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Apprehension:

A Reconceptualization

JAMES C. McCROSKEY

West Virginia University

COMMUNICATION apprehension (CA) has been the subject of
over 200 reported studies' during the decade of 1970-1980.
From the limited concern of a few U.S. scholars in speech

communication, interest in CA has spread to other disciplinesl and to other
nations and cultures.2 Reports of such research have appeared in most of
the journals devoted to communication as well as many diverse pub-
lications in other fields of scholarship.3 There are two published booklets
devoted to CA, one directed to teachers (McCroskey, 1977b) and the other
to basic course students (McCroskey & Richmond, 1980). CA has even
received attention from the popular press4 and spawned a newsletter. 5

It is not an exaggeration to suggest that this area of interest has
generated more research over the past decade than almost any other in the
communication field. If we include research concerning related constructs
such as reticence and shyness, this volume of research is even more
substantial. When so much attention is directed in a single area it is vital
that the conceptualizations in the area be strong enough to support such
efforts.

The purpose of this chapter is to reexamine the conceptualization of
CA. This reexamination has led me to conclude that the original concep-
tualization of CA lacks sufficient clarity and specificity for continued use. A
reconceptualization of CA will be provided.

THE ORIGINAL CONCEPTUALIZATION

The original conceptualization of CA that I advanced (McCroskey,
1970) viewed CA as Uabroadly based anxiety related to oral communica-
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tion." Subsequent writings have made only apparently minor modifica-
tions of this definition. My more recent papers present the view that CA is
uan individual's level of fear or anxiety associated with either real or
anticipated communication with another person or persons" (McCroskey,
1977a, 1978).

This seeming consistency across time may be more apparent than real.
Two conceptual modifications occurred. The first concerned the oral
communication focus of CA and the other concerned whether CA was
restricted to a trait conceptualization.

The Oral Focus of CA

In the original article in which Iadvanced the construct of CA, the focus
clearly was on oral communication (McCroskey, 1970). Although in this
article "communication" frequently was used without the "oral" qualifier,
the earlier work in the areas of stage fright and reticence were acknowl-
edged as the foundations upon which the CA construct was developed.
Both of these areas focused exclusively on oral communication at that
time.

In some subsequent writings the oral context of CA received less
emphasis. Of particular importance were two research programs that were
conducted under the general rubric of communication apprehension but
that did not focus on speaking. The first was the research concerned with
apprehension about writing (Daly & Miller, 1975). This stream of research,
led by Daly and his associates, continues currently and has received
considerable attention in the field of English. The measure developed by
Daly and Miller, the Writing Apprehension Test (WAT), has been employed
widely and has been found to have only a moderate correlation with my
CA measures. The second research area was that concerned with ap-
prehension about singing. While receiving far less attention than the
articles and measures concerned with speaking and writing, research
involving the Test of Singing Apprehension (TOSA) also discovered low
correlations between the TOSA and CA measures (Andersen, Andersen,
& Garrison, 1978).

Clearly, talking, writing, and singing are all forms of communication.
Just as clearly, apprehension a bout one is a poor predictor of apprehension
about any other one. The emergence of research concerning apprehen-
sion about writing and singing requires a reevaluation of the original
definition of the construct "communication apprehension." My revised
definition, noted above, satisfactorily overcomes this problem. It permits
apprehension about talking, writing, or singing to fall comfortably within its
boundaries. However, it should be recognized that no measure currently
exists that even claims to tap this broadly conceived construct of CA. The
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Personal Report of Communication Apprehension (PRCA; McCroskey,
1970, 1978, 1982) taps the talking component, the WATtaps the writing
component, and the TOSA taps the singing component. While generation
of a general CA instrument probably would be possible, efforts in that
direction might not be particularly useful. The research indicating that the
three measures currently available have little association with each other
clearly indicates the multidimensional nature of the general construct.
Thus dimension scores of the new instrument would be the product of
major concern. Since satisfactory measures of those dimensions already
exist, little would be gained by generating additional ones. If a unidimen-
sional measure could be generated, it would, of necessity, have to be
composed of items so general as to make the likelihood almost certain that
the ultimate measure would be nothing more than a new general anxiety
measure. Several of these already are available.

In sum, over the decade since the CA construct has been advanced it
has been broadened substantially. While originally it was restricted to
talking, it now encompasses all modes of communication. Consequently, it
should be recognized that current instruments labeled as CA measures are
restricted to oral CA, specifically apprehension about talking to or with
others. My focus in the remainder of the chapter is on this form of CA, and
when I use the term "CA" this will be my referent. I believe that most of
what will follow will apply equally well to other forms of CA, however.
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The TraitConceptualization of CA

The original article that advanced the construct of CA included no
explicitmention of whether it is a trait of an individualor a response to the
situational elements of a specific communication transaction. However,
the implication is clear that the construct was viewed from a trait orienta-
tion. Not only was the discussion directed toward a response generalized
across situations and time, but the measures advanced clearly focused on a
traitlike pattern.

The overwhelming majority of the research studies employing the CA
construct have taken a trait approach (McCroskey, 1977a). Many have
referred to CA with terms such as "a traitlike, personality-type variable."
More recently, the CA construct has been expanded explicitlyto encom-
pass both trait and' situational views (McCroskey,1977a). Some research
has been reported that has investigated CA in both the trait and state form
(eg., Richmond, 1978; Prisbell and Dallinger,1981).

In sum, over the decade since the CA construct has been advanced it
has been broadened substantially. While originally it was restricted to a
trait orientation, it is now viewed as representing both trait and state
approaches. While the originaldefinition of CA restrictsthe construct to a
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trait perspective, the revised definition noted above is consistent with the
broader view. It should be recognized, however, that the most popular
measures of CA are restricted to a trait conceptualization. Research based
on more situational perspectives must employ other instruments.

RELATED CONSTRUCTS

As noted above CA currently is viewed as a person's level of fear or
anxiety associated with any form of communication with other people,
experienced either as a traitlike, personality-type response or as a response
to the situational constraints of a given communication transaction. A
number of other constructs have been advanced that have, or at least
appear to have, similarities to the CA construct. Two of these appeared in
the literature prior to the generation of the CA construct: stage fright and
reticence. Four others have come into prominence more recently: un-
willingness to communicate, predispositions toward verbal behavior, shy-
ness, and audience anxiety. An examination of these constructs in com-
parison to the CA construct will help place all of these constructs in clearer
perspective.

Stage Fright

Stage fright is the oldest of the conceptualizations related to CA
Empirical research has been directed toward stage fright for almost half a
century (Clevenger, 1959). Since the attention of the fieldof speech during
the early days of the work with stage frightwas directed almost exclusively
to public speaking, it is not surprising that stage frightwas examined in this
context. From our contemporary vantage point, then, we can view the
construct of stage frightas representing CAin the public speaking context.

puring the early years of research on stage fright,our sister disciplines
of personality, social, and behavioral psychology also were in their de-
velopmental years. Many of the insights we now find so useful in under-
standing the CAphenomenon were yet to be generated. Mostimportantly,
the distinction between trait and state anxiety had yet to be made. Thus
different researchers studying stage fright approached it from different
vantage points, while assuming that they were studying the same thing.
Lomas (1934) and Gilkinson (1942), for example, worked from a trait,
self-report orientation. In contrast, Henning (1935) studied state anxiety as
manifested through observer ratings, while Redding (1936) was examining
state anxiety as manifested in a physiological arousal measure. Great
concern was expressed because high correlations were not obtained be-
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tween trait self-report measures and such state measures as observer
ratings and physiological arousal measures (Clevenger, 1959).

In retrospect it is clear that such concern was misplaced. Measures of
traits should not be expected to be highly correlated with state measures
restricted to a given situation at a given time (Jaccard & Daly, 1980). Trait
measures should only be expected to be predictive generally across situa-
tions, across time. In any event, it is clear that stage fright can be viewed as
either a traitlike orientation of an individual that has impact across public
speaking situations or as a state response of an individual to a given public
speaking situation. Viewed in this way, stage fright is a subset of the
broader construct of CA. Sibling constructs relating to other broad types of
communication contexts (small group, meetings, dyads, etc.) would be
analogues of stage fright and also subsets of the broader CA construct.

Reticence

The construct of reticence has evolved and changed over the fifteen
years it has been discussed in the literature. As originally conceived reti-
cence and CA were virtually interchangeable (Phillips, 1968). Reticence
grew out of the earlier work with stage fright and represented an expansion
of that construct to include other communication contexts. The work of

Phillips with reticence is acknowledged specifically as the immediate ante-
cedent of CA (McCroskey, 1970, 1980).

Over the decade of the 1970s, however, the constructs of reticence and
CA became quite divergent. While CA was and remains a cognitive con-
struct (although with presumed behavioral impact), reticence moved from
being viewed as a cognitive construct to being viewed from a strict be-
havioral perspective. The contemporary view of reticence is the reverse of
communication competence (Phillips, 1980). Reticent communicators
are, simply, people who do not communicate competently. While CA is
acknowledged as one of the elements that may lead an individual to be
reticent, it is not considered the only, nor even necessarily the most
important, contributing factor.

Although reticence and CA once were twin constructs, their relation-
ship today is markedly different. Reticence is the much broader of the two
constructs. If reticence is viewed as a construct representing the broad
range of communicative incompetence, as it currently is viewed by Phil-
lips, then CA is a subset of that broad construct. CA relates to communica-

tive incompetence stemming from anxiety or fear. Its sibling constructs
would include such things as inadequate communication skills and cultural
divergence (McCroskey & Richmond, 1980).
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Unwillingness to Communicate

The unwillingness-to-communicate construct focuses exactly on what
its name implies, the unwillingness of an individual to communicate with
others. This construct was advanced by Burgoon (1976) in an explicit
attempt to broaden concern about noncommunicative behavior beyond
the narrower focus of CA and reticence (as conceived at that time).

This construct views the sources of noncommunication to be, in addi-
tion to CA, low self-esteem, introversion, and anomia and alienation. All of
these factors, pres,umed to lead to noncommunication, are cognitively
based. Thus this construct can be viewed as intermediary between CA and
the contemporary view of reticence. More simply, reticence is concerned
with people who do not communicate effectively; unwillingness to com-
municate is concerned with one of the reasons that people may not do so
(Le., they do not want to); and CA is concerned with one of the reasons
that people may be unwilling to communicate. The validity and usefulness
of this construct is suggested by the results of research employing the
unwillingness-to-communicate measure. This measure includes two fac-
tors, one of which is highly associated with CA, the other of which is
uncorrelated with CA.

At this point research employing the unwillingness-to-communicate
construct is very limited and the measure of the construct needs further
development, since it lacks isomorphism with the construct. However, its
intermediary position between CA and reticence is particularly helpful for
understanding the distinctions between the two latter constructs.

Predispositions Toward Verbal Behavior

The construct of predispositions toward verbal behavior (PVB; Mor-
tensen, Arntson, & Lustig, 1977) is very similar to the unwillingness-to-
communicate construct, with two important exceptions. First, PVB ap-
pears to be the logical opposite of unwillingness to communicate. A person
scoring highly on an appropriate measure of PVB would be expected to be
very willing to communicate. In short, PVB could be called "willingness to
communicate." In this sense, then, the constructs can be viewed as
isomorphic; they are orily discussed in differing ways.

The second distinction between the PVB construct and that of un-
willingness to communicate is more important. While unwillingness is
viewed cognitively, PVB is viewed behaviorally. Although the only PVB
measure available at present is a self-report scale (thus cognitively
mediated), the construct views people behaving in a consistent manner
across communication contexts in terms of the amount they talk. Although
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PVB isa behavioral construct, it should not be confused with the contem-
porary view of reticence. While reticence is concerned with the quality or
competence of communication, PVB is concerned only with the amount.

The conceptual distinctions between CA and PVB and unwillingness
to communicate, and the association between the latter constructs, have
received some empirical support. In research reported by Daly.(1978), a
measure of PVB was found to correlate with CA at .66, while the dimen-
sions of unwillingness, labeled reward (r = .01) and approach (r = .88),
had widely differing correlations. However, PVB correlated significantly
with both the reward factor (.36) and the approach factor (r = .91) of the
unwillingness-to-communicate measure. PVB, like unwillingnessto com-
municate, should be viewed as a construct holding an intermediary posi-
tion between CA and reticence. Variabilityin CA may lead to variabilityin
predispositions toward verbal behavior, which may lead to variability in
reticence or communication competence.

Shyness

As Zimbardo (1977), the leading writer in the area of shyness, says,
"Shyness isa fuzzyconcept." Careful reading of the literature in the area of
shyness indicates that there is no consensual definition of the construct.
Zimbardo carefully and explicitlyavoids defining what he means by "shy-
ness." However, a careful reading of his book on shyness indicates that he
is referring to a feeling of discomfort in a variety of communication situa-
tions. Thus Zimbardo can be considered to be approaching shyness
primarilyfroma cognitive orientation. He also acknowledges the trait/state
distinction in shyness when he notes that some people are generally shy
while others experience situational shyness. If we restrict our view of
shyness to that enunciated by Zimbardo, there appears to be no meaning-
ful distinction between this construct and that of CA.

In contrast, Pilkonis (a former student of Zimbardo and a major partici-
pant in the well-known Stanford shyness research program) sees shyness
as "a tendency to avoid other people [unwillingness to communicate?
negative PVB?], to fail to respond appropriately to them [reticence?] . . .
and to feel nervous and anxious during interactions with them [CA?]"
(Pilkonis, Heape, & Klein, 1980).

In behavioral terms, Pilkonis et a!. (1980) suggest that shy people "are
characterized by avoidance of social interaction, and when this is im-
possible, by inhibition and an inabilityto respond in an engaging way; they
are reluctant to talk, to make eye contact, to gesture, and to smile." As
suggested by my bracketed questions, this view does not seem amenable
to classification within anyone of the previously discussed construct
categories. Rather, it seems to fall at least partially into several of them. Of
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'particular note, however, is Pilkonis et aL's apparent restriction of shyness
to the interpersonal context This restriction distinguishes their construct
from all others we have discussed, but the distinctionis implied rather than
explicit and may not represent the actual view of these authors.

Of all the writers in the area of shyness, Buss (1980) makes the clearest
distinctions between shyness and other constructs. Buss is concerned with
a more general construct, which he calls "social anxiety," that refers to
discomfort in the presence of others. He identifies four categories of this
general construct Two of these, embarrassment and shame, are not of
concern here. The third, audience anxiety, will be discussed in the next
section. His fourth category is shyness, which he views as "the relative
absence of expected social behaviors" (Buss, 1980, p. 184). This concep-
tualization of shyness is explicitly restricted to dyadic and small group
communication contexts. His ope rationalization of the construct focuses
on discomfort in such contexts, and when viewed in this way can be seen
as a subset of the larger CA construct When viewed from his behavioral
definition, however, shyness can be seen as a subset of the reticence
construct

The confusion in the literature concerning the construct of shyness is
illustrated by the conflicting positions I have advanced. In 1977, after
attempting to distinguish between reticence and CA, and referencing
Zimbardo's book, I concluded that the shyness construct is "essentially
similar to the CA construct" (McCroskey, 1977a). Only four years later,
however, I presented a different view. After examining factor-analytic
results in a study designed to simplifyCA measurement and finding two
distinct factors, I labeled one CA and the other shyness (McCroskey,
Andersen, Richmond, & Wheeless, 1981).The dimension labeled shyness
iscomposed of items essentiallysimilarto those included on the PVBscale.
Thus, seemingly at least, shyness was equated with PVB. The correlation
between this shyness scale and CA is also very similarto that between CA
and PVB.

What then is the nature of the shyness construct? Shyness does not
represent a singleconstruct Itis a label that has been applied to a variety of
disparate constructs. Most importantly, the construct does not seem to
have any property that iseither universal across writers in this area or that is
unique from the constructs discussed previously. Thus I caution people
who read the shyness literature to be aware of the inconsistent use of this
label and advise against assuming that shyness is a unique construct. All
writingsin the area of shyness Ihave examined are amenable to translation
to the constructs of reticence, PVB or unwillingness to communicate, or
CA as these constructs have been outlined above. I believe such transla-
tion willlead to increased understanding of the literature and avoidance of
the conceptual confusion currently present
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Audience Anxiety

The newest conceptualization related to CA, audience anxiety, is
highly similar to the oldest conceptualization, stage fright. Audience anx-
iety isviewed as "fear, tension, and disorganizationin frontof an audience"
(Buss, 1980, p. 165). This construct is almost the same as the originalstage
fright construct. The only meaningful distinction is that anxiety felt in
talking in meetings is included in the new construct, while generally it was
excluded in the older version. They both include anxiety about public
speaking.

Audience anxiety, clearly, is a subset of the CA construct. Buss's
shyness and audience anxiety constructs represent a two-part subdivision
of CA. Taken together they represent an approximation of the generalized
trait viewof CA, although, as Iwillnote later, Ibelieve these are inadequate
subdivisions.

When we consider all of the constructs discussed in this section we can
see that the CAconstruct isneither the largest nor the smallestof the group.
Communication competence, or reticence, seems to be the broadest
construct. Unwillingness to communicate and PVB, seen as parallel but
not fully isomorphic constructs, are viewed as constructs purporting to
explain part of what is seen as reticence. CA isseen as one of the elements
leading to unwillingness to communicate or negative PVB. Stage fright
and audience anxiety are seen as representative subconstructs of CA.
Shyness, depending on how the label is employed in a given case, can be
employed as an equivalent term for constructs at each of the descending
conceptual levels.

CROSS-CULTURAL FOUNDATION

The CA construct was developed within the general U.S. culture and
most of the research concerning CA has been restricted to that culture.
Given this cultural context, it is reasonable to question whether the result-
ing construct and the research based on that construct are culturally
biased. The data available suggest that if such a bias is present, it probably
is minimal.

To analyze the relevance of culture to the CA construct, one must first
recognize that within the general U.S. culture communication is valued
quite highly. The bulk of high-status and high-income occupations are
dependent on effective communication. Lest we make too much of this
fact, however, we should recognize that the U.S. culture is not greatly
deviant in this regard. While some cultures place an even higher value on
communication, notably the Israeli culture, others place a somewhat lower
value on it, notably some Asian and African cultures. Thus, in terms of a
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value placed on communication, the U.S. culture should be viewed as
approximating a mainstream position. The rewards obtainable and
punishments avoidable by effective communication in the culture are, by
and large, similar to those in most other cultures.

To argue that the CA construct can be generalized beyond the general
U.S. culture, two considerations are of particular importance. These are
the degree to which representative samples of people from other cultures
report levels of CA comparable to those reported by U.S. samples and the
degree to which reduced communicative output (one of the presumed
impacts of CA) has comparable effects in other cultures compared to the
effects in the United States.

Distribution of CA

Several studies have been directly concerned with comparing the
distribution of CA in other cultures with that found within the general U.S.
culture. In general, the results have indicated comparability across
cultures.

In the most extensive cross-cultural comparison reported to date,
Hansford and Hattie (1979) compared data from 1784 Australians with
data from five American samples (total n = 4542). They found no signifi-
cant differences between the U.S. and Australian samples, nor did they
find any differences attributable to either sex or age. In addition, confir-
matory factor analysis indicated that the structure of the CA measure was
the same whether applied in the United States or Australia. Klopf and
Cambra (1979) report similar findings with regard to the distribution of CA
among Australians compared to the general U.S. norms. In addition, they
found that Hawaiian Americans reported CA higher than the mainland
norms, as did a sample of Japanese. In contrast, they found that a sample
of Koreans reported lower CA than the mainland norms. In other phases of
this same research program it was found that Guamanians (Bruneau,
Cambra, & Klopf, 1980) and mainland Chinese (Klopf & Cambra, 1980)
did not differ from mainland U.S. norms.

In his research with shyness, Zimbardo (1977) has also examined the
comparability of other cultures with U.S. norms. In most instances no
meaningful differences attributable to culture were observed. However, as
with the CA studies, Zimbardo found a higher proportion of shys among
Hawaiians and Japanese. He also found Israelies and Jewish Americans to
report significantly less shyness than any other groups. No comparable
data for CA have yet been reported.

The general conclusion from these cross-cultural investigations, then,
is that people in the U.S. culture are not greatly deviant from people in
other cultures. However, cultures do exist in which the normative level of
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CA is both higher and lower than in the general U.S. culture. Direct
generalization to these cultures, therefore, must be done with extreme
caution.
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Reduced Communication

In a wide variety of studies conducted within the U.S. culture, it has
been observed that lowered levels of talking are associated with less
positive perceptions on the part of other people. People who talk more
generally are stereotypically perceived as more credible, attractive, com-
petent, and the like (Hayes & Meltzer, 1972; McCroskey & Richmond,
1976). Recently, Hayes and Meltzer (1979) have conducted similar inves-
tigations in a variety of cultures. The results in England, Chile, and Mexico
have been consistent with those obtained within the U.S. culture.

The tentative conclusion I draw from the investigations that have been
conducted in non-U.S. cultures is that the conceptualization of CA is not
seriously culture bound. Nevertheless, people wishing to generalize to
other cultures must keep in mind the particular communication orienta-
tions peculiar to those cultures. CA may be more or less of a problem,
depending on the cultural communication norms of the society in which it
exists. In addition, sexual norms and expectations may interact with CA in
greatly differential ways as we move from culture to culture.

A RECONCEPTUALIZATION OF CA

t

Minor changes in the conceptualization of CA over the past decade
have been noted. Such changes have appeared in the literature in a
nonsystematic manner. In addition, some elements of the CA construct
have never been spelled out clearly.In the followingsections the concep-
tualization of CA willbe enunciated in three major areas: (1) types of CA,
(2) causes of CA, and (3) effects of CA.

Considerable attention has been directed toward the distinction be-
tween trait and situational or state CA. This distinction has been quite
helpful to researchers in the CA area in their attempt to distinguish older
from newer approaches to this subject. Unfortunately, this distinction has
come to be viewed as a dichotomy, a false dichotomy. Toview all human
behavior as emanating from either a traitlike,personality orientation of the
individual or from the statelike constraints of a situation ignores the pow-
erful interaction of these two sources. No element of personality yet
isolated by psychologists or others has been found to have universal
predictabilityacross all situations for all individuals. Similarly,no situation
has yet been identified in which we can predict a universal behavior from
all individuals.Even in life-threateningsituations, people do not all behave

";,.
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alike. Thus it is important that we reject this false state/trait dichotomy and
view the sources of CA on a continuum. This continuum can be viewed as
ranging from the extreme trait pole to the extreme state pole. although
neither the pure trait nor pure state probably exists as a meaningful
consideration. Four points along this continuum can be identified. Each of
these points represents a distinct type of CA. .

Traitlike CA. The term "traitlike" is used intentionally to indicate a
distinction between this view of CA and one that would look at CA as a true
trait. A true trait, as viewed here, is an invariant characteristic of an
individual, such as eye color or height. No personality variable, and
traitlike CA is viewed as a personality-type variable, meets this strict
interpretation of "trait." After achieving adulthood, true traits of an indi-
vidual are not subject to change. Traitlike personality variables, although
highly resistent to change, can be and often are changed during adulthood.
That CA is subject to such change is indicated clearly in the substantial
research on treatment of people identified as having high CA (e.g.,
McCroskey, 1972).

Traitlike CA is viewed as a relatively enduring, personality-type orienta-
tion toward a given mode of communication across a wide variety of
contexts. Three varieties of this type of CA have been addressed in the
literature - CA about oral communication, CA about writing, and CA
about singing. The primary measures of these (PRCA, WAT,and TOSA)
are presumed to be traitlike measures, by which is meant that it is assumed
that scores for an individual on anyone of these measures will be highly
similar across an extended period of time, barring an intervention program
designed to alter the relevant CA level or a demand characteristic intro-
duced in the CA measurement. 6 This is the type of CA to which most of the
research has been directed over the past decade (McCroskey,1977a).

Generalized-Context CA. Generalized-context CA is one step further
removed from pure trait than traitlike CA. CA viewed from this vantage
point represents orientations toward communication within generalizable
contexts. Fear of public speaking, the oldest of the CA conceptualizations,
is illustrative of this type of CA. This view recognizes that people can be
highly apprehensive about communicating in one type of context while
having less or even no apprehension about communicating in another
type of context.

Generalized-context CA isviewed as a relativelyenduring,personality-
type orientationtoward communication in a given type of context. Although
no taxonomy for generalized-context CA yet has received consensual
acceptance in the literature, the one advanced by McCroskey and
Richmond (1980), which is based on types of communication settings,
appears quite adequate. From this viewthere are four varieties of this type
of CA - CA about public speaking, CA about speaking in meetings or
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classes, CA about speaking in small group discussions, and CA about
speaking in dyadic interactions,

The first CA measure to receive wide acceptance by researchers, the
Personal Report of Confidence as a Speaker (PRCS) developed by Gilkin-
son (1942), is illustrative of an instrument designed to tap this type of CA.
Subsequent instruments for measuring public speaking anxiety, reported
by Paul (1966), and McCroskey (1970; the Personal Report of Public
Speaking Apprehension - PRPSA) also fall within this area. More re-
cently, McCroskey and Richmond (1980) have offered instruments to
measure each of the four varieties of generalized-context CA that they
describe. As was the case with the traitlike CA measures noted in the
previous section, it is assumed that scores for an individual on anyone of
these measures will be highly similar across an extended period of time,
barring an intervention program designed to alter the relevant CA level or a
demand characteristic in measurement. These measures are distinguished
from the previously noted traitlike measures in that they focus more
narrowly on communication within a given type of context rather than on
communication across contexts. It should not be surprising, however, to
find moderate to moderately high correlations between the two types of
measures. To the extent that a traitlike orientation toward communication
actually exists, an appropriate measure of that orientation should be at
least somewhat predictive of orientations within generalized contexts.

Person-Group CA. This type of CA represents the reactions of an
individual to communicating with a given individual or group of individuals
across time. People viewing CA from this vantage point recognize that
some individuals and groups may cause a person to be highly apprehen-
sive while other individuals or groups can produce the reverse reaction.
For some people more apprehension may be stimulated by a peer or group
of peers. For others, more apprehension may be stimulated by unfamiliar
individuals or groups. A school teacher, for example, may be highly
apprehensive about talking to her or his principal, but have no apprehen-
sion about talking to a student in her or his own class.

Person-Group CA is viewed as a relatively enduring orientation toward
communication with a given person or group of people. It is not viewed as
personality-based, but rather as a response to situational constraints gen-
erated by the other person or group. Although presumed to be relatively
enduring, this type of CA would be expected to be changed as a function of
changed behavior on the part of the other person or group. Although
people with high traitlike CA or high generalized-context CA would be
expected to experience high CA with more persons and groups, knowl-
edge of the levels of neither of these should be expected to be predictive of
CA experienced with a given individual or group. In short, this type of CA is
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presumed to be more a function of the situational constraints introduced
by the other person or group than by the personality of the individual.
Length of acquaintance should be a major consideration here. While in
early stages of acquaintance the personality orientations should be some-
what predictive, in later stages the situational constraints should be ex-
pected to overpower these orientations (Richmond, 1978).

Few attempts to measure this type of CA have appeared in the litera-
ture. However, the state anxiety measure developed by Spielberger
(1966), particularly' as modified for this purpose by Richmond (1978),
appears to be an excellent tool. It can be adapted readily for use with any
person or group within any communication context.

Situational CA. This type of CA represents the reactions of an indi-
vidual to communicating with a given individual or group of individuals at a
given time. This is the most state like of the types of CA. When we view CA
from this vantage point we recognize that we can experience CA with a
given person or group at one time but not at another time. For example, a
student may experience little or no apprehension when going to a teacher
to ask a question about an assignment, but be terrified if the teacher
instructs the student to stay after class to meet with her or him.

Situational CA is viewed as a transitory orientation toward communica-
tion with a given person or group of people. It is not viewed as personality-
based, but rather as a response to the situational constraints generated by
the other person or group. The level of this type of CA should be expected
to fluctuate widely as a function of changed constraints introduced by the
other person or group. Although people with high traitlike CA or high
generalized-situation CA would be expected to experience high CA in
more individual situations than would other people, knowledge of the
levels of neither of these should be expected to be highly predictive of CA
experienced by an individual in any given situation. On the other hand,
level of person-group CA should be expected to be moderately highly
related to situational CA. Person-group CA primarily is a function of the
prior history of the individual with the given person or group. Such a
history can be assumed to produce expectations that would influence the
level of CA in the given situation involving communication with that
person or group.

Measurement of situational CA has received little attention in the

previous research. However, the Spielberger (1966) instrument as mod-
ified by Richmond (1978), as noted in the previous section, appears to be a
very satisfactory tool for this purpose.

Figure 5.1 illustrates the four types of CA. As indicated-in that figure,
the three components of this conceptualization are context, receiver
(person/group), and time. Time should be taken to represent more than
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Figure 5.1. Illustration of types of CA. Traitlike =grand sum of all ixjx kx cells;
Generalized-Context = jxacross time and context; Person-Group =ix
across time and context; Situational =each ix jx kx cell.

just the hour or day of the communication. As conceived here this element
includes the variability associated with topic, mood, health, and the like
that are seen as changeable over time, as well as the literal element of time
itself. Traitlike CA is seen as that which cuts across context, receiver, and
time. Generalized-context CA is seen as that which is associated with a

single type of communication context cutting across receiver and time.
Person-group CA is seen as that which is associated with a single receiver
or group of receivers cutting across context and time. Situational CA is
seen as that which is specific to a given context with a given receiver at a
given time. It should be recognized that the three components in this model
could be combined to generate additional types of CA. However, at
present, I do not believe such combinations provide useful insights.
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Pathological CA

It is important that we recognize that the four types of CA discussed
above do not reference different types of people. Rather, every individual
is affected by each type of CA to either a greater or lesser degree. It is a truly
rare individual. if one actually exists, that never experiencesCA in any
communication situation. Such an individual would be seen as evidencing
pathological behavior, since fear is a natural human response to a truly
threatening situation. Similarly, it is comparatively rare individual who
experiences CA in all communication situations, although some such
people do exist. With the exception of these rare individuals, even people
with very high traitlike CA find some situations in which they can com-
municate comfortably. The most common of these situations involve
communication with close friends. It is not so much that close friends

produce less apprehension as it is that people who produce less apprehen-
sion are allowed to become close friends, while more threatening individu-
als are avoided.

Since in the previous literature much has been made of the pathologi-
cal nature of high CA, high reticence, and high shyness, we need to
consider what we should view as pathological. or abnormal, levels of CA
This distinction can be made both conceptually and empirically, although
the distinctions are not fully isomorphic.

At the conceptual level, we view abnormal behavior to be that which is
nonadaptive, nonresponsive, or nonfunctional in the environment in
which it is engaged. Normal individuals are sensitive to their environment,
respond to its demands, and adapt their behavior so that they are a
functional part of that environment. Experiencing fear or anxiety in a
threatening situation and adapting by withdrawing or avoiding the
threatening situation is normal. Experiencing no fear or anxiety in a
nonthreatening environment and continuing to function in that environ-
ment is normal. The reverse responses are abnormal. Experiencing low CA
in the face of real danger and experiencing high CA when no real danger is
present are both abnormal responses. If such responses become charac-
teristic of the individual, the individual may be regarded as pathological
and in need of professional help. The question, of course, is one of degree.
Abnormal responses in one or a few circumstances certainly should not
generate a judgment of "pathological." Only when such behavior is a
consistent pattern of the individual would such a judgment seem war-
ranted. Most importantly, such judgments should not be restricted to only
one end of the CA continuum. Extremely low CA can be just as abnormal
as extremely high CA

Empirically, the distinction between normal and abnormal is a bit more
easily determined. I strongly endorse the empirical distinction made most
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frequently in the previous research. This distinction is based on the normal
curve, an approximation of which is generated by scores on most of the
common CA measures. People with scores beyond one standard deviation
above or below the mean score of the population are identified as high or
low in CA. In normally distributed scores, approximately 68 peI."centof the
population falls within one standard deviation of the mean, with 16 percent
scoring over one standard deviation higher and 16 percent scoring over
one standard lower. The latter two groups are, in fact, statistically signifi-
cantly different at alpha = .05.

For research purposes this is a particularly good distinction. The re-
searcher can be reasonably assured that the people classified as "high" are
truly different from those classified as "low." These two groups are the ones
that theoretically should manifest differential behaviors related to the
measure. Those in the middle, the "normals," actually may have no
consistent pattern of behavior, particularly if the measure is a personality-
type measure. The middle scores most likely indicate that this is a facet of
personality not highly associated with the behavior of these individuals.
Other personality elements, or situational constraints, may completely
dominate their behavior to the exclusion of this particular personality
variable.7

I originally introduced this system of classification into"the literature as a
function of observing groups of students brought into rooms for treatment
of traitlike CA. I observed that groups of students composed entirely of
individuals with scores beyond one standard deviation from the mean
simply did not talk. The behavior of individuals in groups composed of
people with scores between one-half and one standard deviation above

the mean did not have such a consistent pattern. Some were totally
noncommunicative, but others were willing to interact. 8 Thus this
classification scheme is not purely arbitary. It does seem to have a be-
havioral justification.

Two cautions should be stressed, however. First, some samples may
not be representative of the overall population. Therefore the
classification-by-standard-deviation procedure should be sensitive to the
mean and standard deviation of the population norms rather than the
particular sample studied. A sample of successful salespersons, for exam-
ple, probably would include few people with high CA. Second, while this
procedure is excellent for research involving comparatively large samples
and based on aggregate data analyses, such a procedure is far too subject
to measurement error to be applied to single individuals. Judgments about
individuals should never be based on a single score or any scale. Rather,
such a score should be only one of many factors to be considered. This is\
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particularly important for people to recognize when developing or imple-
menting intervention programs designed to alter high or low CA.

Causes of CA

The etiology of CA has received comparatively little attention in the
literature. Varying writers have presented different views. The differences,
however, are not so much a function of disagreement as they are of
desperation. The best method of isolating causes of subsequent events
generally is considered to be carefully controlled experimentation. Unfor-
tunately, for ethical reasons, this method is highly restricted for investiga-
tions of the causes of CA. While we might ethically employ experimenta-
tion to investigate situational CA, almost no one would approve such
experimentation with traitlike CA. The other types of CA fall within the
gray area between these two types. Consequently, most research directed
toward the etiology of CA has been performed in naturalistic environ-
ments. Such research is useful for establishing correlational associations,
but it is fraught with potential error when attempting to infer causality.
Much of the writing in this area is based more on speculation than on
research. Regretably, the following causal analysis will also have this
characteristic. It is hoped that future research will provide insight into the
validity of my speculations.

Previous causal analyses generally have been restricted to viewing
either traitlike CA or situational CA. I will first present my positions in each
of these areas and then advance an etiological explanation that I believe
may be applied to all types of CA.

Causes of Traitlike CA. Throughout the social sciences only two major
explanations of the differential traitlike behaviors of individuals hold sway:
heredity and environment. Simply put, we can be born with it or we can
learn it. I believe that both of these explanations can contribute to our
understanding of the etiology of CA.

Altnough most early writers discounted heredity as a cause of traitlike
CA out of hand, recent writers have grudgingly acknowledged that there
indeed may be a hereditary contribution. Although no one has yet argued
that there is a "CA gene," the work of social biologists, particularly their
research with twins, has provided compelling evidence that something
other than environmentally based learning is having an impact on human
behavior tendencies. McCroskey and Richmond (1980, p. 6) summarize
the thrust of this research: .

Researchers in the area of social biology have established that significant
social traits can be'measured in infants shortly after birth, and that infants
differ sharply from each other on these traits. One of these traits is
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referred to as "sociability," which is believed to be a predisposition
directly related to adult sociability - the degree to which we reach out to
other people and respond positively to contact with other people. Re- .
search with identical twins and fraternal twins of the same sex reinforces
this theoretical role of heredity. Identical twins are biologically identical,
whereas fraternal twins are not. Thus. if differences between twins raised
in the same environment are found 'to exist, biology (heredity) can be
discounted as a cause in one case but not in the other. Actual research has
indicated that biologically identical twins are much more similar in socia-
bility than are fraternal twins. This research would be interesting if it were
conducted only on twin infants, but it is even more so because it was
conducted on a large sample of adult twins who had the opportunity to
have many different and varied social experiences.

It is important we recognize that the work of the social biologists does
not support the argument that heredity is the only cause of sociability,
much less of CA, but rather suggests that heredity may be one of the
contributing causes. Children, it seems, are born with certain personality
predispositions or tendencies. No one has yet argued, not even the most
ardent social biologists, that these predispositions or tendencies are un-
changeable. Thus what happens in the child's environment will have some
impact on the predispositions and tendencies the child carries over into
later life. However, because children are born with different predispositions
and tendencies they will react differently to the same environmental condi-
tions. This interaction of heredity and environment, then, is seen as the
precursor of adult predispositions and tendencies such as CA.

Although heredity appears to be a meaningful contributor to traitlike
CA, most writers allege that reinforcement patterns in a person's environ-
ment, particularly during childhood, are the dominant elements. Although
most of the views supporting reinforcement as a cause are based primarily
on speculation or analogy, some available research is supportive (e.g.,
McCroskey & Richmond, 1978).

We can view the causal impact of reinforcement in at least two ways.
The first is a fairly narrow, behaviorist view. If the child is reinforced for
communicating, the child will communicate more. If the child is not rein-
forced for communicating, the child will communicate less. While this is a
rather simple application of the general theory of reinforcement, and may
serve to explain many communication behaviors, since it does not address
the cognitions of the individual and CA is viewed as a cognitive variable,
this explanation is less than satisfactory for our purpose.

The second way we can view the impact of reinforcement is as an
adjunct of modeling. Modeling theory suggests that children (and to some
extent adults) observe the communication behavior of others in their
environment and attempt to emulate it. If their attempts are reinforced,
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. . they continue to behave in a similarmanner. Ifthey are not reinforced, they
alter their behavior. Such an explanation seems to be a very good way of
looking at the development of many communication behaviors, such as
accent, dialect, and use of nonverbal behaviors. However, this explanation
also ignores the cognitive element and thus does not address CA as
conceivedhere. .

While I agree that reinforcement is a central component in the de-
velopment of CA, I do not believe that the behavioristic approaches
outlined above can account for this relationship. My view of the place of
reinforcement as a causal element in the development of CA will be
outlined below when I consider the theory of learned helplessness.

Causes of SituationalCA. While causal attributions for elements lead-
ing to the development of traitlikeCA are based primarily on speculation
and rather tenuous analogies, the causes of situational CA appear much
clearer. In some cases they have been the subject of direct research, in
others strong analogies with similar fears or anxieties can be drawn. I find
the causal elements outlined by Buss (1980) particularly insightful. Buss
suggests that the major elements in the situation that can result in increased
CA are: novelty, formality,subordinate status, conspicuousness, unfamil-
iarity,dissimilarity,and degree of attention from others. In most instances
the opposite of each of these factors would be presumed to lead to
decreased CA in the situation. Let us examine each of these briefly.

The novel situation presents the individual with increased uncertainty
about how he or she should behave. Ifone almost never has an interview,
going to an interview would be novel and the individual might not be sure
how to behave and thus might become more apprehensive. For most
people givinga speech isa novel experience, not something they do every
day (or for many, every year). Approaching such a situation would be likely
to increase CA sharply.

Formal situations tend to be associated with highly prescribed appro-
priate behaviors, with comparatively little latitude for deviation. Less for-
mal situations have less rigid behavior rules and much wider latitudes of
acceptable behavior. CA is increased in formal situations because of the
narrower confines for acceptable behavior. A similar impact results from
interacting from a subordinate position. In such situations appropriate
behavior is defined by the person holding higherstatus. This is particularly
important in evaluative settings, which are common in superior/
subordinate communication situations.

Probably nothing can increase CA more than being conspicuous in
one's environment. Giving a public speech is a prime example of being
conspicuous; so is standing up to make a comment in a meeting or
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classroom. Similarly, being the new person in a social setting or meeting a
new person can make a person feel conspicuous. Generally, the more
conspicuous people feel, the more CA they are likely to experience.

Although not all people react to unfamiliarity in the same way, many
people feel much more comfortable when communicating. with people
they know than when communicating with people they do not know. In
general, as the degree of familiarity increases, th~ degree of CA decreases.
To some extent similarity has the same kind of impact. For most people,
talking to others who are similar to themselves is easier than talking to
people who are greatly different. There are major exceptions to this rule,
however. Some people are the most uncomfortable when communicating
with similar peers, because they are more concerned with the evaluations
such people make than they are with those of people who are very different
from themselves.

A moderate degree of attention from others is the most comfortable

situation for most people. When people stare at us or totally ignore us
when we are communicating, our CA level can be expected to rise sharply
and quickly. In addition, if people become overly intrusive into our private
feelings and thoughts, we can become very uncomfortable.

In recent work, Daly and Hailey (1980) have noted two elements that
go beyond those advanced by Buss as causes of situational CA. These are
degree of evaluation and prior history. When we are evaluated we tend to
be more anxious than otherwise. For example, a student giving a talk in a
public speaking class for a grade may be more apprehensive than the same
student would be if he or she were giving the same talk to the same people
at a meeting in the dorm. Of course, not everyone responds to evaluation
in the same way. As Daly and Hailey have noted, good writers do better
when being evaluated, but poor writers do worse. This may also be true for
oral communication, but no research addressing this issue is available.

The final causative element, prior history, may be the most important
of all, as we will note when we consider learned helplessness in the next
section. Ifone has failed before it is increasingly likely that one will fear that
one will fail again, hence be more apprehensive. On the other hand,
success breeds both success and confidence, hence less apprehension.

In sum, there are a variety of elements in communication situations that
can cause our CA to increase - whether we are high, moderate, or low in
traitlike CA. Their absence, likewise, can lower our CA. Most of these
elements are at best only marginally under our control. Thus situational CA
is produced by others in our communication environment, and to a large
extent controlled by them. Often, then, the only method of avoiding the
unpleasant aspects of situational CA is to withdraw from or avoid such
communication situations.
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Learned Helplessness and Learned Responsiveness. Although the
above causal explanations are useful in developing a fuller understanding
of the etiology of CA, none of them are fully satisfactory. Work in the area
of expectancy learning, particularly that concerning learned helplessness
(Seligman, 1975), permits a causal explanation that can be applied to all
types of CA since it takes into account both traits of the individual and the
variety of situational demands the individual can confront.

My approach is a cognitive one. My underlying assumption is that
people develop expectations with regard to other people and with regard
to situations. Expectations are also developed concerning the probable
outcomes of engaging in specific behaviors (such as talking). To the extent
that such expectations are found to be accurate, the individual develops
confidence. When expectations are found to be inaccurate, the individual
is confronted with the need to develop new expectations. When this
continually recurs, the individual may develop a lack of confidence. When
no appropriate expectations can be developed, anxiety is produced. When
expectations are produced that entail negative outcomes that are seen as
difficult or impossible to avoid, fear is produced. When applied to com-
munication behavior, these latter two cases are the foundation of CA.

Reinforcement is a vital component of expectancy learning. Organisms
form expectations on the basis of attempting behaviors and being rein-
forced for some and either not reinforced or punished for others. The most
gestalt expectancy is that there is regularity in the environment. This forms
the basis for the development of other, more specific expectations. When
no regularity can be discovered in a given situation, either because none
exists or there is too little exposure to the situation to obtain sufficient
observation and reinforcement, the organism is unable to develop a regu-
lar behavioral response pattern for that situation which will maximize
rewards and minimize punishments. Anxiety is the cognitive response to
such situations, and the behavior is unpredictable to a large extent. How-
ever, non behavior such as avoidance or withdrawal is probable, since even
though this does not increase probability of obtaining reward, it decreases
probability of receiving punishment in many instances. The organism
essentially becomes helpless.

In the early animal research concerning helplessness, dogs were placed
in an environment in which rewards and punishments were administered
on a random schedule. After attempting behaviors to adapt to this envi-
ronment, but receiving no regular response from the environment, the
dogs retreated to a corner and virtually stopped behaving. They became
helpless, and some actually died (Seligman, 1975).

An analogy may be drawn here with human communication behavior.
We learn our communicative behavior by trying various behaviors in our
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environment and receivingvarious rewards and punishments (or absence
of rewards or punishments) for our efforts. Over time and situations we
develop expectations concerning the likelyoutcomes of various behaviors
within and across situations. Three things can occur from this process. All
can occur for the same individual; however, they may occl,lrto greatly
different degrees for different individuals. All are environmentally con-
trolled. The three things that can occur are positiveexpectations, negative
expectations. and helplessness. Let us consider each.

When we engage in communication behaviors that work (Le., are
reinforced, we achieve some desired goal), we develop positive expecta-
tions for those behaviors and they become a regular part of our com-
municative repertoire. While in the early childhood years much of this
occurs through trialand error,during later stages of development cognition
becomes much more important. We may think through a situation and
choose communication behaviors that our previous experience suggests
we should expect to be successful. Formal instruction in communication
adds to our cognitive capacity to develop such expectations and choose
appropriate behaviors. To the extent that our behaviors continue to be
reinforced, we develop stronger positive expectations and our communi-
cation behavior becomes more regularly predictable. In addition, we de-
velop confidence in our abilityto communicate effectively.Neither anxiety
nor fear, the core elements of CA, is associated with such positive
expectations.

The development of negative expectations follows much the same
pattern as the development of positive expectations. We discover that
some communication behaviors regularly result in punishment or lack of
reward and we tend to reduce those behaviors. During later stages of
development, we may make cognitive choices between behaviors for
which we have positive and negative expectations, the former being
chosen and the latter rejected. However, we may find situations for which
we have no behaviors with positive expectations for success. If we can
avoid or withdraw from such situations, this is a reasonable choice. How-
ever, if participation is unavoidable, we have only behaviors with negative
expectations available. A fearful response is the natural outcome. Con-
sider, for example, the person who has attempted several public speeches.
In each case, the attempt resulted in punishment or lackof reward. When
confronted with another situation that requires the individual to give a
public speech, the person will fear that situation. The person knows what
to expect, and the expectation is negative.

The development of helplessness occurs when regularity of expecta-
tions, either positiveor negative, is not present. Helplessness may be either
spontaneous or learned. Spontaneous helplessness occurs in new situa-
tions. If the person has never confronted the situation before, he or she
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may be unable to determine any behavioral options. While this is much
more common for young children, adults may confront such situations.
For example, visiting a foreign country where one does not know the
language may place one in a helpless condition. Similarly, some people
who are divorced after many years of marriage report that they find
themselves helpless in communication in the "singles scene." Such spon-
taneous helplessness generates strong anxiety feelings, and the behavior
of people experiencing such feelings often is seen by others in the envi-
ronment as highly aberrant.

Learned helplessness is produced by inconsistent receipt of reward
and punishment. Such inconsistency may be a function of either true
inconsistency in the environment or the inability of the individual to
discriminate among situational constraints in the environment that pro-
duce differential outcomes. For example, a childmay develop helplessness
if the parent reinforces the child's talking at the dinner table some days and
punishes it on other days. If the child is unable to determine why the parent
behaves differently from day to day, the child is helpless to control the
punishments and rewards. Similarly, the child may be rewarded for giving
an answer in school but punished for talking to another child in the
classroom. If the child is unable to see the differences in these situations,
the child may learn to be helpless. When helplessness is learned, it is
accompanied by strong anxiety feelings.

Learned helplessness and learned negative expectations are the foun-
dational components of CA. The broader the helplessness or negative
expectations, the more traitlike the CA. Inversely, the more situationally
specific the helplessness or negative expectations, the more situational the
CA. It should be stressed that helplessness and negative expectations (as
well as positive expectations) are the product of an interaction of the
behaviors of the individual and the responses of the other individuals in the
environment. The development of the cognitive responses of the person,
then, may be heavily dependent on the behavioral skillsof that person,
partly dependent on those skills and partly dependent on the responsive-
ness of the environment, or almost entirely a result of the environment.
Thus any hereditary component that may exist may have either a large or
small impact on later cognitions, depending on the type of environment in
which the hereditarily predisposed behaviors are performed.

Learned responsiveness is seen as the opposite of learned helpless-
ness. When the individual is able to discern differences in situations and
has developed positive expectations for communication behaviors be-
tween and across differing situations, the individual has learned to be
communicatively responsive. Learned responsiveness is associated with
neither fear nor anxiety, thus it presents a circumstance antithetical to CA.
Learned responsiveness can be the product of unsystematic learning in the
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natural environment or the direct result of formal communication
instruction.

Treatment of CA

This explanation of the etiology of CA has taken a cognitive'perspec-
tive. Before turning attention to possible treatments for CA, Ishould stress
a distinction between what Iwillcall "rational" CA and "nonrational" CA

Rational levels of CA are produced by combinations of positive and
negative expectations and helplessness or responsiveness that are consis-
tent with views of an outside, objective observer's perceptions of reality.
That is, the individual, for example, has a positive expectation for a
behavior and an outside observer would agree that such a behavior should
be expected to produce positive outcomes. Or, as another example, the
individual feels helpless and knows of no behavior that would result in a
desired outcome, and an outside observer would agree that that individual
has no behavioral choice that would result in a positive outcome. Nonra-
tional CA, on the other hand, is seen as the unjustified expectations and
helplessness or responsiveness of the individual, as viewed from the
perspective of an outside, objective observer. For example, the individual
may have negative expectations for a behavior, but an outside observer
would see the behavior as highlylikelyto produce a desired outcome. Or
the individual feels very responsive, but the observer sees the person's
behavior as nonfunctional in the situation.

I stress this distinction in order to emphasize the fact that some people
feel CA in situations where there is no objective reason for them to do so,
while others may not experience CA even in situations in which they
should. Past approaches to treatment, for the most part, have failed to
make this distinction. Itwas presumed unreasonable to hold high levelsof
CA but reasonable to hold low levels of CA, thus only those people with
high CA were seen as in need of treatment.

In my view,there are two major classificationsof treatments, and they
should be applied differentially depending on whether the CA level is
rational or nonrational. Let me explain.

Treatments may be direCtedeither toward communication behaviors
or toward cognitions about communication behaviors. That is, our treat-
ment focus can be on communication skillswithin or across contexts or on
the apprehension about engaging in communication within or across
contexts.

Four general conditions are illustrated in Rgure 5.2. The figure repre-
sents two levels of communication skill, satisfactory and unsatisfactory,
and two levels of CA, low and high. Both low CA/satisfactory skillsand
high CA/unsatisfactory skillsare seen as rational conditions. Low CA/un-
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+Figure 5.2. Rational and nonrational CA levels.

satisfactory skills and high CA/satisfactory skills are seen as nonrational
conditions. Each condition provides different requirements for effective
treatment.

Condition I, low CAisatisfactory skills, requires no treatment. People in
this condition have rational cognitions, and most likely are reasonably
effective communicators. The goal of all treatments is to move people from
the other three conditions to this one.

Condition IV, high CAiunsatisfactory skills, also includes people with
rational cognitions. They have unsatisfactory communication skills and are
apprehensive about their communication. They have two problems, one
behavioral and the other cognitive. No single solution is likely to overcome
these problems and move these people to Condition L If only their skills
are improved, they will move to Condition IIIbut still suffer from high CA.
If only their CA is improved, they will move to Condition II but still suffer
from inadequate skills. Thus both their skill deficiencies and their CA
require treatment. An analogy with basketball may help to clarify this
point. People in Condition IV are poor foul shooters (say, 30 percent in
practice) and are very anxious about shooting foul shots in a game. If we
overcome only the anxiety, they still can only shoot 30 percent in a game. If
we only improve their shooting ability in practice, their anxiety will still
cause them to miss in a game. To produce a good foul shooter, then, we
need both to improve shooting accuracy and to reduce anxiety. Returning
to communication, people ill this condition must develop better skills and
reduce their apprehension to become more effective communicators.

Condition II, low CAiunsatisfactory skills, includes people with nonra-
tional cognitions. These are people who should experience high CA but do
not. We could increase their CA, thus making their cognitions more ra-
tional, but that would only move them to Condition IV, certainly not
solving a problem but only making it worse. The treatment for people in

-- ------

Rational Nonrational
I II

Nonrational Rational
III IV
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this condition is directed toward improving communication skills. If skill
levels are raised, people in this condition move to Condition I, the desired
condition. To employ our basketball analogy, these people are poor foul
shooters but they are not anxious about it. Ifwe raise their skilllevel (say,
from 30 percent to 70 percent), we willproduce good foul shooters in the
regular games.

Condition III, high CNsatisfactory skills, also includes people with
nonrational cognitions. These are people who should not experience high
CA but do. The treatment for people in this condition is directed toward
reducing their CA level, thus moving them into Condition 1.In our basket-
ball analogy, these are people who shoot well in practice (say, 70 percent)
but choke and shoot poorly in the game (say, 30 percent). Ifwe overcome
their anxiety, we will produce good foul shooters in the regular games.

Treatment programs intended to produce effective communicators,
then, are of two general types, those directed toward improvingcommuni-
cation skillsand those directed toward reducing CA. The differenttypes of
treatment programs are different solutions to different problems and
should not be expected to have major effects on problems to which they
are not directed. Reducing CA, for example, should not be expected to be
associated with major increases in skill levels. Similarly,improving skills
should not necessarily be expected to reduce CA, since CA level may be
either rational or nonrationaI. For people with one problem, one treatment
should be chosen. For people with both problems, two treatments should
be chosen.

The specific nature of treatment programs is beyond my focus here.
However, for skilldeficiencies regular classroom instruction in communica-
tion, individualized skills training, and rhetoritherapy (Phillips, 1977) are
recommended. For CA problems, systematic desensitization (McCroskey,
1972) and cognitive restructuring (Fremouw & Scott, 1979) seem to be
most appropriate. Various combinations of these treatments are possible.
The choice of one should not be taken to exclude use of another.

Effects of CA

The effects of CA have been the target of extensive research, particu-
larly concerning traitlike CA, and have been summarized elsewhere
(McCroskey,1977a). My focus here willnot be on such specificvariable
research, but rather I will direct my attention toward theoretically more
global effectpatterns. The previous research, although extremely valuable
for generating an understanding of how CA is manifested in ongoing
communicative relationships of individuals, has been subject to consider-
able overinterpretation, ifnot misinterpretation. Effectsobserved in aggre-
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gate data analyses often are seen as regular behavioral and outcome
patterns for individualpeople with high or lowCA.Such interpretations fail
to recognize the high potential for the individual to deviate from the
aggregate norm and the possibilityof choosing from numerous behaviors,
all of which would be theoretically consistent withthe individual's CAlevel.
My concern here, therefore, willbe directed toward the internal impact of
CA, possible external manifestations of CA, and the role CA plays as a
mediator between communicative competence and skill and ultimate
communicative behavior.

InternalImpact of CA. As I have noted previously,CAis viewed from a
cognitive rather than a behavioral perspective. Although CA indeed may
have some behavioral implications, as I willnote below, it is experienced
by the individual internally. The only effect of CA that is predicted to be
universal across both individuals and types of CA is an internally experi-
encedfeeling of discomfort. The lower the CA,the less the internal discom-
fort. Since people's cognitions are imperfectly related to their levels of
physiological arousal, no physiological variable is predicted to be as-
sociated universally with CA across people or across types of CA.

The implicationsof this conceptualization of CA for both research and
treatment cannot be overemphasized. Since CA is experienced internally,
the only potentially valid indicant of CA is the individual's report of that
experience. Thus self~reportsof individuals, whether obtained by paper-
and-pencil measures or careful interviews, obtained under circumstances
in which the individualhas nothing to gain or avoid losing by lying,provide
the only potentially valid measures of CA. Measures of physiological
activation and observations of behavior can provide, at best, only indirect
evidence of CA and thus are inherently inferior approaches to measuring
CA. Thus physiologicaland behavioral instruments intended to measure
CA must be validated withself-report measures, not the other wayaround.
To the extent that such measures are not related to self-report measures,
they must be judged invalid. Currently available data indicate that such
physiological measures and behavioral observation procedures have low
to moderately low validity.9

External Impact of CA. As noted above, there is no behavior that is
predicted to be a universal product of varying levels of CA. Nevertheless,
there are some externally observable behaviors that are more likely to
occur or less likelyto occur as a function of varying levels of CA. When
examining behavioral outcomes of CA, we must keep in mind the distinc-
tion among the types of CAdiscussed earlier.TraitlikeCA, forexample, will
be manifested in behavior in a given situation only as it interacts with the
constraints of that situation. A person with high traitlike CA, for example,
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may behave in a manner no different from anyone else in a quiet conversa-
tion with a good friend. Similarly, a person with low traitlike CA may
behave in a manner no different from anyone else ifcalled to a meeting to
be reprimanded by a superior. The behavioral manifestations of high CA
we willdiscuss here, therefore, presuppose that CA actually ispresent to a
sufficientdegree in a given situation to triggerthe behavior. The linkismost
direct for the most situational type of CA. For traitlikeCA the link is most
tenuous. The behavioral prediction should only be assumed to be correct
when considering aggregate behavioral indicants of the individual across
time and across contexts. 10

Three patterns of behavioral response to high CA may be predicted to
be generally applicable and one pattern can be described as sometimes
present, but an atypical response pattern. The three typical patterns are
communication avoidance, communication withdrawal, and communica-
tion disruption. The atypical pattern is excessive communication. Let us
consider each.

When people are confronted with a circumstance that they anticipate
willmake them uncomfortable, and they have a choice of whether or not
to confront it, they may decide either to confront it and make the best of it
or avoid it and thus avoid the discomfort. Some refer to this as the choice
between "fight"and "flight." Research in the area of CAindicates the latter
choice should be expected in most instances. In order to avoid having to
experience high CA, people may select occupations that involve low
communication responsibilities, pick housing units that reduce incidental
contact with other people, choose seats in classrooms or in meetings that
are less conspicuous, and avoid social settings. At the lowest level, if a
person makes us uncomfortable, we may simplyavoid being around that
person. Avoidance, then, is a common behavioral response to high CA.

Avoidance of communication is not always possible. In addition, one
can find oneself in a situation that generates a high level of CA with no
advance warning. Under such circumstances, withdrawal from communi-
cation is the behavioral pattern to be expected. This withdrawal may be
complete, Le., absolute silence, or partial, Le., talking only as much as
absolutely required. In a public speaking setting, this response may be
represented by the very short speech. In a meeting, class, or small group
discussion, it may be represented by talking only when called upon. In a
dyadic interaction, it may be represented by only answering questions or
supplying agreeing responses, with no initiation of discussion.

Communication disruption is the third typical behavioral pattern as-
sociated with high CA. The person may have disfluencies in verbal
presentation or unnatural nonverbal behaviors. Equally as likelyare poor
choices of communicative strategies, sometimes reflected in the after-the-
fact "Iwish I had (had not) said. . ." phenomenon. It is important to note,
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however, that such behaviors may be produced by inadequate communi-
cation skills as well as by high CA. Thus inferring CA from observations of
such behavior is not always appropriate.

Overcommunication is a response to high CA that is not common but is
the pattern exhibited by a small minority. This behavior represents over-
compensation. It may reflect the "fight" rather than the "flight" reaction,
the attempt to succeed in spite of the felt discomfort. The person who elects
to take a public speaking course in spite of her or his extreme stage fright is
a classic example. Less easily recognizable is the individual with high CA
who attempts to dominate social situations. Most of the time people who
employ this behavioral option are seen as poor communicators but are not
recognized as having high CA; in fact, they may be seen as people with
very low CA.

To this point we have looked at the typical behaviors of people with
high CA levels. We might assume that the behaviors of people with low CA
would be the exact reverse. That assumption might not always be correct,
however. While people with low CA should be expected to seek oppor-
tunities to communicate rather than to avoid them, and to dominate
interactions in which they are members rather than to withdraw from them,
people with low CA may also have disrupted communication and over-
communicate. The disruptions may stem from pushing too hard rather
than from tension, butthe behaviors may not always be distinctly different
to the observer. Similarly, the person who overcommunicates engages in
very similar behavior whether the behavior stems from high or low CA.
While future research may permit us to train observers who can distinguish
disrupted communication resulting from high CA from that resulting from
low CA and possibly distinguish between overcommunication behaviors
stemming from the two causes, these behaviors are, and probably will
remain, indistinguishable by the average person in the communication
situation.

CA and Communication Behavior. Without discounting a possible role
for hereditary predispositions, I view communication behavior, as other
human behavior, as a learned response to one's environment. Since I wish
to explore the role of CA as it relates to human communication behavior
more generally, it is important to enunciate my assumptions about human
learning. Following the lead of contemporary writers in educational
psychology, I view human learning as composed of three domains. These
are the cognitive (understanding or knowing), 11 affective (feelingof liking
or disliking),and psychomotor (the physicalcapabilityof doing) domains.

Because of inconsistent and confused use of terms within the com-
munication literature, when I apply these domains to communication
learning it is important that I make a distinction between communication
competence and communication skill. I see communication competence



766 COMMUNICATION REVIEWS AND COMMENTARIES

as falling within the cognitive domain and communication skillas falling
within the psychomotor domain. More specifically,communication com-
petence is "the ability of an individual to demonstrate knowledge of the
appropriate communicative behavior in a given situation" (Larson,
Backlund, Redmond, & Barbour, 1978, p. 16). Communication compe-
tence, then, can be demonstrated by observing a communication'situation
and identifying behaviors that would be appropriate or inappropriate in
that situation. Communication skill, on the other hand, involves actual
psychomotor behavior. Communication skill is the abilityof an individual
to perform appropriate communicative behavior in a given situation. Tobe
judged skilled, then, a person must be able to physicallyengage in appro-
priate behaviors.

The three components of desired communication learning, then, are
communication competence (knowing and understanding appropriate
communication behaviors), communication skill(being able physicallyto
produce appropriate communication behaviors), and positive communi-
cation affect (likingand wanting to produce appropriate communication
behaviors). Any desired impact on long-term behavior of the individual
requires that production of all of these types of learning be achieved,
whether by the "natural" environment or by a formal instructionalsystem,
or by some combination of the two.

CA can have a major impact in all three areas of communication
'learning, and, consequently, on the long-term behavior of individuals.
High CA is seen as a potential inhibitor of the development of both
communication competence and communication skill and as a direct
precursor of negative communication affect. Low CA,on the other hand, is
seen as a facilitator of the development of communication competence
and communication skill and as a precursor of positive communication
affect.

With regard to communication competence, high CA is projected as a
barrier to accurate observation of the natural environment and sufficient
experience within itand as a barrier to the formal study of communication.
Not only do people try to avoid studying things that cause them discom-
fort, but such discomfort may inhibit their learning when they do study it.
The projected pattern for learning communication skillsis seen in the same
way. A major facet of psychomotor learning is practice. High CA willlead
to less practice and possible misinterpretations of the outcomes of what
practice isattempted. The impact of CAin terms of communication affectis
even more direct. Ifwe are fearful or anxious about something, we are not
given to liking it. On the other hand, things that are not threatening are
more likelyto generate positive affect.
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A major conclusion we can draw from this conceptualization of CA and
communication learning is that high CA is highly associated with ineffec-
tive communication. As such, CA must be considered a central concern of
any instructional program concerned with more effective communication
as a targeted outcome, whether the program is labeled a program in
communication competence or a program in communication skill. Basic
competencies and basic skills cannot be separated from the problem of
high CA.

CONCLUSION

CA has received extensive attention from many researchers over the
past decade and currently is the target of many educationally based
programs designed to help both children and adults. The purpose of this
chapter has been to analyze what we have learned over the past decade
and provide a revised conceptualization of the CA construct. It is hoped
that this effort will clarify directions for future research in this area and help
both researchers and practitioners avoid the pitfalls encountered by their
predecessors.

NOTES

1. Some of these include personnel psychology, business administration, behavioral
psychology, English, education, general psychology, and pharmacy.

2. CA research has been reported in Australia, Canada, China, Guam, Korea, and
Japan. Projects are under way in Finland, West Germany, India, Puerto Rico, the Soviet
Union, and South Africa.

3. For example, The Australian Journal of Education, Psychological Reports, Journal of
Pharmaceutical Education, Cross Currents, Korea Journal, Journal of Psychology, Journal
of Counseling Psychology, Research in the Teaching of English, Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, Behavior Therapy, and Journal of Personality.

4. CA was the topic of a uPeople Quiz" column by John E. Gibson in Family Weekly in
November 1979. CA has also been the topic of discussion on numerous radio talk shows.
Both shyness and reticence have been the subject of interviews on the Johnny Carson and
Phil Donahue shows as well as other television interview shows.

5. The Communication Apprehension Newsletter was begun in 1980. To be included
on the mailing list, write to Mrs. Arden Watson, Department of Communication and
Theatre, Western Kentucky University, Bowling Green, KY 42101.

6. Criticisms of the twenty- and twenty five-item PRCA instruments have been dI-
rected toward a heavy emphasis on items relating to public speaking in those instruments.
This problem has been overcome in the most recent form of the measure, PRCA-24

(McCroskey, 1982). For this reason the new form is to be preferred over the earlier
versions. This instrument permits four subscores as well as an overall score. The reliability
of the instrument (internal) is estimated at .94 and the total score correlates with the earlier
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forms above .90. Data from over 10,000 subjects indicates the scores form a normal
distribution with a mean of 65.6 and a standard deviation of 14.1.

7. It has been demonstrated repeatedly in the personality literature that any given
personality variable may be relevant to behavioral prediction for some people but not for
all people. People scoring in the midrange of the measure are least predictable. For such
people the variable may be irrelevant and their behavior may be controlled by the
situation and/or other personality characteristics. For a discussion of these' problems, see
Bern and Allen (1974) and Bern and Funder (1978).

8. These observations were made during data collection for the study reported by
Ertle (1969).

9. For earlier research, see Clevenger (1959). More recently, it has been found that
although self-reported traitlike CA, as measured by the PRCA, is not highly correlated with
physiological arousal, as measured by heart rate, the two combined are able to predict
over 80 percent of the variance in self-reported state apprehension, as measured by a
modification of the Spielberger state anxiety measure. The beta weights for the two
predictors are nearly equal with little colinearity. See Behnke and Beaty (1981).

10. For suggestions for testing this type of prediction, see Jaccard and Daly (1980).
Recent research reports validity coefficients in the neighborhood of .50 for the PRCA and a
measure of shyness when tested in this way. See McCroskey and Richmond (1981).

11. My use of "cognitive" previously referred to the distinction made in psychology
between "cognitivists" and "behaviorists." This is a broader use of the term than the one
relating to the domains of learning. The reader should avoid confusing the two usages.
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