According to Wiemann (1978), 

communication competence is "the ability of an interactant 

to choose among available communicative behaviors in order 

that he may successfully accomplish his own interpersonal 

goals during an encounter while maintaining the face and 

line of his fellow interactants within the constraints of 

the situation" (p. 178). A major criticism of the social 

skills approach was forwarded by Weinstein as early as 

1969. Weinstein's basic objection was centered in the 

social skills predilection toward personality development. 

He felt that communication should be studied as an inter-

active process and offered a new definition of communica-

tion competence as "the ability to accomplish interpersonal 

tasks" (Weinstein, 1969, p. 755). Connolly & Bruner (1974) 

and Allen & Brown (1978) suggest that communication com-

petence should consist of competencies which enable a 

dyad to accomplish a task with more effectiveness and 

efficiency. It was not until 1979 that an objective 

measure was developed which could reflect one's relative 

degree of success in a communications task. Powers (1979), 

building upon the work of Leavitt & Mueller (1951) and 
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Lieb-Brilhart (1965) developed a concept described as Basic 

Communication Fidelity (BCF). 

Powers & Lowry (19 80) defined BCF as "the communica-

tion of cognitions by one person in such a manner as to 

result in congruent cognitions being constructed by the 

recipients of that communication." 

It is not concerned with the social appropriateness 

or the accuracy of the initial source cognition nor is it 

concerned with the ultimate receiver cognition, it is, 

however, concerned with the issue of congruency of cogni-

tions between source and receiver following communication 

behavior of the source. Powers' and Lowry's (19 80) 

explanation of the outcomes of cognitions between source 

and receiver is offered here: 

Theoretically, cognitions of the source and 
receiver may be classified as accurate/appropriate 
or inaccurate/inappropriate on the basis of contem-
porary ̂knowledge, standards, and socio-cultural 
criteria. For example, under certain conditions, 
E - mc^ is an accurate cognition while E = mc^ is 
inaccurate. On a different level, appreication for 
another's act of kindness is an appropriate cogni-
tion while non-appreciation is an inappropriate 
cognition. This classification represents the 
assertion of a "social reality" agreed to by the 
members of a community and plays a major role in 
traditional judgments of communication competence. 

Prior to the BCF conceptualization, when the 
cognitions of the receiver (following communication 
from the source were classified as accurate/appro-
priate the communication from the source was judged 
to be competent (i.e., Outcomes 1 and 4). Utilizing 
the BCF construct, Outcome 1 would indeed, represent 
competent communication. However, Outcome 4 would 
not represent competent communication due to the 
lack of congruity between the cognitions of source 
and receiver. Further, in addition to the communi-
cation problem in Outcome 4, the source also has an 
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inaccurate/inappropriate perspective of social 
reality; a problem distinct from the communication 
of such a cognition^ ~ ~~ ~ 

Conversely, within a more conventional compe-
tence framework, Outcomes 2 and 3 would result in 
judgments of noncompetent communication as a func-
tion of the inaccurate/inappropriate classification 
of the receiver's cognition. Yet only Outcome 2 
actually represents a basic communication problem; 
mcongruent cognitions of the source and receiver 
Of principle importance is the realization that 
Outcome 3 represents a high fidelity of communica-
tion even though the source cognition was initially 
inaccurate/inappropriate and the receiver cognition 
ultimately inaccurate/inappropriate (pp. 3-4). 

BCF Outcomes Following 
Communication Behavior 

Cognition of Source Cognition of Receiver 

1. E -
- mc E w = mc 

2. E - m„
2 

— mc E = mc
3 

3. E = mc^ E = mc
3 

4. E = mc
3 

E = mc
2 

Note: Taken from Powers & Lowry, 1980, p. 3. 

There are five generalizations that reflect the poten-

tial properties of the source that seem to influence an 

individual's BCF level, given that the receiver has 

competent communication skills (Powers & Lowry, 1980): 

1. The individual must have access to signs, signals 
and symbols within the receiver's framework and 
knowledge of associated enotative and connotative 
meaning. The greater such access and knowledge, 
the greater the potential for BCF. 

2. The individual must have linguistic capabilities 
in order to arrange the signs, signals, and sym-
bols ̂in such a manner that they become compre-
hendible by the receiver. The greater the 
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syntactic capability, the greater the potential 
for BCF. 

3. The individual must be skilled in processing 
information. Such skills include abilities 
related to perceptual accuracy, decoding, recod-
ing, encoding, neurological transmission, logic, 
intelligence, and many more. The greater the 
information processing skills, the greater the 
potential for BCF. 

4. The individual must have an accurate awareness 
of culture, society, and the communication 
context in which the message will be trans-
mitted. Without such an awareness, error will 
occur. The greater the cultural, societal, and 
contextual awareness, the greater the potential 
for BCF. 

5. The individual must have sufficient physical and 
speech production capacities. Should one not 
be able to gesture or to correctly pronounce 
words, the receiver has minimal opportunity to 
develop congruent cognitions with the source. 
The greater the physical and speech production 
adequacy, the greater the potential for BCF 
(pp. 5-6). 

Powers and Lowry (19 80) conclude their generalizations 

by stating,"should an individual not meet some minimum 

level of adequacy in any one of these five areas, maximal 

BCF would not be tenable. Given minimal adequacy in all 

five areas, the BCF would theoretically increase as skill 

developed in any single area" (p. 6). 

Basically, a BCF score is derived by (1) having an 

initiator (I) communicate a series of predetermined geo-

metrical shapes to a respondent (R), (2) having the R 

draw the geometric configuration from the I's instructions, 

(3) grading the I's communication ability by comparing the 

R's drawing with the original shape, and (4) assigning a 
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BCF score on the basis of the mean R score. (See Appendix 

A for BCF communication stimulus and scoring.) According 

to Powers (1979) , the competency or skill of communication 

becomes "the index of similarity between the mental images 

held by individuals following a communications attempt" 

(p. 2) . 

Five studies, not including this one, have been con-

ducted regarding the impact of BCF. These studies indi-

cate that BCF has a significant impact upon recipients' 

perceptions of a communicator. In Powers' (1979) study, 

BCF had a significant effect on the perceptions of thirty-

two communicator's credibility and task attractiveness 

(i.e., their general competence, trustworthiness, and 

desirability as working associates). When follow-up 

discriminant function analyses were conducted, basic com-

munication fidelity accounted for fifty-one percent of the 

variance in perceived teacher competence. 

In a more recent study, Powers and Lowry (1980) had 

four advanced Ph.D. education majors view thirty-two 

communicators and offer projections of success each 

communicator would have as teachers. The evaluators were 

informed that each videotape was made by an undergraduate 

in the College of Education soon to be engaged in student 

teaching. Following each videotape, evaluations encom-

passing each source's overall potential for success as 

teachers of science and math, and fine arts within each 
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educational level were made. The average success potential 

in each area was then correlated with each source's BCF 

score. Correlations between each source's average success 

potential and respective BCF score ranged from .43 to .56. 

Finally, Powers (1979) conducted BCF research which 

indicates that BCF impacts the perceptions that national 

students have of national and international students. In 

this study, twenty-one national and twenty-one interna-

tional students from basic college speech communication 

and English courses volunteered to participate as communi-

cation initiators. In all, ten different countries were 

represented by the international students. The countries 

included Iran, Arabia, Nigeria, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Mexico, 

Venezuela, Peru, Norway, and Cameroon. 

A panel of ten national students were asked to eval-

uate these students. The raters were volunteers from two 

sections of the basic speech course and received extra 

credit for participation. After attempting to draw the 

geometric configuration, the rater responded to a brief 

questionnaire designed to measure task attraction, social 

attraction, perceptions of competence vocalic ability, and 

intelligibility. Additionally, eight scales designed to 

measure perceptions of speaker success as a communicator 

with students and faculty were included. A brief descrip-

tion of the variables and findings is presented below. 
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High and low BCF was operationalized by a median split of 

the accumulated BCF scores. 

A positive relationship was found between BCF and 

task attraction (r = .70; df = 1, 41; p < .05). Again, 

significant main effects were found for Nationality 

(F = 13.413; df = 1, 41; p < .05) and BCF level (F = 8.447; 

df = 1, 41; p < .05). A significant interaction effect 

was not indicated (F = 1.165; df = 1, 41; p > .05). 

Task attraction is the degree that student believes 

it to be desirable to establish a working relationship with 

another (Hurt, Scott, & McCroskey, 1978). Since most group 

tasks necessitate a cooperative spirit, persons perceived 

as low in task attraction will also be seen as contribut-

ing to group inefficiency. Closely related to task 

attraction is social attraction. 

Powers found that BCF was positively related to social 

attraction (r = .61? df = 41; p < .05) . Significant main 

effects were indicated for BCF level (F = 23.342; df = 1, 

41; p < .05) and Nationality level (F = 18.855; df = 1, 41; 

p <.05). No significant interactions were indicated. 

Social attraction is the degree to which a student 

perceives another to be someone with whom he or she would 

like to spend time with at a social level (Hurt, Scott, & 

McCroskey, 1978). Studies in interpersonal attraction 

(Byrne & Griffitt, 1966) and homophily (McCroskey, Richmond, 
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& Daly, 1975) tend to indicate that we are more attracted 

to and more interested in those who are similar to us in 

background, both physically and socially. Perceived com-

petence was related to BCF (r = .75; df = 41; p < .0001). 

Significant main effects were indicated for BCF level 

(F = 13.84; df = 1, 41; p < .05) and National level 

(F = 14.559; df = 1, 41; p < .05). 

Competence refers to the degree that a student per-

ceives others to be knowledgeable in a given subject 

matter (Hurt, Scott, & McCroskey, 1978). Research indi-

cates that persons who perceive another to have a low 

degree of competence will communicate less with such a 

person and tend not to be influenced by their thoughts. 

Within the group, persons who are perceived as incompetent 

may be deprived of their role in the decision making 

process. 

Vocalic skills of the national and international 

students were measured. Vocalic ability was the perceived 

ability to communicate with clarity, intelligibility, and 

articulately. Results indicate that communicative com-

petence is positively related to vocalic ability (r = .77; 

df = 41; p < .05). Once again significant main effects 

were noted for Nationality level (F = 22.372; df = 1, 41; 

p < .05) and BCF level (F = 16.172; df = 1, 41; p < .05). 

No interaction effects were indicated. 
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Clinical testing of intelligibility also revealed a 

significant difference of ability with national students 

receiving better scores (F = 34.6; df = 1, 41; p < .05). 

Eight scales designed to measure projected success as 

communicators with teachers and students were positively 

related to BCF (r = .55 to .69; df = 41; p < .05) . There 

were significant main effects for Nationality and BCF 

level. No significant interaction effects were found. 

The previously cited research on credibility, dialect, 

intelligibility, homophily, and BCF all point to the possi-

bility that difficulties may exist within small groups 

that are composed of national and international students. 

The results would seem to indicate that national 

students view international students as less competent, 

less task attractive, less socially attractive, lower in 

vocalic ability, and lower in basic communicative fidelity 

than national students. 

The international student may have an additional 

problem as a result of the above mentioned perceptual 

differences. The international student, realizing that 

they are not a part of the dominant social group may feel 

a greater need to establish credibility and attractiveness 

within the group or they may simply withdraw from group 

activity. The latter alternative could lead to restraints 

on communication (and social access) resulting in silence 

or absenteeism, if these perceptions were not altered 
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Hoover, 1976). To the extent that cultural differences 

can be understood, there is a greater chance that percep-

tions of sociability and competence, social and task 

attractions can be improved. These, in turn, will con-

tribute to a positive climate—an essential element to 

maximum learning (Clark & Starr, 1976) . 

While it might be tempting to dismiss such broad 

perceptual differences to varying degrees of ethnocentrism, 

there are two good reasons for not doing so. In the first 

place, dismissing the differences to mere prejudice does 

nothing to make small group discussions a more effective 

teaching tool. In the second place, differences in 

national student perceptions of nationals and internationals 

within the context of small groups, becomes a question of 

intercultural communication. If the less favorable per-

ceptions of national observers toward international 

communicators could be overcome or lessened, students of 

many cultures would have an opportunity to face issues from 

more than one point of view, thus expanding their world 

view and enlarging their problem solving repertoire. 

Since previous BCF studies indicate that BCF is positively 

related to a wide range of interpersonal variables, the 

possibility exists that an increase of BCF ability might be 

able to mitigate the less favorable impressions that 

national observers have toward international communicators. 
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Therefore, this study investigated this possibility with 

a variety of perceptual variables related to small group 

activity. 

Perceptual Measures of Group Interaction 

Two widely acclaimed perceptual measures for quanti-

tatively measuring the ultimate performance and contribu-

tion of each group member to the entire group are Bales1 

(1951, 1970) Interaction Process Analysis (IPA) and 

McCroskey and Wright's (1971) Interaction Behavior Measure 

(IBM), These measures provide an index of one's ability 

in numerous group skills each of which is deemed necessary 

for quality interaction. 

Interaction Process Analysis (IPA) 

The IPA was developed by Robert F. Bales (1951) at 

Harvard University and is one of the most widely acclaimed 

and useful category systems for the study of small groups 

(Bormann, 1969). The IPA contains twelve perceptual 

categories for analyzing task and social behavior in small 

group interaction. Actually, six of the categories are 

reflections or opposites of the first six. The categories 

include: seems friendly, seems unfriendly, dramatizes, 

shows tension, agrees, disagrees, gives suggestions, asks 

for suggestions, gives opinions, asks for opinions, gives 

information, asks for information (Bales, 1950, 1970). 
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Descriptions of each category and its importance to quality 

interaction shall be discussed. 

Seems friendly-seems unfriendly.—According to Bales 

(1970), unfriendly acts tend to elicit unfriendly acts in 

kind unless special restraint is used. The same can be 

said about friendliness. Unless a group member is nega-

tively or pessimistically inclined, jokes, and friendly 

acts tend to elicit friendly acts. The importance of 

friendliness in group interaction is that it helps set a 

degree of positiveness or affective climate needed to 

increase group cohesion (Brooks & Emmert, 1976). Friend-

liness also creates a more supportive climate (Gibb, 

1961), which is an essential element in keeping a group cen-

tered on an instructional task rather than some ad hominem 

issue. A person may be considered as friendly if they are 

perceived as one who takes the initiative in befriending 

others (Bales, 1970). Other acts include expressions of 

hospitality, being neighborly and comradely, expressing 

similarity of feelings, and joking. 

Dramatizes—shows tension.—Group members who under-

score their content through exaggerations, fantasies, 

stories, metaphors, voice rhythms and other dramatic 

devices are dramatic communicators (Norton, 1978). Bales 

(1970) adds to this definition by stating that dramatic 

actions are the non-serious or nonliteral counterpart of 
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serious and literal direct suggestions and includes the 

performance of symbolic actions which involve no words 

(Bales, 1970, p. 105). If an act or word arouses the 

observer it is said to be a dramatic act. As an inter-

action variable it is related to coping with anxiety 

(Coser, 1959), positive self image (Goodchilds & Smith, 

1964) , status (Lundberg, 1969), popularity (O'Connell, 

1969), tolerance for ambiguity (Norton, 1978), and crit-

ical group functions (Bormann, 19 75). In small group 

interaction, the presenter of a dramatized image gives 

indirect suggestions. Closely related to concept of 

dramatic is "shows tension." Actions, usually nonverbal, 

that indicate nervousness, conflict, anxiety, emotionality, 

or reflections of inner tension belong in this category. 

Such actions may include tears, crying, moaning, and 

hysterical laughter which are a few such cues of inner 

tension. Nonverbal indicators which confound verbal 

indicators are also signs of tension. The importance 

of the dramatic shows tension" category in relation to 

group interaction is found in its ability to stimulate, 

through indirect suggestion, the types of positive thoughts 

necessary for solving instructional tasks. Group members 

who "dramatize" through nonverbal channels provide indirect 

suggestions which support direct statements. A group mem-

ber that "shows tension" creates an air of uncertainty 
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about the validity of the other group members' behavioral 

actions, thus decreasing group cohesion. 

Agrees—disagrees.—This category has less to do with 

agreement or disagreement per se, rather the type of verbal 

behavior group members may use in attending to the state-

ments of other group members. Statements, such as "yes," 

"oh!," "I see," "that's the way I see it too," and "yes, 

that's right," are just a few of the positive feedback 

statements that might be used to show agreement. This 

kind of feedback which supports what is being said or has 

been said is similar to what Norton (1978) calls attentive-

ness. Attentiveness implies active listening which 

includes verbal feedback at important intervals. The group 

interaction variable, "agree" represents the tendancy to 

reinforce openness, encourage others to express ideas, and 

lend support and implied agreement to what has been said 

(Bales, 1970). 

Disagreement, on the other hand, is an act with 

negative interaction implications. According to Bales 

(1970) disagreement is "the initial act of conveying the 

information to the other that the content of his proposi-

tion (his statement of opinion, information, or suggestion) 

is not acceptable" (p. 123). This characteristic is 

similar to what Norton (1978) calls "contentious communi-

cation." A contentious communicator appears unfriendly 
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and argumentative (Norton, 1978). Brandt's (1979) verbal 

and nonverbal indicants of this behavior include: challeng-

ing statements, frequent disagreement, frowning, negative 

head shakes, and statements of contempt. Group interaction 

that is filled with disagreement will probably be high in 

uncertainty, low in liking for other group members, and 

provide negative reinforcement for the venturing of ideas. 

Gives suggestions—asks for suggestions.—According 

to Bales (1970), to give a suggestion is to take the lead 

in task direction (p. 109). "This category is meant to 

include routine control of communication and attention of 

task problems as well as substansive suggestions" (Bales, 

1970, p. 109). A person who gives and asks for suggestions 

has a dominant communicator style (Norton, 1978) . Accord-

ing to Norton (1979) this person will tend to: take charge 

of social interaction, talk frequently, and control infor-

mal conversation. Brandt's (1979) verbal and nonverbal 

indicators of a dominant communicator include: frequent 

speaking, tendency to direct conversation, the use of 

frequent eye contact, and the tendency to interrupt other's 

conversation. The person who makes suggestions usually 

proposes solutions to something that has been recognized 

as a group problem or task (Bales, 1970). Provided that 

the suggestions are within the realm of relevancy, sugges-

tions are considered to be a critical part of group 

interaction. 



43 

Gives opinion—asks for opinion.—An opinion, accord-

ing to Bales (1970), has inferential and evaluative 

elements which usually reflect some value. These include 

statements of moral obligation, affirmation of major 

beliefs or values, statements of policy and so on. Addi-

tionally, attitudes which reflect earnestness, ambition, 

inspiration, courage, seriousness, graveness, and rever-

ance all belong in this category. Bales (1970) further 

defines this category by declaring, "giving opinion 

includes actual statements of hypotheses or expressions 

of understanding and insight as well as the verbalization 

of the process of arriving at them" (p. 113). 

The importance of this category to small discussion 

groups has to do with the increased cohesion that may 

result from members feelings that they are able to express 

their values. A group with a high degree of opinion 

expressing will probably engage in greater amounts of 

self-disclosure, that is, the expression of something 

about one's self that could not be known unless revealed 

by the communicator (Wheeless & Grotz, 1976), than groups 

where there is a low degree of opinion expressing. 

A dimension of self-disclosure is trust. Therefore, 

when a group member feels the freedom to express individual 

opinions, a higher degree of trust should also be present. 

Thus the quality of interaction should be more interper-

sonally satisfying. 
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Gives information—asks for information.—The act of 

information giving differs from opinion giving in that 

this action is not tied to personal value systems. These 

statements are usually factual in nature. The primary 

function of information giving is usually to provide know-

ledge. Its expectation is that the information given will 

be accepted if understood (Bales, 1970). 

From the preceding information, it can be seen that 

Bale's categories are importantly related to group members' 

perceptions of each other and more importantly describe 

behaviors which are necessary for quality interaction. 

There are several criticisms associated with Bales' cate-

gories: (1) they assume unidimensionality, and (2) they 

contain mutually exclusive categories (McCroskey & Wright, 

1971). Therefore, another behavioral measure shall be 

discussed which may overcome these criticisms. This mea-

sure is the Interaction Behavior Measure (IBM) (McCroskey 

& Wright, 1971). 

Interaction Behavior Measure (IBM) 

McCroskey and Wright (1971), building off of the work 

of Leathers (1969), designed the IBM to measure group 

communication behavior from a process point of view. The 

McCroskey and Wright (1971) instrument has six perceptual 

dimensions and includes a selected series of semantic 

differential items. The dimensions include: orientation, 
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tension, flexibility, relevance, interest, and verbosity. 

Brief definitions of each dimension are given below. 

Orientation.—This measures the degree to which group 

members perceive one another as task or socially oriented. 

A high degree of task orientation is usually desirable 

for instructional groups. 

Tension.—This dimension attempts to measure a 

member's attitudinal state relative to anxiety and stress 

which would cause them to participate less in an instruc-

tional task. Nonverbal gestures like laughter, sighs, 

groans, and others, indicate a group member's relative 

states of tension (Leathers, 1969). It is thought that 

low tension produces better interaction among group 

members. 

Flexibility.—This quality accounts for the willing-

ness of group members to modify a position in response 

to other contributions (Leathers, 1969). Flexibility is 

similar to what Gibb (1961) calls provisionalism. This 

quality is best recognized by a high degree of tentative-

ness in presenting and modifying views. These qualities 

will in turn, create what Gibb (1961) calls a supportive 

communications climate. In this type of climate, group 

participants will feel less "defensive," and better able 

to solve the task at hand. Flexibility also suggests 



46 

changeability. Changeability allows task members to try 

new approaches and replace those approaches that are 

non-productive. 

Relevance.—There are actually two types of relevance: 

(1) the ability to make connected or related remarks from 

preceding remarks, and (2) the ability to make remarks that 

add new information or "shed new light" upon the instruc-

tional task. Relevance is also a measure of a group's 

willingness to work. If group members continually make 

irrelevant remarks, then it is possible that the group is 

not sufficiently interested in the task. It is vital that 

a group remain focussed upon an instructional task if that 

task or goal is to be completed efficiently. 

Interest.—This IBM dimension measures the perceived 

involvement a group member may have with other group mem-

bers and the instructional task(s) at hand. Interest in 

an instructional task may lead to an increased attempt to 

accomplish the task with a clear, reasoned, and logical 

response while interest in other group members contribute 

to increased group cohesion and higher quality interaction. 

Verbosity.—This final dimension of McCroskey and 

Wright's (1971) IBM has to do with the length of time a 

group member speaks, and the type of words used. 
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As mentioned earlier, these behavioral measures are 

designed to provide quantifiable perceptual indices of a 

group member's interaction skills. 

Summary 

From the preceding empirical evidence it can be seen 

that the effectiveness of a small group in accomplishing an 

instructional goal is a function of the quality of group 

interaction. The quality of group interaction is impacted 

by nationality and basic communication fidelity. Typically, 

national students will view fellow national communicators 

more favorably than international communicators across a 

variety of interpersonal variables. However, since BCF is 

positively related to many interpersonal variables, it 

would appear that the negative perceptions that national 

observers have toward international communicators, or 

fellow national communicators, for that matter, may be 

mitigated as BCF ability increases. Thus, the purpose of 

this study was to investigate what differences, if any, 

would be perceived by national observers between national 

and international communicators where comparable levels of 

BCF existed between nationalities. 



CHAPTER III 

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN AND EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES 

Chapters I and II developed a rationale which sug-

gested that the quality of group discussion is a function 

of the perceptions attributed to each small group member 

by every other member. Perceptions, in turn, are impacted 

by nationality and BCF. From empirical evidence, hypoth-

eses were generated which suggest that when comparable 

levels of BCF exist between nationalities, few, if any, 

significant differences will be noted by national observers 

between national and international communicators. This 

chapter shall present the methodology which was employed 

to conduct this experiment. 

The Setting of the Study 

The study was conducted during the fall and spring 

semesters of the 1980-81 school year at Oklahoma Christian 

College and the ELS language center at Oklahoma City 

University in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. Oklahoma Christian 

College is a fully accredited Church-related four-year 

liberal arts institution offering degrees in many areas of 

liberal arts, fine arts, and science. It is located on the 

northeast side of Oklahoma City. At the time of the study 

Oklahoma Christian College had 1,564 students enrolled. 

48 
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Of these students, 1,433 were full-time. Of these full-

time students, 641 were males and 792 were females. 

Oklahoma City University is a fully accredited Methodist 

Church-related school located centrally in downtown 

Oklahoma City. The ELS language school, teaches English 

language skills (reading and speaking) to international 

students from numerous countries of the world. The 

school is divided into nine levels of language competency. 

Level one is composed of those students who have little or 

no English language ability while level nine includes 

international students who are highly fluent in English. 

Independent Variables 

Two independent variables were used throughout the 

study: nationality and level of basic communication fidel-

ity. Communication initiators (1) were classified according 

to nationality. International 11s were those I's who 

(1) were not native born Americans, and (2) spoke English 

as a second language. National I's were native born 

Americans and spoke English as their first language. In 

order to better control random variance, it was decided 

that internationals from only one country would be used. 

Because of the availability of Venezuelan students at 

Oklahoma City University, Venezuelan students were chosen 

for the study's international communicators. 
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Next, all communicators weir© classified according to 

their BCF ability. There were three levels of basic 

communication fidelity: high, medium, and low. Following 

Powers* (1979) guidelines, high BCF included all mean 

scores greater than 19.722, while low BCF included all mean 

scores less than 11.278. Medium BCF were those mean scores 

ranging between high and low BCF. 

Dependent Variables 

Two collectivities of variables were used to measure 

national students' perceptions of national and international 

communicators. These included the Bales' (1970) Interac-

tion Process Analysis System (IPA), and the McCroskey and 

Wright's(1971) Interaction Behavior Measure. The IPA 

system has been utilized to quantitatively measure individ-

ual interaction behaviors of ongoing group discussions. 

However, in this study the categories of analysis will 

serve as perceptual stimulators when accompanied by a 

subjective probability of occurrence estimate (i.e., 0-100% 

probability that the behavior would occur). (See Appendix B 

for the complete perceptually developed instrument.) 

Table I displays the IPA variable system. 

While Bales' system has been used extensively, several 

relevant criticisms have been posited: (1) the system 

assumes unidimensionality, and (2) it contains mutually 

exclusive categories (McCroskey & Wright, 1971). To 
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TABLE I 

BALES' CATEGORIES OF THE INTERACTION 
PROCESS ANALYSIS 

Seems Friendly . . . . . Seems Unfriendly 

Dramatizes . . . . . . Shows Tension 

Agrees Disagrees 

Gives Suggestions Asks for Suggestions 

Gives Opinions Asks for Opinions 

Gives Information Asks for Information 

remedy this situation, McCroskey and Wright (1971) created 

the Interaction Behavior Measure (IBM). This measure 

utilizes semantic differential measurement of six inter-

action/perception variables: (1) orientation, (2) tension, 

(3) flexibility, (4) relevance, (5) interest, and (6) ver-

bosity. Table II displays the components of each variable. 

Each variable was measured by a set of semantic 

differential type scales. Subjects were instructed to 

indicate their perception of the speaker's potential 

interaction behavior in a small group task-oriented class-

room situation. (See Appendix B for the complete instru-

ment analysis.) 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

Permission was obtained from Oklahoma Christian 

College and Oklahoma City University to videotape national 

<̂ nd international students, then show these videotapes to 
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TABLE II 

MC CROSKEY AND WRIGHT'S (1971) 
INTERACTION BEHAVIOR MEASURE 

Orientation 

Task Oriented Socially Oriented 
Ideational ! # Personal 

Tension 

Bothered r-nni 
*»«> : : : : : S S L e * 

Flexibility 

Flexible Inflexible 
Unchangeable Changeable 

Relevance 

Relevant Irrelevant 
Related Unrelated 

Interest 

Interested Apathetic 
Involved Withdrawn 

Verbosity 

W o r dy Short 
B r i e f Lengthy 

national students from Oklahoma Christian College. 

Communication initiators (I's) were volunteers from both 

schools while communication receivers (R's) were randomly 

selected students from Oklahoma Christian College. in 

all, ten national and ten Venezuelan communicators 

were videotaped. 
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As in Powers' (1979) study, I's were given a geometric 

pattern and told to communicate the pattern to the video-

camera in such a way that others who would view the tape 

at a later date could reproduce the pattern. Each I was 

allowed one minute to study the pattern and up to five 

minutes to communicate the pattern on videotape. 

Afterwards, as a pretest, each of the tapes was shown 

to a panel of five student volunteers. Mean scores for 

BCF were computed. From these mean scores, six I's, three 

national and three international, were selected so that 

one I from each nationality would represent high, medium, 

and low BCF. 

After all I data had been collected, 180 national 

students were randomly selected by the school's computer 

to serve as R's, or receivers. The selection was made in 

such a way that there was a equal number of male and 

female receivers. After the selection, fifteen men and 

fifteen women were randomly assigned to each of the six 

groups (national and international by high, medium and low 

BCF) to view one of the videotapes. After the R's viewed 

the videotape, they were given the following instructions: 

"Imagine that in one of your more difficult classes 

your instructor has placed you into a small group with 

five to six other students. Your group has been given an 

assignment in which you will all receive the same grade. 
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The person that you have just seen on the television screen 

has been assigned to your group. Based upon the communi-

cation experience you have just seen, please answer the 

following questionnaire." 

The R's were then given the McCroskey-Wright (1971) 

and Bales' (1970) questionnaire. After each person in the 

videotape viewing group had completed the questionnaire, 

they were permitted to leave. 

Procedures for Treating Data 

Manipulation Check of Independent Variables 

The individual BCF scores (N = 180) were tabulated, 

means computed, and a two by three analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) conducted (national, international by high, medium, 

and low BCF). However, before the ANOVA was conducted, it 

had been determined that (1) the BCF means of national and 

international communicators should not differ signifi-

cantly, (2) that significant differences between high, 

medium, and low BCF means should exist, and (3) that there 

should be no significant interaction effects. These con-

ditions were imposed to insure: (1) that national and 

international BCF scores would be as nearly equal as 

possible, and (2) that there would be significant BCF 

differences between high, medium, and low BCF ability. 

Duncan's Range Test was used to investigate the differences 

among mean scores. Alpha was set at the .05 level. 
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Treatment of the Dependent Measures 

Since Bales' (1970) instrument was not the result of 

factor analysis, a separate factor analysis was conducted 

in order to discover what, if any, underlying dimensions 

might possibly exist. Since it was not known what factors 

might be present, Alpha iteration with Varimax rotation 

was used. In Alpha iteration, variables are considered 

to be a sample from a universe of possible variables (Nie, 

Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Brent, 1975). It was 

decided that only those underlying factors, should any be 

discovered, would be used. Before an item was selected 

as representative of an underlying factor, it had to have 

^ primary loading of .5 and no secondary loadings greater 

than .40. Additionally, oblique analysis was conducted 

to examine the degree of correlation between the items and 

the factor structure. No item was used that did not have 

an inner factor correlation greater than .30. 

The IBM is an instrument which was the result of 

factor analysis, however, since the normal response pattern 

was not utilized, factor analysis using Alpha iteration 

and Varimax rotation was utilized as a manipulation check. 

Again the item had to have a primary loading of .50 and no 

secondary loadings greater than .40. Oblique factor 

analysis was conducted. It was determined that any item 

that failed to have an inner factor correlation of .30 or 

greater would be treated univariately. 



56: 

Hypotheses Testing 

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was con-

ducted using a one way MANOVA for hypotheses one through 

four; and a two way MANOVA for hypotheses five and six. 

The multivariate design was preferred because of its 

adjustments for intercorrelations among dependent variables 

(Huck, Cormier, & Bounds, 1974). Additionally, wilk's 

Lambda was used to test the MANOVA F value. 

Stepwise multiple discriminant function analysis was 

performed as a follow-up to the MANOVA. Group centroids 

were computed and standardized discriminant function coef-

ficients plotted to see which combinations of variables 

differentiated between national and international students, 

and high, medium and low communication fidelity. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE RESULTS OF THE EXPERIMENTAL STUDY 

Introduction 

In order to test the hypotheses, it appeared that a 

multivariate analysis statistical procedure would be 

appropriate. However, before using the multivariate 

analysis computer program MANOVA, the IBM and IPA percep-

tual variables were first factor analyzed to investigate 

what underlying dimensions might exist in each variable 

set. As mentioned earlier, it was determined to use only 

those variables which had a primary loading of .50 or 

greater, no secondary loadings greater than .40, and an 

inner factor correlation greater than .30. Additionally, 

before conducting the various multivariate analyses, a 

two by three analysis of variance, ANOVA (national, inter-

national by high, medium, and low BCF),was conducted on 

the BCF variable as a manipulation check. It was expected 

that there would be (1) a main effect between BCF levels, 

(2) no significant main effect between nationalities, and 

(3) no significant interaction effects. 

BCF scores were tabulated and mean scores were com-

puted (see Table III). A two by three analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) was conducted followed by a Duncans range test of 

the means for each independent grouping. 

57 
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TABLE III 

BCF MEANS 
NATIONALITY BY BCF LEVEL 

Nationality High Medium Low 

Internationals 23 .03 15. 80 4.57 

Nationals 23 .20 17. 73 8.90 

As Table IV indicates, a significant main effect 

occurred among the three levels of BCF (F = 207; df = 

2/179; p < .01). This means that national observers per-

ceived significant differences between communicators of 

high, medium, and low BCF ability. Unexpectedly, a main 

effect occurred between nationalities (F = 10.48; df = 

1/179; p < .05). This indicated that the observers per-

ceived significant differences between the BCF scores of 

national and international communicators although care 

TABLE IV 

ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE OF BCF SCORES 
NATIONALITY BY BCF LEVEL 

(N = 180) 

Source of Variation df SS MS F P 

Nationality 
BCF Ability 
Nationality x BCF 
Total 

1 
2 
2 

179 

207.02 
8188.34 
131.17 

11960.78 

207.02 
4094.04 
65.55 
67.88 

10.21 
207.10 
3.33 

.001 

.0001 

.038 
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had been exercised to provide comparable BCF scores among 

nationalities in each of the three BCF categories. 

Finally, a significant interaction effect was generated 

(F = 3.324; df = 2/179; p < .05). The presence of an 

interaction effect indicated that row effects were not 

constant from column to column and that column effects 

were not constant from row to row. Figure 1 provides a 

graph of this interaction effect. 

BCF 

25 

High Medium 

BCF ABILITY 
Low 

by BCFAbiliiy. G r a p h ° f t h e E C F I n t e r a c t l ° n Nationality 
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As Roscoe (1975) suggests, the design was broken down 

into parts and tests of simple effects for rows and columns 

conducted. The test of effects for rows and columns indi-

cated that the differences between nationalities on Basic 

Communication Fidelity were attributable to the differences 

among the low BCF communicators (International X = 4.57; 

National X = 8.90). Summary tables of the simple effects 

for rows and columns are given in Table V. 

These tests indicated that no other significant BCF 

ferences existed between national and international 

communicators. A follow-up two by two ANOVA (national, 

international/ by high, and medium BCF) confirmed this. 

No interaction effect was noted in the follow-up ANOVA. 

With the BCF differences and interaction effect accounted 

for, it was determined that it would be necessary to find 

another international communicator whose mean score would 

not significantly differ from the national communicator of 

low BCF ability. Such a communicator was located and 

videotaped. The data was collected again. Afterwards, a 

two by three analysis of variance was conducted followed 

by a Duncan's range test of the means. As in the first 

ANOVA, significant differences were noted between communi-

cators of high, medium, and low BCF. However, this time 

there were no significant differences between national-

ities and no interaction effects. Table VI shows the new 
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TABLE V 

TEST OF SIMPLE EFFECTS FOR ROWS AND COLUMNS 

Source of Variation df SS MS F P 

High BCF (N = 60) 

Nationality 
Within Groups 
Total 

1 0.42 .4273 
58 1229.76 21.20 
59 1230.19 

• 02 .8876 

Medium BCF (N = 60) 

Nationality 
Within Groups 
Total 

1 56.06 56.06 
58 1670.66 28.80 
59 1726.72 

1. 94 .168 

Low BCF (N = 60) 

Nationality 
Within Groups 
Total 

1 281.66 281.66 
58 534.07 9.20 
59 815.73 

30. 59 .0001 

National Students (N = 90) 

BCF Ability 
Within Groups 
Total 

2 5195.26 2597.63 
87 1881.12 21.62 
89 7076.38 

120. 00 .0001 

International Students (N = 90) 

BCF Ability 
Within Groups 
Total 

2 3124.03 1562.02 
87 1553.36 17.85 
89 4677.39 

87. 48 .0001 

BCF means while Table VII provides a summary table of the 

two by three analysis of variance. With the new BCF data, 

significant mean differences occurred in the expected 

direction; therefore, it was decided to continue with data 

treatment and begin factor analyzing the IPA and IBM group 

perceptual interaction variables. 
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TABLE VI 

NEW BCF MEANS 
(N = 180) 

Nationality High Medium Low 

Internationals 23 .03 15 .80 9.40 

Nationals 23 .20 17 .73 8.90 

TABLE VII 

ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE OF NEW BCF SCORES 
NATIONALITY BY BCF LEVEL 

(N = 180) 

Source of Variation df SS MS F P 

Nationality 1 12. 80 12. 80 * .68 .408 
BCF Ability 2 5868. 07 2934. 03 157. .46 .0001 
Nationality x BCF 2 47. 43 24. 71 1. .27 .28 
Error 174 3242. 15 18. 63 
Total 179 9170. 46 51. 23 

Factor Analysis of the IPA and IBM Variables 

In order to determine what underlying factors might 

exist among the IPA and IBM perceptual variables, each 

measure was factor analyzed with alpha iteration and 

Varimax rotation. Only those factors with an eigenvalue 

greater than one were considered to be valid factors. 

Additionally, all perceptual items had to have a minimum 

primary loading of .50 or greater, and no secondary loading 

greater than .40. All items not meeting this criteria, 
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were not used in any subsequent analyses. Oblique factor 

analysis was performed to investigate each item's correla-

tion to the overall factor structure. Any item that did 

not correlate with the overall factor structure at .30 or 

greater was treated univariately. Tables VIII and IX 

present the rotated factor structures and factor loadings. 

Factor loadings have been asterisked according to the 

factor it belongs to. 

As the factor loadings indicate, national observers 

perceived two underlying dimensions within the twelve 

Bale's IPA items. Factor one consisted of the items: 

disagrees, shows tension, and seems unfriendly. These 

items reflect a negative way of reacting to group 

TABLE VIII 

VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR STRUCTURE 
BASE'S INTERACTION PROCESS ANALYSIS VARIABLES 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 

Be friendly .60743 .65811 
Dramatize .55156 .60931 
Agree .72964 .51751 
Give suggestions .29392 .82355* 
Give opinion .31680 .82896* 
Give information .11679 .79205* 
Ask for information .62520 .64937 
Ask for opinion .59731 .63095 
Ask for suggestion .76323 .54054 
Disagree .56956* .25438 
Show tension .97072* .16674 
Seem unfriendly .92059* .22373 

*A11 items correlated to the factor structure at .30 or 
greater. 



6:4 

TABLE IX 

VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX 
MC CROSKEY AND WRIGHT'S INTERACTION 

BEHAVIOR MEASURE VARIABLES 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

Task-social .09675 .04238 -.24437 -.07652 
Ideational-personal -.01488 -.06938 -.10058 -.22910 
Bothered-cool -.21926 -.06385 .67921* -.25756 
Tense-relaxed -.14919 -.13862 .96840* -.11420 
Flexible-inflexible** .11916 .09092 -.19795 .69550* 
Unchangeable-changeable -.15926 .12982 .11447 -.54148* 
Relevant-irrelevant** .84273* .00817 -.13514 -.07220 
Related-unrelated** .73691* .05666 -.29344 -.09942 
Interested-apathetic** .65477* .34474 -.09384 .29640 
Involved-withdrawn** .68659* .39746 -.23015 -.14874 
Wordy-short .15117 .79551* -.09770 .02289 
Brief-lengthy** -.13576 -.87074* .11123 .04020 

* All items correlated to the factor structure as .30 or 
greater. 

** Items whose scores were inverted. 

interaction, therefore the individual scores of those 

variables were added together to form a new variable 

called hostility (hostility = disagrees + shows tension + 

seems unfriendly). The second derived factor consisted 

of the items: gives suggestions, gives opinions, and 

gives information. These items reflect a willingness to 

provide meaningful input in group interaction. The 

individual scores of these items were added together to 

form a new variable called input (input = gives suggestions 

+ gives opinion + gives information). 

The factor structure of the McCroskey-Wright IBM 

items revealed that national observers perceive four 
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underlying dimensions. Factor one consisted of the items: 

relevant, related, interested, and involved. These items 

reflect a willingness to provide meaningful interaction on 

the part of a group member. Therefore, the individual 

scores of theses items were added together to form a new 

variable named relevant (relevant = relevant + related + 

interested + involved). The second factor contained the 

items: short and brief. These items correspond to the 

McCroskey and Wright dimension of Verbosity. Therefore, 

the individual scores of these items were added together 

to form a new variable called verbosity (verbosity = 

brief + short). Factor three contained the items: cool 

and relaxed. These items corresponded to the McCroskey and 

Wright dimension of tension. The individual scores of 

these variables were added together to form a new variable 

called tension (tension = cool + relaxed). The fourth and 

final dimension derived from factor analysis was called 

flexibility. As with the McCroskey and Wright flexibility 

dimension, it contained the items: flexible and change-

able. Therefore, the individual scores of these variables 

were added together to form a variable called flexible 

(flexible = flexible + changeable). 

Each of the factor derived variables were tested for 

innerscale reliability by the Chronbach-alpha technique. 

Reliability coefficients were computed for each of the IBM 
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and IPA factors. Table X provides the reliability coef-

ficients for each dimension. 

TABLE X 

CHRONBACH'S ALPHA RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 
IPA AND IBM DIMENSIONS 

IPA Dimensions 
Input .90 
Hostility .89 

IBM Dimensions 
Relevance .87 
Flexibility .63 
Verbosity .91 
Tension .87 

The coefficient of reliability for each of the factor 

derived variables indicates the presence of moderate to 

high innerscale reliability. Therefore, these variables 

were used in various multivariate analyses as a means of 

testing the derived hypotheses. 

Hypothesis One 

HI: When comparable levels of BCF exist between national 
and international students, no significant differences 
will be perceived by national students between nation-
alities on a linear combination of IPA perceptual 
variables. 

Hypothesis one was not supported. Significant dif-

ferences between nationalities occurred on a linear combina-

tion of IPA factors (Wilk's lambda=.88; F=11.51; df=2/177; 

p < .0001). This meant that national observers perceived 
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significant differences between national and international 

communicators across IPA dimensions. As the table of means 

indicates (see Table XI ), national students are perceived 

as providing more input and having less hostility than 

international communicators. 

TABLE XI 

SUMMARY TABLE OF IPA MEANS BY NATIONALITY 

Variables National International 

Input* 167.36 119.78 
Hostility* 122.01 147.21 

* Significant at the .05 level; N = 180 

A manova summary table (see Table XII ) is provided 

to quantitatively illustrate the significant differences 

between national and international communicators on a 

linear combination of IPA perceptual variables. 

Although a multivariate analysis of variance was 

conducted, a stepwise discriminant function analysis was 

utilized to determine which IPA variables, if any, best 

discriminated between national and international communi-

cators. It was thought that a different approach of 

examining the data would be useful, especially in deter-

mining the percentage of cases that were correctly 

classified in each group. Before discriminant functions 
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TABLE XII 

MANOVA SUMMARY TABLE 
IPA DIMENSIONS BY NATIONALITY 

(N = 180) 

Source of Multivariate Univariate 
Variation Var df Lambda* p df MS F p 

Nationality 2 .88 .0001 
Error 177 

Input 1 101864.02 20.09 .0001 
Hostile 1 28576.80 4.34 .03 

Error Input 178 5070.39 
Error Hostile 178 6578.49 

were generated, a test was conducted to determine whether 

the two, groups centroids differed significantly on the IPA 

dimensions of perceived group interaction. Group centroids 

were computed and analyzed in a pairwise method by 

Maholonobis distance between groups. Table XIII shows the 

group centroids, distance and probability. As this table 

indicates, the two nationalities' centroids were signifi-

cantly different, thus supporting the MANOVA's findings 

that national observers perceive national and international 

communicators differently across IPA dimensions. 

The discriminating power of the IPA perceptual group 

interaction dimensions was determined by the computation 

of Wilk's lambda. The effectiveness of this discrimination 

was significant (Wilks' Lambda = .88; chi square = 22.02; 
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TABLE XIII 

GROUP CENTROIDS IN REDUCED SPACE 
HYPOTHESIS ONE 

Function 1* 

Nationals .36 

Internationals -.36 

DF = 2/177 
* Maholonobis Distance = 11.725; p < .0001 

p < .0001). Table XIV presents the standardized discrim-

inant function coefficients. Application of these weights 

classified 63% of the cases correctly (nationals = 60%; 

internationals = 67%). As the table shows, the IPA 

variables that best discriminated between national and 

international communicators is input. 

TABLE XIV 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 
HYPOTHESIS ONE 

Variables Coefficients 

Input 1.09858 
Hostility -0.91190 

Wilk's lambda = .88; chi square = 22.021; p < .0001 
D = 1.09858 (Input); -.91190 (Hostility) 
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Hypothesis Two 

H2: When comparable levels of BCF exist between national 
and international students, no significant differences 
will be perceived by national students between 
nationalities on a linear combination of IBM percep-
tual variables. 

Hypothesis two was not supported. Significant dif-

ferences were perceived by national observers to exist 

between national and international communicators on a 

linear combination of IBM variables (Wilk's lambda — .85; 

F = 7.43; df = 4/174; p < .0001). This meant that national 

observers perceived significant differences between 

national and international communicators across a variety 

of IBM variables. As the table of means indicates (see 

Table XV below), national communicators were perceived 

as (1) providing more relevant contributions to group 

interaction, (2) being less verbose, and (3) adding more 

to group tension than international communicators. 

TABLE XV 

SUMMARY TABLE OF IBM MEANS BY NATIONALITY 

Variables National International 

Relevant* 
Flexible 
Verbosity* 
Tension* 

16.98 
8.95 
9.44 
7.82 

14.75 
8.48 
10.98 
5.50 

* Significant at the . 05 level; N = 180 
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A manova summary table (see Table XVI ) is provided 

to quantitatively illustrate the significant differences 

between national and international communicators on a 

linear combination of IBM perceptual variables. 

TABLE XVI 

MANOVA SUMMARY TABLE IBM DIMENSIONS BY NATIONALITY 
(N = 180) 

Source of 
Variation Var 

Multivariate 
df Lambda* p df 

Univariate 
MS 

Nationality 
Error 

Relevant 
Flexible 
Verbosity 
Tension 

Error Relevant 
Error Flexible 
Error Verbosity 
Error Tension 

4 
174 

.854 .0001 

2 223.74 7 .38 .007 
2 9.98 1 .43 .233 
2 106.72 9 .36 .002 
2 240.15 24 .72 .0001 

177 30.33 
177 6.98 
177 11.40 
177 9.71 

Although a multivariate analysis of variance was con-

ducted, a stepwise discriminant function analysis was 

utilized to determine which IBM variables, if any, best 

discriminated between national and international communi-

cators. It was thought that a different approach of 

examining the data would be useful, especially in determin-

ing the percentage of cases that were correctly classified 

in each group. Before discriminant functions were generated, 
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a test was conducted to determine whether the two groups 

centroids differed significantly on the IBM dimensions of 

perceived group interaction. Group centroids were computed 

and analyzed in a pairwise method by Maholonobis distance 

between groups. Table XVII shows the group centroids, 

groups, distance and probability. As this Table indicates, 

the two nationalities' centroids were significantly 

different, thus supporting the MANOVA's findings that 

national observers perceive national and international 

communicators differently across IBM dimensions. 

TABLE XVII 

IBM GROUP CENTROIDS IN REDUCED SPACE 
HYPOTHESIS TWO 

Function 1* 

Nationals .40 

Internationals -.40 

d f = 4/174 
* Maholonobis distance = 14.689; p < .0001 

The discriminating power of the IBM perceptual group 

interaction dimensions was determined by the computation of 

Wilk's lambda. The effectiveness of this discrimination 

was significant (Wilk's lambda = .86; chi square — 27, 

p < .0001). T a b l e X V I I I presents the standardized discrim-

inant function coefficients. Application of these weights 
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classified 65% of the cases correctly (nationals = 68%; 

internationals = 64%). As the table indicates, the IBM 

variable that best discriminates between nationalities was 

tension. 

TABLE XVIII 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 
IBM DIMENSIONS 

Variables Coefficients 

Relevance n s 

Flexibility 
Verbosity 
Tension .84069 

Wilk's lambda = .86; chi square =27; p < .0001 
D = -.42574 (Verbosity) + .84069 (Tension) 

Hypothesis Three 

H3: National observers will perceive persons of high BCF 
ability significantly more favorable than persons of 
moderate ability, and persons of moderate ability will 
be perceived significantly more favorable than persons 
of low BCF ability on a linear combination of IPA 
perceptual variables. 

Hypothesis three was supported. As predicted, national 

observers perceived significant differences between high, 

medium, and low levels of BCF (IPA: F = 8.91; Lambda — 

.728; df = 6/350; p < .0001). This meant that national 

observers perceived significant differences between BCF 

levels across IPA dimensions. As the table of means 

indicates (see Table XEX), national observers perceived 
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high BCF communicators as providing greater amounts of 

input , than medium and low BCF communicators. Medium and 

low BCF communicators were perceived as providing about 

the same amount of input. Interestingly, persons of low 

BCF ability were perceived as more hostile than medium 

or high BCF communicators, although the low and high BCF 

communicators were the only groups that were significantly 

different. 

TABLE XIX 

SUMMARY TABLE OF MEANS 
INTERACTION PROCESS DIMENSIONS BY BCF LEVELS 

BCF Ability Homogeneous 
Variables High Medium Low Groups 

Input* 
Hostility* 

197.06 
117.43 

114.86 
133.76 

118.80 
152.63 

(H) (M,L) 
(H,M) (M,L) 

* Significant at the .05 level 

A manova summary table (see Table XX ) is provided to 

quantitatively illustrate the significant differences 

between high, medium, and low BCF communicators on a 

linear combination of IPA perceptual variables. 

Although a multivariate analysis of variance was con-

ducted, a stepwise discriminant function analysis was 

utilized to determine which IPA variables, if any, best 

discriminated between high, medium, and low BCF communi-

cators. It was thought that a different approach of 
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TABLE XX 

MANOVA SUMMARY TABLE 
IPA DIMENSIONS BY BCF LEVEL 

(N = 180) 

Source of 
Variation Var 

Multivariate 
df Lambda* p df 

Univariate 
MS 

BCF Level 
Error 

Input 
Hostility 

Error Input 
Error Hostility 

4 
352 

.728 ,0001 

2 128979.82 30.58 .0001 
2 28617.68 2.84 .06 

177 4217.14 
177 6566.74 

examining the data would be useful, especially in determin-

ing the percentage of cases that were correctly classified 

in each group. Before discriminant functions were generated, 

a test was conducted to determine whether the three group 

centroids differed significantly on the IPA dimensions of 

perceived group interaction. Group centroids were computed 

and analyzed in a pairwise method by Maholonobis distance 

between groups. Tables XXI and XXII show the group 

centroids, groups, distance and probability. As these 

tables indicate , two of the three BCF group centroids were 

significantly different, thus supporting the MANOVA's 

findings that national observers perceive significant dif-

ferences between the various BCF levels, across a variety 

of IPA dimensions. 
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TABLE XXI 

CENTROIDS OF GROUPS IN REDUCED SPACE 
HYPOTHESIS THREE 

BCF Function 1 Function 2 

High 
Medium 
Low 

.75 
-.44 
-.30 

-.39 
.08 
.30 

df = 4/352 

TABLE XXII 

MAHOLONOBIS DISTANCE BETWEEN 
HYPOTHESIS THREE 

GROUPS 

Group 1 Group 2 

Group 2 24.643 
p < .001 

— — — 

Group 3 23.856 
p < .001 

.9683 
p < .3817 

df = 4/352 

The discriminating power of the IPA perceptual group 

interaction dimensions was determined by the computation 

of Wilk's lambda. The effectiveness of the first discrim-

inant vector was significant (Wilk's lambda = .73; chi 

square =57; p < .0001). The first vector accounted for 

97.08% of the total variance. The second discriminant 

function was not significant (Wilk's lambda = .98; chi 

square = 1.91; p c .17). The second vector accounted for 
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2.92% of the total variance. TableXXIII presents the 

standardized discriminant function coefficients. Appli-

cation of these weights classified 52% of the cases cor-

rectly (High BCF = 73%; Medium BCF = 53.3%; and Low BCF = 

28%). As the table indicates, the IPA variable that best 

discriminates between high, medium, and low BCF is input. 

TABLE XXIII 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 
HYPOTHESIS THREE 

Variables Function 1 Function 2 

Input 
Hostility 

1.18916 
-0.84853 

.21792 

.86115 

Function 1: Wilk's lambda = .75; chi square = 49.8; 
p < .0001; rsq = 97.8 

Function 2: Wilk's lambda = .99; chi square = 1.23; 
p < .26; rsq = 2.16 

D = 1.18916 (Input) + .21972 (Hostility) 

Hypothesis Four 

H4: National observers will perceive persons of high BCF 
ability significantly more favorable than persons of 
moderate ability, and persons of moderate ability 
will be perceived significantly more favorable than 
persons of low BCF ability on a linear combination 
of IBM perceptual variables. 

Hypothesis four was supported. As predicted, National 

observers perceived significant differences between BCF 

levels on a linear combination of IBM variables. (Wilk's 

lambda = .674; F = 32.81; df = 2/176; p < .0001). This 
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meant that national observers perceived significant 

differences between national and international communi-

cators across a variety of IBM variables. As the table of 

means indicates (see Table XXIV),national observers per-

ceived (1) persons of high BCF ability as providing more 

relevant contributions than medium and low BCF communica-

tors, (2) high BCF communicators to be more flexible 

participants than persons of low and medium BCF ability, 

(3) the low BCF communicator to be significantly more ver-

bose than medium BCF communicators, and medium BCF communi-

cators to be more verbose than high BCF communicators, and 

(4) the high BCF communicator is perceived as adding 

significantly more tension to group interaction than medium 

and low BCF ability communicators. 

TABLE XXIV 

SUMMARY TABLE OF MEANS 
INTERACTION BEHAVIOR DIMENSIONS BY BCF LEVEL 

BCF Ability Homogeneous 

Variables High Medium Low Groups 

Relevant* 
Flexible* 
Verbosity* 
Tension* 

19.45 
8.78 
8.71 
8.10 

14.915 
9.36 
10.18 
6.00 

13.22 
8.00 
11.76 
5.89 

(H) 
(H) 
(H) 
(H) 

(M,L) 
(M,L) 
(M) (L) 
(M,L) 

* Significant at the .05 level; N = 180 
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A MANOVA summary table (see Table XXV) is provided 

to quantitatively illustrate the significant differences 

between national and international communicators on a 

linear combination of IBM perceptual variables. 

TABLE XXV 

MANOVA SUMMARY TABLE 
INTERACTION BEHAVIOR DIMENSIONS BY BCF LEVEL 

(N = 180) 

Source of 
Variation Var 

Multivariate 
df Lambda* p df 

Univariate 
MS 

BCF Level 
Error 

Relevant 
Flexible 
Verbosity 
Tension 

Error Relevant 
Error Flexible 
Error Verbosity 
Error Tension 

8 
346 

.674 .0001 

2 618.86 25 .01 .001 
2 27.95 4 .13 .01 
2 138.04 13 .13 .001 
2 92.38 9 .16 .001 

176 24.74 
176 6.76 
176 10.51 
176 10.08 

Although a multivariate analysis of variance was 

conducted, a stepwise discriminant function analysis was 

utilized to determine which IBM variables, if any, best 

discriminated between high, medium, and low BCF ability 

communicators. It was thought that a different approach 

of examining the data would be useful, especially in 

determining the percentage of cases that were correctly 

classified in each group. Before discriminant functions 
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were generated, a test was conducted to determine whether 

the three group centroids differed significantly on the 

IBM dimensions of perceived group interaction. Group 

centroids were computed and analyzed in a pairwise method 

by Maholonobis distance between groups. Tables XXVI and 

XXVII show the group centroids, groups, and probability. 

As these two tables indicates, each of the three BCF 

group centroids were significantly different, thus sup-

porting the MANOVA's findings that national observers 

perceive differences according to BCF ability across a 

variety of IBM dimensions. 

TABLE XXVI 

GROUP CENTROIDS IN REDUCED SPACE 
HYPOTHESIS FOUR 

BCF Function 1 Function 2 

High 
Medium 
Low 

.68 
-.04 
-.64 

.48 
-.44 
-.04 

df = 8/346 

The discriminating power of the IBM perceptual group 

interaction dimensions was determined by the computation of 

Wilk's lambda. The effectiveness of the first discrimi-

nant function was significant (Wilk's lambda = .68; chi 

square = 69; p < .0001). The function accounted for 84% 

of the variance. The second discriminant function was 
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TABLE XXVII 

MAHOLONOBIS DISTANCE BETWEEN GROUPS 
HYPOTHESIS FOUR 

Group 1 Group 2 

Group 2 9.359 
p .001 

— — — 

Group 3 12.226 
p •< . 001 

.6766 
p < . 05 

df = 8/346 

also significant (Wilk's lambda = .93; chi square = 12.4; 

p < .005). The function accounted for the remaining 16% of 

the variance. Table XXVIII presents the standardized dis — 

criminant function coefficients. Application of these 

weights classified 61% of the cases correctly (High BCF = 

70%; Medium BCF = 50%; and Low BCF = 63%). As the table 

indicatesf the best discriminating variables for function 

one were relevance and verbosity while flexibility and 

tension best discriminate function two. 

Hypothesis Five 

H5: When comparable levels of BCF ability exist between 
national and international students, there will be 
no significant interaction affects between national-
ity and BCF ability on a linear combination of IPA 
perceptual variables. 

Hypothesis five was supported. No significant inter-

action effect occurred between nationality and BCF level 



82 

TABLE XXVIII 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION 
HYPOTHESIS FOUR 

COEFFICIENTS 

Variables Function 1 Function 2 

Relevance 
Flexible 
Verbosity 
Tension 

.76327 
-.25196 
-.36289 
.27783 

.10876 
-.91842 
-.50018 
.55716 

Function 1: Wilk's lambda = .68; chi square = 69; 
p < .0001; rsq = 84 

Function 2: Wilk's lambda = .93; chi square — 12.4 
p -< .005; rsq = 16 

Di = .76327 (Relevance) -.25196 (Flexibility) 
-.36289 (Verbosity) +.27783 (Tension) 

D7 = .10876 (Relevance) -.91842 (Flexibility) 
+.50018 (Verbosity) +.55716 (Tension) 

(Wilk's lambda = .979; F =.89; df = 4/346; p > .05) on a 

linear combination of IPA variables. Table XXIX provides a 

summary table of group means for each. IPA variable and 

Table XXX provides a summary table of the multivariate 

analysis. 

TABLE XXIX 

SUMMARY TABLE OF MEANS 
INTERACTION PROCESS ANALYSIS NATIONALITY BY BCF LEVEL 

BCF Level Nationality N Input Hostility 

High National 30 227.96 97.6 
High International 30 166.16 137.26 
Med National 30 132.96 133.53 
Med International 30 96.43 134.00 
Low National 30 141.16 134.90 
Low International 30 96.76 170.36 

N = 180 
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TABLE XXX 

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF INTERACTION EFFECTS 
INTERACTION PROCESS DIMENSIONS 

Source of Variation df Lambda* P 

Nationality x BCF 4 .97 .47 

Error 346 

Hypothesis Six 

H6: When comparable levels of BCF ability exist between 
national and international students, there will be 
no significant interaction effects between national-
ity and BCF ability on a linear combination of IBM 
perceptual variables. 

Hypothesis six was supported. No significant inter-

action occurred between nationality and BCF level on a 

linear combination of IBM variables (Wilk's lambda — .942; 

F = 1.30; df = 8/340; p >- .2449) (see Tables XXXI and 

XXXII). 

TABLE XXXI 

SUMMARY TABLE OF MEANS 
INTERACTION BEHAVIOR MEASURE BCF LEVEL BY NATIONALITY 

Relvt Flxbl Vebos Tensn 

21.86 9.26 7.30 9.43 
17.03 8.30 10.13 6.76 
15.16 9.16 9.73 6.86 
14.66 9.56 10.63 5.13 
13.93 8.43 11.30 7.16 
12.40 7.55 12.24 4.58 

BCF Level Nationality N 

High National 30 
High International 30 
Med National 30 
Med International 30 
Low National 30 
Low International 30 

N = 180 
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TABLE XXXII 

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS FOR INTERACTION EFFECTS 
INTERACTION BEHAVIOR DIMENSIONS 

Source of Variation df Lambda* P 

Nationality x BCF 8 .942 .24 

Error 340 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to investigate what 

differences, if any, national observers would perceive 

between national and international communicators on two 

perceptual measures of group interaction when comparable 

levels of BCF existed between the two groups. It was 

hypothesized overall that (1) significant differences 

would be observed among communicators of different BCF 

abilities, (2) no significant differences on the two per-

ceptual measures of group interaction would be perceived 

between national and international sutdents, and (3) no 

significant interaction effects would occur. 

The experimental investigation utilized national 

students from Oklahoma Christian College as national 

observers and national communication initiators, and 

Venezuelan students from the English Language School at 

Oklahoma City University who served as international 

communication initiators. Only men were used to prevent 

confounding of the BCF and gender variables. 

These communication initiators were videotaped while 

communicating the BCF stimulus image. Afterwards these 

videotapes were shown to a panel of ten national students 
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in a pretest session. After pretest scores had been 

generated, communicators of each nationality were divided 

into three groups of BCF ability: high, medium, and low. 

Later, these videotapes were viewed by randomly selected 

national students from the available fulltime student popu-

lation at Oklahoma Christian College. Before viewing the 

videotapes, the observers were randomly assigned to one of 

six BCF groups (national, international, by high, medium, 

and low BCF). After each of the observers in a particular 

BCF group viewed the videotape, they were asked to com-

plete the IPA and IBM perceptual measures of group inter-

action. Finally, the data was subjected to statistical 

processes. 

Findings 

As expected, results of the multivariate statistical 

analyses indicated that national observers perceived sig-

nificant differences between high, medium, and low BCF 

ability on both the IPA and IBM perceptual measures of 

group interaction. This finding would seem to support 

previous BCF research which found that BCF ability impacts 

the perceptions of a variety of interpersonal variables. 

However, no statistical evidence was found to support the 

overall hypothesis that increased BCF ability would sig-

nificantly mitigate the negative impressions that national 

observers have of international communicators. It was 
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thought that if an international communicator had a BCF 

ability equal to that of a national communicator, that 

national observers would not perceive any significant 

differences between nationalities across a variety of 

group perceptual variables. This was not the case. Sig— 

nificant differences were perceived by national observers 

between nationals and internationals on all IPA variables 

and all IBM variables with the exception of flexibility. 

Interestingly, within both nationalities, persons with 

high BCF scores, tended to be more favorably perceived 

than medium and low BCF ability communicators. From this 

finding it would appear that within a particular culture 

(or at least within the American and Venezuelan cultures), 

high BCF abilities may be a useful means of mitigating less 

favorable impressions across a variety of group perceptual 

variables. At this point, the question should be raised, 

"if high BCF ability helps to mitigate the negative per-

ceptions that national observers have of communicators 

within a particular nationality, why is it that BCF did 

not mitigate these perceptions across nationalities?" 

Several possible reasons may be offered for this. In the 

first place, a relatively small sample of national and 

international communicators were used. Had a larger sample 

of communicators been used, and, a greater variety of 

nationalities employed, perhaps the perceived differences 
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between the national and international communicators would 

have been less dramatic. Secondly, differences across 

nationalities may have been mitigated had there been more 

variation in the range of BCF scores of high, medium, and 

low BCF abilities. In this study, national communicators 

of high, medium, and low BCF ability were paired with 

international communicators with equivalent BCF scores, 

thus insuring that (1) no significant differences would 

occur between nationalities, and (2) significant differences 

would occur between the levels of BCF ability. Even though 

this precaution was taken, the results may have differed 

had a higher range of BCF scores been used in the high BCF 

category, and lower range of BCF scores been obtained for 

the low category. The highest BCF score obtainable is 

twenty-nine. In this study, the highest BCF score was 

23.02. The lowest BCF score obtainable is zero. The 

lowest BCF score in this study was 8.9 Finally, the possi-

bility exists that some unknown variable related to 

"internationally" impacts the perceptions of national 

observers in such a way that it causes them to perceive 

differences between national and international communi-

cators of equal BCF ability. 

As in previous BCF studies, national students were 

perceived more favorably than international students across 

a variety of group perceptual variables. And, as was the 
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case with the Powers' and Lowry (1980) study, no significant 

interaction effects occurred. 

National communicators were perceived as providing more 

input and more relevant contributions in group interaction. 

This is especially noticeable in the high BCF category 

(input: nationals X = 227; internationals X = 166? F = 18; 

p < .001; relevance: nationals X = 21; internationals X = 

17; F = 16; p < .001). 

National observers perceived that international 

communicators were more verbose, and take longer to speak 

than national communicators. Finally, international 

communicators were considered to be more hostile than 

national communicators while national communicators were 

considered to have more tension than international speakers. 

Conclusions 

Based upon this study's findings, three general con-

clusions may be formed. Across a variety of group inter-

action variables, (1) National observers tend to perceive 

national communicators more favorably than Venezuelan 

communicators, (2) National and Venezuelan communicators 

who possess a high degree of BCF are perceived more 

favorably than persons of medium and low BCF ability, and 

(3) BCF does not significantly mitigate the less positive 

impressions that national observers have of Venezuelan 
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communicators. These conclusions are based upon the 

findings of this study and are not generalizable to other 

contexts. 

Recommendations for Future Study 

This study was limited to the perceptions that 

national observers have of national communicators from 

Oklahoma Christian College and Venezuelan communicators 

from Oklahoma City University. Because of the study's 

design, women were excluded from participating as communi-

cation initiators and Venezuelan men were the only inter-

national communicators. It is recommended that this study 

be replicated at other institutions with men of different 

nationalities in order to further substantiate this 

study's findings. 

In the course of another study particular attention 

should be directed toward the possibility of using mixed 

sex communicators and greater numbers of international 

communicators from a variety of countries. In this study 

mixed sex communicators, and international communicators 

from countries other than Venezuela were not used because 

it was feared that additional spurious variance might be 

introduced due to factors such as physical attractiveness. 

Such variance was considered undesirable since the purpose 

of this research was to investigate differences between 

national and international communicators where each BCF 
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condition, was as equal as possible. (Each BCF score 

between national and international communicators was 

statistically equivalent.) If a study were conducted 

with mixed sexes and a greater variety of international 

communicators, a greater opportunity would exist to examine 

the impact of BCF on perceptual variables across sexes and 

cultures. The results of such a study would be more 

generalizable and possibly more useful to educators. 

It is recommended that the effects of BCF and actual 

group interaction be investigated. The results of this 

study indicate that national and international communi-

cators of high BCF ability are perceived by national 

observers to be better group participants as measured by 

the IPA and IBM. Since these measures were used as per-

ceptual measures apart from actual group participation, 

it is recommended that the impact of BCF on actual group 

participation be investigated. If the results of such a 

study indicated a high significant correlation between 

successful group participation and high BCF ability then 

another study might investigate what impact, if any, BCF 

skills training has upon successful group participation. 

Additionally, future research should measure the 

perceptions that international students have of national 

and international communicators. In this study, only 

national student perceptions were gathered. This was 
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based, in part, on the premise that in most instructional 

groups, the group composition would consist, for the most 

part, of national students. Even if several international 

students were in the same group, unless the class was com-

posed of internationals from the same country, it is poss-

ible that there might be several different nationalities 

represented. Therefore, an intercultural study to inves-

tigate the impact of BCF upon international students' per-

ceptions of national and other international students would 

seem important. 

It is suggested that this study be conducted among 

two different groups of receivers. One group would view 

the videotapes, as in this study, and another group would 

listen to the audio portion alone. Such a study might be 

useful in determining the extent that nonverbal cues, other 

than vocalic cues, impact the perceptions of national 

observers toward national and international communicators. 

This study indicates that within each nationality, 

communicators of high BCF ability are perceived by national 

students to be potentially more effective group members. 

This would seem to suggest that BCF training could be 

useful in helping persons of low BCF ability to mitigate 

less positive impressions by others. Future research might 

investigate the extent that BCF training is useful in 

mitigating negative impressions. 
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Finally, in view of the findings that national obser-

vers perceive significant differences between national and 

international communicators, and, that they perceive 

international communicators less favorably than national 

communicators, it is recommended that caution be exercised 

when using group discussion in instructional settings where 

mixed nationalities exist. 



APPENDIX A 

BCF STIMULUS FIGURE AND SCORING 

1 point—if beginning shape is in Area Start. 
1 point—if last shape is in Area End. 
1 point—if entire figure is in Area Vertical, 
1 point—if all shapes are touching. 
1 point—for each correct shape. 
2 points—for each connecting relationship. 
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APPENDIX B 

INTERACTION PROCESS ANALYSIS 

Below is a series of communication behaviors which occur 
in small group settings. Each behavior is followed by an 
example. Imagine that in one of your more difficult 
classes, your instructor has divided you into small groups. 
At the end of the class each person in your group will make 
the same grade. The speaker you just viewed has been 
assigned to your small group. Indicate the probability 
(0-100%) that this person would utilize each of the commun-
ication behaviors. 

BE FRIENDLY, raise other's status give help, reward. 

DRAMATIZE, jokes, laughs, shows satisfaction. 

AGREE, shows passive acceptance, understands, con-
curs, complies. 

GIVE SUGGESTIONS, direction, implying autonomy for 
others. 

GIVE OPINIONS, evaluation, analysis, expresses feel-
ing and wishes. 

GIVE INFORMATION, repeats, clarifies, confirms. 

ASK FOR INFORMATION, information, repetition, 
confirmation. 

ASK FOR OPINION, evaluation, analysis, expression 
of feeling. 

ASK FOR SUGGESTION, direction, possible ways of 
action. 

DISAGREE, shows passive rejection, formality, 
withholds help. 

SHOW TENSION, asks for help, withdraws "Out of field" 

SEEM UNFRIENDLY, deflates other's status, defends 
or asserts self. 
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APPENDIX C 

INTERACTION BEHAVIOR MEASURE 

Imagine that the person you have just seen has been 
assigned to a small group in which you are a member. For 
each of the scales given below, indicate how you believe 
this person would react. 

Consider each set of descriptors and circle the number 
nearer the adjective most representative of your feelings. 
The center point is "4" and is considered neutral or un-
decided. If, for example, you thought this speaker would 
be extremely lengthy, you would circle the "7". If you 
thought the person would be extremely brief, then you 
would circle the "1". 

Socially Oriented 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Ideational 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Bothered 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Tense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Flexible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Unchangeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Relevant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Related 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Interested 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Involved 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Wordy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Brief 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Task Oriented 

Personal 

Cool 

Relaxed 

Inflexible 

Changeable 

Irrelevant 

Unrelated 

Apathetic 

Withdrawn 

Short 

Lengthy 
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