ON COMMUNICATION COMPETENCE
AND COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION:

A RESPONSE TO PAGE

James C. McCroskey

Page's attempt to reconcile the work in
the areas of reticence and communica-
tion apprehension has a noble goal. It
is one that Phillips and I have attempted
in our personal interactions for the last
decade. What makes this a difficult task
is that the published works usually are
at least two years behind the evolution
of our thinking. If Page is to be criticized
at all, it would be because he tends to
assume that Phillips’s thinking of a de-
cade ago represents Phillips's thinking
of today. It doesn’t. On the other hand,
my thinking concerning communication
apprehension has changed comparatively
little.

To begin, the constructs of communi-
cation apprehension and shyness or
reticence are not isomorphic. My origi-
nal definition of communication appre-
hension, “a broadly based anxiety
related to oral communication,”! has
been modified only slightly to read “an
individual's level of fear or anxiety asso-
ciated with either real or anticipated
(oral) communication with another per-
son or persons.”? The leading writer on
shyness, Phillip Zimbardo, fails to pro-
vide a specific definition of that con-
struct.* However, Girodo in his recent
book on shyness suggests that it is a
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composite of three elements: (1) un-
developed social skills, (2) social anxiety,
and (3) mental bias (low social self-
esteem).* Clearly, shyness is the broader
construct. In the early days of his work,
Phillips’s definition of reticence and his
approach to the problem was very close
to that of communication apprehension.
In fact, my communication apprehen-
sion construct grew directly from
Phillips’s work.> More recently, however,
the reticence construct has become al-
most interchangeable with shyness. In
sum, shyness or reticence is the genus,
communication apprehension is one of
its specie.

The above distinctions have not only
been made definitionally, they have also
been established empirically. The PRCA
has been found to correlate with the
early measure of reticence (beyond .80)
employed by Phillips’s associates. More
recently, in unpublished research, my
associates and I have obtained correla-
tions only in the neighborhood of .50
between the PRCA and measures of
both shyness and social anxiety.® Thus
the difference in the constructs is not
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