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THE COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION PERSPECTIVE

James C. McCroskey

The construc: of communication apprehension (CA) has beea c2ntral to the
study of communication avoidance since 1970. [n this paper we will examine the
evolutisn of the CA construct and the most current conceptualization of that
construct.

THE ORIGINAL CONCEPTUALLZATION

The original conceptualizztion of CA (McCroskey, 1970) viewed CA as "a
broadly based anxiety related to oral communication." Subsequent writings have
made only apparently minnc modifications of this definition. My more racent
papers present tile view that <A is "an individual's level of fear or anxiecy
associated with either real or anticipated comnunication with another perscn or
persons” (McCroskey, 1977a, L978).

This seeming conaistency 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 coa-
ceptualizacion.

The Oral Focus of CA

In the original article in which I asdvanced the construct of CA, the focus
clearly was on oral communication (McCroskey, 1970). Although in this arcicle
“ecommunication" frequently was used wichout the '"oral" qualifier, the earlier
work in the areas of stage fright and reticence were acknowledged as the foun=
dations upon which the CA construct was developed. Both of these areas focused
exclusively on oral communication at that ctime.

In some subsequent wricings the oral context of CA received less emphasis.
Of particular importance were two -research programs which were conducted under
the general rubriec of communication apprehension but which did not focus on
speaking. The first was the research concerned with apprehension about wricing
(Daly & Miller, 1975). This stream of research, led by Daly and his associ-
ates, continues presently and has received considerable attention in the field
of English. The measure developed by Daly and Miller, the “riting Apprehension
Test (WAT), has been widely employed and found to have only a moderate corce-
lation with my CA measuress. The second research area was that concerned with
apprehension about singing. While receiving Efar less atteation chan the
articles and measures concerned with speaking and writing, research involving
the Test of Singing Apprehension (TOSA) also discovered low correlacions
between the TOSA and CA measures (P. Andersen, J. Andersea, 5 Garrison, 1978).

In sum, over the decade since the CA construct has been advanced it has
been substantantially broadened. While it was originally r2atricted to talking,
it now encompasses all modes of communication. Consequently, it should be
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recognized that current instruments labled as CA measures (notably the Personal
Report of Communication Apprehensiun, .PRCA: McCroskey, ‘1970, 1978, 1981) are
restricted te oral CA, specifically apprehension about ralking to or with
others. My focus in the remainder of this paper is on this form of CA and wvhen
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.

The Trait Conceptualization of CA

The original arcicle which advanced the construct of CA included no
explicit mention of whether it is a traic of an individual or a rssponse to the
situaticnal elements of a specific communication transaction. However, the
implication iz clear that the consctruct was viewed from a trait orieatacica.
Not only was the discussion directed toward a response generalized across situ=
ations and time, but also the measures advanced clearly focused on a trait-like

patctera.

The overwhelming majority of the research studies employing the CA con-
struct have taken a trait approach (McCroskey, 1977a). Many have referred to
CA with terms such as "a trait-like, personality-type variable."” More
recently, the CA construct has been explicicly expanded to encompass both trait
and situationa! views (McCroskey, 1977a). Some research has been reported
which has investigated CA in both the :frait and scate form (eg., Richmond,

1978; Prisbell & Dallimger, 1981).

In sum, over the decade since the CA conmstruct has been advanced it has
been broadened subscantially. While it originally was restricted to a trait
orientacion, it is now viewed as representing both trait and scate approaches.
While the original definition of CA restricts the conatruct to a trait perspec-
tive, 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 situacional
perspectives must =mploy other instruments.

THE CURRENT CONCEPTUALIZATION OF CA

Minor changes in the concepcualization of CA over the past derade have
been noted. Such changes have appeared in the literature in a non-systematic
manner. In addicion, some elements of the CA construct have never been spelled
out clearly. In the following sections the conceptualization of CA will be
enunciated in four major areas: 1) tyvpes of CA, 2) causes of CA, 3)treatment
of CA, and 4) effects of CA.

Types of CA

Considerable attention has been directed ctoward the distinction between
trait and situational or state CA. This distinction has been quite helpful to
researchers in the CA area in their attempt ta distianguisk older from newer
approaches to this subject. Unfortunately, this distincticn has come to be
viewed as a dichotomy, a false dichotomy. To view all human behavior as ema-
pating from either a trait-like, personality orientation of the individual or
from the state-like constraints of a situation ignores the powerful interactiom
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of these two sources. No element of personality yet isolated by psychologists
or others has been found to have universal predictability across all situa-

tions for all individuals. Similarly, no situation has yet been identified
in which we can predict a universal bhchavior from all individuals. Even in
life-threatening situations, people do not all behave alike. Thus, it is

imporcant that we reject this false stace-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 state
probably exists as a meaningful consideracion. Four points along this contin-
uum can be identified. Each of these points represents a distinct type of CA.

Trait-Like CA. The term "erait-like" is used intentionally te indicate a
distinction becween this wiew of CA and on2 that would look at CA as a true
crait. A true traiz, as viewed here, is an invariaat characteristic of an
individual, such as eye color and height. MNo personality variable, and trait-
like CA is viewed as a personality-type variable, meecs this strict interpreta-
tion of "trait." After achievimg adulthood, true traits of an individual are
not subject to change. Trait-like personality wvariables, although highly
resistent to change, can be and often are changed during adulthood. That CA is
subject to such change is indicaced clearly in the substantial research on
treatment of people identified as having high CA (eg., McCroskey, 1972).

Trait-like CA is viewed as a relatively enduring, personalitv-tvpe orien-
taticn toward a given mode of commun: cation across a wide variety of contexts.
Three varieties of this type of CA nave been addressed in the literature--CA
about oral communication, CA about writing, and CA about singing. The primary
measuras of these (PRCA, WAT, and TOSA) are presumed to be trait-like measures.
By that is meant that it is assumed that scores for an individual on any ore of
these measures will be highly similar across an extended period of time,
barring an intervention program desizned to alter the relevant CA level or a
demand characteristic introduced into the CA measuremenc.! This is the type
of CA to which most of the research has been directed over the past decade
(McCroskey, 1977a).

GCeneralized-Context CA. Generalized-context CA is one step farther
removed from pure trait than trait-like 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 illustra-
tive 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 is viewed as a relacively endurine, personality-
type orientation toward communication Ll'l a gwen tvpe of context. Although no
taxonomy foc weneralized-contexc CA vec has received consemsual 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
view there are four varieties of this type of CA--CA about public speaking, CA
about speaking in meerings or classes, CA about speaking in small group dis-
cussions, and CA about speaking in dyadic inceractions.

The firse CA measure to receive wide acceptance by researchers, Cthe
Personal Report of Confidence as a Speaker (PRCS) developed by Gilkinsan
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(1942), is illusiracive of an iastrument desigrsd to tap this type of CA.
Subsaquent instruments f3r me.suring publiec speaking anxietv reporied by Paul
{1956}, and McCruskev (che Personal Repor: of Public 3Speaking 4pprehension;
PaPsA, 1970) acse fall <iihin this area. Mure racentlv, Motzaskey and Richmond
(!980) have offered L:¢fruments to meascrs each of the ur wvarieties of
genervalized-zontext CA wiich rhev describe. As was the case with cthe traic-
like CA measur:s nacted :n the orevious section, it is assumed Lhat scores for
an individual on any onz of these measures will be highly s:imilzc across an
extended perisd cf time, barring an intervention program designed to alter the
relevaat CA level or a demand charasteristic in amasuremen:z, These measuyras
are distinguished f{rum the previecusly aoted trsic-like measures In that they
focus more narrowly on <oomunication within a giver type of concext rather thaa

on communicaticn actoss <InCexts. It srould not be surprising, however, ta
find moderate €3 moderately hizn correlations betweesn the two types of
mezsures. To the exti:nt tha: 3 tralfi-like orientativn toward comounicacion

actuaily exists, an appsepriate measurs of that orientatior should ke at Lleast
somewhat predictive of oriwntations within sersralized conmtextis.

Person=Group CA. This type of CA resresents the reaztions of an iadivid-
yal to communizating with a ziven individual or group of individuals across
time. People viewing CA from this wvantage point racogrnize that some Ladivid-
nals and 2roucs may canse a persen to be highly apprehensive while ather
individuals or groups can produce the reverse reactisn. For some pecple more
apprehension zav be szimulated by a peer or group of peers. For ochers, more
apprehension may be stimulated by unfamiliar individuals oc grouss. A school
teacher, feor exzmple, may be highlvy approhensive about talkiag to her or his
priacipal, hu:t have no apprehensizsa about talking to a student in her or lis
own class. :

Person-granp CA is wviewed as a relativelv enduring orientation toward
communication with a given person or group Of peanls. [t is nct viewsd 1s
personal ity=-5as=3, bdut rathe:r a response (o situational constraiats generat=d
by the other pcrson or group. Altlough prasumed to be reiativelv enduricz,
this cype of CA wnuld e expected to be chanzed as a function of changed behav-
ior un the part ¢f the other person oc group. Although preople with high traiz-
like CA or high generalized-sontext CA would be expected to experiznce high CA
with more persorns and gzroups, knowledge of the lavels of neither of these
should b2 expected to be prediccive of CA experienced with a given individual
or group. In short, this ctypz of CA is presumed to be more a fuaction of the
situational constraints introdused by the ocher person or group than by the
persenalicy of the Individual. Length of acquaintance snould b: a majer ccn=
sideracion hare. While “n early stages of icquaintanca the personality orien-
tacions should be scoewhat predictive, in later stages the situaciornal
constraints should be expected o uverpowzr these orientations (Richmord,
1978).

Few attempts to measure this type of CA have appeared in the literature.
However, the state anxiety measure developed by Spielberger (1956), partic=
ularly as modified for this pucpose 5y Richmond (1978), appears to he an excel-
lent teool. It can be adapted readily fur use with any person or group within
any communicatfion context.




Situativnal CA. This type of CA represents the reactions of an individual
to communicating with a given iadividual or group of individuals at a given

time. This is the most stace-like of the types of CA. When we view CA from
this vantage point we recognize that we can exoerience CA with a given per=on
or group at oae cime but not at another time. For example, a student may

experience little or no apprehension when going to a teacher to ask a quesiion
about an assignment, but be terrified if the teacher instructs the student to
stay after class to meet with her or him.

Situactional CA is viewed as a transitorv orientation toward communication
with 3 gziven person or zroup of people. It is not viewed as personalitv=based,
but rather a reponse to the situacional consctraints 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 comstraints introduced by the other person or
group. Alchough people with high trait-like CA or high zeneralized-situation
CA would be expected to experience high CA in more individual! situacions cthaa
would other peopla, knowledge of the levels of neither of these should he
expected to be highly predictive of CA experienced by an individual in any
given situation. Cn the other hand, level of person-group CA should be
‘expected to be moderataly highly related mo 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 which
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 pre=
vious research, However, the Spielberger (1966) instrument as modified by
Richmond (1978), as noted in the previous section, appears to be a very satis-
factory tool for this purpose.

Figure | illustrates the four types of CA. As indicated in that figure,
the three components of this conceptualizacion are context, receiver (person/
group), and time. Time should be taken to represun: more than 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. Trait-
like CA is seen as that which cuts across context, receiver, and time. Gener-
alized-context CA is seen as that which is associated with a single tvpe of

communication context cutting across receiver and time. Person-group CA is
seen as thact 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 givea 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 preseat, I do not believe such
combinations provide useful insights.

Pathological CA. It is important that we recognize that the four types of Cy
discussed above do not reference different types of people. Rather, every
individual is impacted by each type of CA to either a greater or lesser degree.
It is a truely rare individual, if one actually exists, that never experiences
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CA in any communication situation. Such an individual would be seen as evi-
dencing patholugicai benavior, siace fear is a natural humar rasponse to a
truely threatening situatioa. Similarly, it is comparatively rare individual
wha experiences CA in all commuaication situations, although some such people
do exist. With the excesction of these rare individuals, even people with wvery
high trait-like CA find some situations in which they can communicate comfort-
ably. The most common of these situations involve communicacion with close
friends. [t isn't s¢ much that close friends produce less apprehension as
it is that people who produce less aporehension are allowed to become close
friends while more threatening individuals are avoided.

Since in the previous literature much has been made of the pathological
nature of high CA, high reticence, and high shyness, we need to consider what
we should view as pachological, 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 ahnormal behavior to be that which is
non-adaptive, noa-responsive, or non-functional in the environment in which it
is engaged. Normal individuals ar= sensitive to their environment, cespond to
its demands, and adzpt their behavior so that they are a functional part of
that enviconmeat. Experiencing fear or anxiecvy in a threatening situation
and adapting by withdrawing or avoiding the threatening situation is normal.
Experiencing no fear or anxiety in a non-threatening envircnment and continuing
to functien in that envircnment 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 preszeat are both abnormal responses. [f such responses become
characteristic of the individual, they may be regarded as pathological and

in need of professional help. The question, of course, is one of degree.
Abnormz! responses in cne or a few circumstances cartainly should not generace
a judgement of "pathological." Only when such behavior is a consistent pattern

of the individual would such a judgement seem warrantCed. Most importantly,
such judgements should not te reszrictad to only one end of the CA continuum.
Extreme low CA can be just as abnormal as extreme high CA.

Empirically, the distinction between normal and abnormal is a bit more
easily detarmined. [ strongly endorse the empirical distinction made most
frequeatly 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 scures 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 A8 percent of the population falls
within one standard deviation c¢f the mean, with 16 percent scoring over one
standard deviation higher and 18 percent scoring over one standard lower.
The latter two groups are, in facc, statiscically significantly different at
alpha = .05.

For research purposes, this is a particularly good distinetion. The
researcher can be reasonably assured that the oeople classified as "high" are
truely differenc Erom those classified as "low.”" These two groups are the ones

which theoretically should manifast differwntial behaviors relaced to the
measure, Those in the middle, the '"normals,

actually may have no consistent




pactern of behavior, particularly if the measure is a personality-cype measura.
The middle scores most likely indicate that this is a Ffacet of personalicy not
highly associated with the behavior of these individuals. Other personality
elements, or situational constraiats, may completely dominate their behavior to
the exclusion of this particular personaiity variable.?

1 originally intruduced this system of classification into the literature
as a function of observing gzroups of studa=nts brought in%o rooms fer treatment
of trait-li:ke CA. L observed that groups of students compused encirely of
individuais with scores buyond one standard deviation from the mean simply did
not taik. The behavizr of individuals in groups compnsed of people with scores
between one-half and one standard deviation ahove the mean did not have suczh a
consistent pattecn. Some wers totally non-communicative, but others were will-
ing to interact. Thus, this classification scheme is not purely arbitrarv.
It does seem to have a behavioral justification.

Two cautions should be stressed, however. First, some samples may not be
representative of the owverall sopulation. Thecefare, the ciassificariun-hy—
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 example, probably would include few
people with high CA. Second, while this procedure is excellent Ffur research
invelving 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. Judgements about individuals should never be besed on a
single score or any scale. Rather, such a scocre should be only one of many
factors to be considered. This is particularly important for people to recog-
nize when developing or implementing interventioa programs designed to alter
high or low CA.

Causes of CA

The etiology of CA has received cowmparatively litctle attencion in the
literature. Varying writers have prusented differeat views. The differences,
however, are not so much a functior of disagreement as they are of despera-
tion. The best method of isolating causes of subsequent events generally is
considered to be carefully controlled experimentation. Unfortunacely, for
ethical reasons, this method is highly restricted for investigations of the
causes of CA. While we might ethically employ experimentatisa tc investigate
situational CA, almost av one would approve such experimencation with Erait-
like CA. The other types of CA fall within the grey area between these two
types. Consequently, most research directed toward the etiology of CA has been
performed in paturalistic environments. Such research is useful for establish-
ing correlational associations, but it is frought with potential error when
attempting to infer causality. Much of the writing in this area is based mors
on speculation than on research. Regretably, the following causal analysis
will also have this characteristic. Hopefully, future research will provide
insight into the validity of amy speculations.

Previous causal analyses generally have been restrizted to viewing either
trait-like CA or situational CA. [ will first present my positions in each of

-T=




these areas and then advance an etiological explanation which I believe may be
applied to all types of CA.

Causes of Trait-Like CA. Throughout the social sciences only two major
explanations of the diffecential trait-like behaviors of individuals hold
water: heredity and ervironment. Simply put, we can be boran with it or we can
learn it. I believe that both of these explanations can contribute to our
undersctanding of the eciology of CA.

Although most early writers discounted heredity as a cause of trait-like
CA out-of-hand, recent writers have grudgingly acknowledged that there indeed
may be an hereditary contribution. Although nu one has yet argued that there
is a "CA gene,” the work of social biologists, parcicularly their research
with twins, has provided compelling evidence that something other than =nvican-
mencally based learning is having an impact on human behavior tendencies,
McCroskey and Richmond surmarize the thrust of this research:

Researchers in the area of social biology have escablished that

significant social traits <can be wmeasured in infants shortly
after birch, and thact infants differ sharply from each other on
these traits. One of these traits is referred to as ‘'sociabil-

ity,' which, is believad to be a predisposition directly relaced
to adult sociability--the degree to which we reach out to other
people and respond pesitively to contacc with other people.
Research with identical twins and Ffraternal twins of the same
sex reinforces this theoretical role of heredicy. Identical
twins are bialogically identical, whereas fraternal twins are
naot. Thus, i1f differeces between twins raised in the sace
environment are found to exist, biology (heredity) can be dis-
counted as a cause in one case but not in the other. Actual
research has indicated that biologically identical ctwins are
much more similar in sociability 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 ctwins who had the opportunity Lo
have many differeat and varied social experiences (1980, p. 6).

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. MNo onz has yet argued, not even the most ardent social biole-
gists, that these predispositions or tendencies are unchangeable. Thus, what
happens in the child's environmenc will have some impact on the predisposcions
and teadencies the child carries over into later life. However, because child-
ren are born with different predispositions and tendencies they will react
differently to the same environmental conditioms. This interaction of heredity
and environment, then, is seen as the precursor c¢f adult predispositions and
tendencies such as CA.

Although heredity appears to be a meaningful contributor to trait-like CA,
most writers allege cthat reinforcement patterns in a persca's environment,
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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 availabe research is supportive (eg., 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
communicacting, the child will communicate more. Lf the child is not reinforced
for communicating, the child will communicate less. While chis 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 eavironment and attempt
to esulate it. [f their acttempts are reinforced, thev continue to behave in a
similar manner. If they are not reinforced, they alter their behavior. Such
an explanation seems to be a very good wavy of looking at the development of
many communication behaviors, such as accent, dialect, and use of nonverbal
benaviors. However, this explanation also ignores the cognitive element and
thus does oot address CA as conceived here.

While I agree that reinforcement is a central componeat in the development
of CA, we do not believe that the behavioristic approaches outlined above can
account for this relacionship. My wview 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 Situacional CA. While causal attributions for elements leading
to the development of trait-like CA are based primarily on speculation and
racher tenucus 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 (1930) parcicularly imsightful. Buss suggests that
the major elements in the situation which can result ia increased CA are:
novelty, formalitv, subordinate status, conspicuousness, unfamiliaritv, dissim—
ilarity, and degree of attencion from others. In most instances, Lhe opposite
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 uncerctainty
about how he or she should behave. If one almost never has an interview, going
to an interview would be novel and the individual might not b sure how to
behave, thus become more apprehensive. For most people, giving a speech is a
novel experience, not something they do every day (or for many, every year).
Approaching such a situation would be likely to sharply increase CA,

Formal situations tend to be associated with highly prescribed appropriate
behaviors, with comparatively little lacitude for deviation. Less formal situ-
ations have less rigid behavior rules and much wider latitudes of acceptable
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benavivr., CA is incru:ased in formal situations because of the narrower con-
fines Ffor 4accecotable behavior. A sicilar impact results from interacting
froe & suboardinate position, 'n such situations, apcrusriate behavior is
deiined by the persun holding higher stazus. This is partizularly important ip
s settings, which are comron in superior-suburdinate communicaircr,

evaluarci
sicLationd.

Probably n:thing can increase CA more than bz2ing conspicuous in
3

snvironment. Giving a public speech is a prime examnle of beinz ¢

So is standing <7 to make 4 comment in a wmeeiing or classracm. dimilarly,
being the new perscn in a socta! sezling ur me2tlng a new cersoa cal nake a
person feel cunspicusus. Seneraily, the more canspicuous pecnle feel, the rora

CA they are likoaly co easperienca.

Althouzh aot all people react zu unfamiliaricy in the same way, mav peonle
feel much more comioriable when commnnicating with pecple they know than when
communicatiag with people they do rot know. In general, as the degree of fam
tliarity increases, the degree of Ci decreases. To some extent, similarity has
the same kind of lmpact. For most peupiz, talking to others who are similar s
.themseives is easier than talking to people who are greatly different. Therse
are mdjor exceptions to this rule, however. Some pecple .are the most uncom~
fortable when communicaning to similar peers. because :thev are more concernead
with the evaluacions such pecpie make chan they are with people who are very
different from themselves.

A mcderate degree of attention froom others is the most comfartable situa-
tion for most peaple. When peosle scare af us oc totally iznore us when we are
comrunicatiag, cur CA level can be expectad to rise sharply and quickly. LE
addition, if p2eoplz become overly intrusive into our private feelings and
thoughts, we c¢aa become very uncomfortabie.

In recent work, Dalv and Hailey (1980) have noted twe elements cha: gzo
bevond those 2dvanced by Buss a3 zauses of sicuaciinal CA. These are degree of
evaluation and prior history. When we are evaluated we tend to be more anxious
than otheewise. For example, a student giving 4 talk in a public speaking
class for a grade may Se more appr2hensive than the same student would be if he
or she were giving the same talk to the sam2 people at a meeting in the dorz.

Gf course, not everycae responds o evaluation in the same wav., As Daly and
Hailev hasve noted, good writers de better when being evalusted but poor wricars
do worse. This may also be true for oral communication, but no research is

available which addresses this issue.

The final zousative element, prior hiscocy, may be the most importanc of
all, as we will note when we consicer lzarned helplessness in the nsxc section.
If one has failed hefore it is increasimgly likely that one will fear that e
or she will fail again, hence be more apprehensive., On the other hand, success
breeds bocth sucr2ss and zonfidernce, hence less apprehz2nsion.

In sum, there are a variety uf elements in communication situacions
that can cause our CA to increase-—-whether we are hizh, moderace, or low in
trait-like CA. Their abseuce, likewise, can lower our CA. Most of these sle—
ments are at best only marginally uader our cortrol. Thus, situacional CA is




produced by others in our communication environment, and ta 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.

Learned Helplessness and Learned Responsiveness. Although the above
causal explanations are useful in deveioping a fuller understanding of the eti-
ology of CA, none of them are fully satisfactory. Work in the area of expect-
ancy 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 buth traits of the individual and the variety of
situational demands the individual can confront.

My approach is a cognitive ane. My underlying assumption is that people
develop expectations with regard to other people and with regard to situations.
Expectations are also developed concerning the probabl: outcomes of engaging
in specific behaviors (like 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 mav

develop a lack of confidence. When no appropriate expectarions can be devel-
oped, anxiety is produced. When expectations are produced which entail nega—
tive outcomes which are seen as difficult or impussible to avoid, fear is
produced. When applied to communication behavior, these latter two cases are
the foundation of CA.

‘Heinforcement is a vital compoaent of expectancy learning. Organisms form
expectations on the basis of attempting behaviors and beiag reinforced 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 baasis for the
development of other, more specific expectations. When no regularity can be
discovered in a given situation, either becauss none exists or there is too
little exposure to the situation to obctain sufficient observacion and rein-
forcemant, the organism is unable to develop a regular behavioral response
pattern Ffor that situation which will maximize rewards and minimize punish-
ments. Anxiety is the cognitive response to such situations, and the behavior
is unpredictable to a large extent. However, non-behavior such as avoidance or
withdrawal is probable, since even though this does not increase probability of
obtaining reward, it decreases probabilicy of receiving punishment in many
instances. The organism essentially becomes helpless.

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

An analog may be drawn with human communication behavior. We learn our
communicative behavior by teying wvarious behaviors in our eavirvament and
receiving various rewards and punishments (or absence of rewards or punish-
ments) Ffor our efforts. Over Cime and situations, we develop expectations
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concerz-ag thz Llikely outcomes of varivus “ehaviors within and across situa—
tions. Three things cam occur from this process. All can occur for the same
indiviz-:al. However, they may occur to greatly diffecrent degrees for differenc
degree: for differen: :Individuals. All are environmentally contralled. The

three znings that <am Jccur are positive expectations, negative expectations,
and helslessness. Leat us consider each.

When we eogage in communication bYehaviors that work (i.e. are reinforced,
we achicve some desired goal), we devalop positive expectations for those
behavises and they bdcome a regular part of our communicative repertaire,
While in the earlv childhood years much of this occurs through trial and ercor,
during later stagas .-of develooment cognition becomes much more important.
We may chink throug? a situsation and choose communicaticr behaviors wnich
our previous experience suggests we should expect to be successful. Formal
instruczion in communication adds to our cognitive capacity to develop such
expectations ard choose appropriate behaviors. Tuo the extent our behaviors
contizue to b2 reiizirced, we develop stronger positive expectations and our
communication behavior becomes more regularly predictable. In addition, we
develop confidence in >ur ability to communicate effectively. Neither anxiety
nor fear, the core elements of CA, are associated with such positive expecta-

tions.

The development of negative expectations follows much the same pattern as
the dev=lorment of pesitive expectations. We discover that some communicaticn
behaviors regularly rtesult in punishment or lack of reward and tend to reduce
those behaviors. During later stages of development, we may make cognitive
choices between benaviocs for which we have positive and negative expectations,
the former beirg chcsen and the latter rejected. However, we may Zind situa-
tions Ffor which we mave no behaviors with positive expectations for success.
If we can avoid or withdraw from such situations, this is a reasonable choice.
However, Lf participatian is unavoidable, we have only behaviors with negative
expectations availablz. A Ffesarful response is the natural outcome. Consider,
for example, thne person who has attemptad several public speeches. In each
case, the atiempt resuited in punishment or Llack of reward. When confronted
with another situation which requires cthe individual to gzive a public speech,
the person will fear that situation. The person knows what to expect, and the
expectation is negacive. ’

The development of helplessness occurs when regularity of expectations,
either positive or aegacive, is not presenc. Helplessness may be either
spontanecus or learaned. 3pontaneous helplessness occurs in new situations. If
the persun has never confronted the situation before, they may be unable to
determine any behavicral options. While this is much more common for young
children, adules may zonfront such situations. For example, visiting a foreign
country whose languazs is unknown to a person may place one in a helpless
condition. Similarilv, some people who are divorced after manv vears of
marriage report they find themselves helpless in communication in the "singles
scene.” Such spontineous helplessness gaenerates strong anxiety feelings, and
the behavior of pecple experiencing such feelings often is seen by others in

the environment as highly aberrant.




Learned helplessness is produced by inconsistent ceceipt of reward and
punishmenc. Such inconsistency may be either a function of true inconsistency
in the environment or the inability of the individual to discriminate among
situational :cmstraiats in the enviconment which produce differential outcomes.
For example, a child may develup helplessness if the pareat reinforces the
child's talking at the dinner table some days and punishes ic on other days.
Lf the child is unable to decermine why the parant behaves differently from day
to day, the child is helpless to control the punishments and rewards. Simi-
larly, the child may be rewarded for giving a4n answer ia school but punished
for talking to another child in the classcova. [f the child is unable ta see
the differences in these situations, the child may iearn to be helpless. When
helplessness is learned, it is accompanied by strong anxiecy feelings.

Learned helplessness and learned negative exoectations are the founda-

tional componeats of CA. The broader the helplessness or negative expecta-
ticns, the mor: trait-like the CA. Iaversely, the more situactionally specific
the helplessness or negacive expectations, the more situational the CA. It

should be stressed thact 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 ocher individuals in the environment.
The development of the zognitive responses of the rcerson, then, may be heavily
depandent orn the behavioral skiils of that person, partly dependent on those
skills and partly dependent on the responsiveness of the envirvamanc. er almost
entirely a result of the enviroament. Thus, any hereditary ccmponent that may
exist may have either a large or small impact on later cognitions, depending oam
the type of environmeat in which the hereditarily predisposed behaviors are
performed.

Learned responsiveness is seen as the opposite of learned helplessness.
When the individual is able to discern differences in situations and has devel-
oped positive expectations for communication behaviors between and across
differening situations, the individual has learaed to be communizatively
responsive. Learned responsiveness is associated with neither fear nor anxi-
ety, thus presents a circumstance antithetical to CA. Learned responsiveness
can be the product of unsystematic learning in the natural environment or the
direct result of formal communicacion instruccion.

Treatment G_f ca

OQur explanation of the etiology of CA has taken a cognitive perspective.
Before turning cur attention to possible treatmencts for CA, we should stress a
distinction between what we will call "racional™ CA and "non-rational™ CA.

Rational levels of CA are produced by combinations of positive and nega
tive expectations and helplessness or responsiveness that are consistent with
views of an outside, objective observar's perceptions of ceality. 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 ard
knows of no behavior that would result in a desired outcome, and an uutside
observer would agree that that individual has no behavioral choice which would
result in a positive outcome. Non-racional CA, -on the ocher hand, is seen as
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the unjustified expeccations and helplessness or responsiveness of the indivi-
dual, as wiewed from the perspective of anm outside, objective observer. For
example, the individual may have negative expectations for a behavior, but an
outside observer would see the behavior as highly likely to produce & desired
outcome. Or, the individual feels very responsive, but the observer sees the
persoa's behavior as non-functional 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 mav not experience CA even in situations in which cthey should.
Past approaches to treatment, for the most part, have failed to make this dis-
tinetion. It was prasumed unreasonable to hold high levels of CA but reason-
able to hold low levels of CA, thus only those people with high CA were seen as
in need of treatmenc.

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

Treatments mav be directed either toward communication bekaviors or toward
cognitions about zowmunication behaviors. That is, our treatm=nt focus can be
on communication skills within or across contexts or oa the apprehension about
engaging in communicacion within or across contexts.

Four gemeral conditions are illustraced in Figure 2. The figure repre-
sents two levals of communicacion skill, satisfactory and unsatisfactory, and
two levels of CA, low and high. Both low CA/satisfactory skills and high
CA/unsacisfaccory skills are seen as racional conditions. Low CA/unsacisfact-
ory skills and high CA/sacisfactory skills are seen as non-rational conditions.
Bach couadition provides different requirements for effective treatment.

Conditien I, low CA/satisfactory skills, requires no treatment. People in
this condition have rational cognicions, and most likely are reasonably effec—
tive communicators. The goal of all treatments is to wmove people from the
other three conditions te this one.

Condition IV, high CA/unsatisfactory skills, also includes people with
rational cognitions. They have unsacisfactory communicacion skills and are
apprehensive about their communication. They have two problems, one behavioral
and the other cognitive. No single soluction is likely to overcome these prob-
lems and move these people to Condition I. LIf only their skills are improved,
they will move to Condition IIL but still suffer from high CA. 1f only their
CA is improved, they will move to Condition II but scill suffer from inadequate
skills. Thus, both their skill deficiencies and their CA require treatment.
An analogy with baskecball may help to clarify. People in Condition IV are
poor foul shoocers (say 302 in practice) and are very anxious about shooting
foul shots in a game. If we overcome only the anxisty, they still can only
shoot 30T in a game. 1If we only improve their shooting ability in practice,
their anxiety will still cause them to miss in che game. To pruduce 4 good
foul shooter, thea, we need both to improve shooting accuracy and reduce amxi-
ety, Returning to communication, people in this condition must develop better
skills and reduce their apprehension to become more effective communicators.
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Condition II, low CA/unsatisfactory skills, includes people with non~
rational cognitions. These are people who should experience high CA, but they
don't. We could incre=ase their CA, thus making their cognitions more rational,
but that would only move them to Condition LV, certainly not solving a prob—
lem but only making it worse. The treatment for people in this. condition is
directed toward improving communication skills. ILf skill Llevels are raised,
pecple in this conditicn move to Condition I, the desired condition. To employ
our basketball analogy, these people are poor foul shooters but not anxious
about it. If we raise their skill level (say from 30I to 70%), we will produce
a good foul shooter in the regular games, .

Condition III, high CA/satisfactory skills, also includes people with
non-rational cognitions. These are people who should not experience high CaA,
but they do. The treatment for people in this condition is directed toward
reducing their CA level, thus moving them into Condition I. In our baskecball
analogy, these are people who shoot well in practice (sav 70%) but choke and
shoot poorly in the game (say 301). If we overcome their anxiety, we will
produce a good foul shcoter in the regular games.

Treatment programs intended to produce efféctive communicatars, then,
are of two general types, those which are directed toward improviang communica—
tion skills and those directed toward reducing CA. The differeat cypes 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 non-ratiom-
al. For people with one problem, one treatment should be chosen. For peopie
with both problems, two treatments should be chosen.

The specific nature of treatment programs is beyond mv focus here. How
-ever, for skill deficiences regular classroom instruction in communication,
individualized skills training, and rhetoritherapy (Phillips, 1977) are recom

mended. For CA problems, systematic desensitizatiom (McCroskey, 1972; Paul,
1966) and cognitive restructuring (Fremouw & Scott, 1979) seem to be most
appropriace. 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, particularly
concerning trait-like CA, and have been summarized elsewhere (McCroskey,
1977a). My focus here will not be on such specific variable research, but
rather [ will direct my attention toward theor=tically more global effect
patterns. The previous research, although extremely valuable for generating an
underscanding of how CA is manifested in ongoing communicative relationships of
individuals, has besn subject to considerable over-interpretation, if not
mis-interpretation. Effects observed in aggregate data analvses often are seen
as regular behavioral and outcome patterns for individual people with high or
low caA. Such interpretations Ffail te recognize the high potential for the
individual to deviate from the aggregate norm and the possibility of choosing
from numerous behaviors, all of which would be theoretically consistent with
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the individual's CA level. My coac2rn hers, thers=fore, will be dlirected toc:izi
the internal impact of CA, possible external manifesticacions or <A, and tha
tole CA plavs as a mediator between communicative cumpecence and skill and
ultimate cormunicative behavior,

[nternal Imnmact of CA. As [ have noted previously, CA is viewed from a
cognitive taiher than 4 behavioral perspective. Although CA indeec may have
some behavioral implicacions, as [ will note below, it is experiz2nced by the
iodividual int2cnally. The onlv effect of CA that is predicted to be universal
actoss both individuuls and tvpes ol CA is an inlernally experienced fe
of d mfoct The Lower the CA, the less the int=rnal disccmiacC. Since
people's cognitions zre imperfectiy relaced to their levels of physiological
arousal, no physislogical wvariable is predicted to be universally associated
with CA across people oc acrass types of CA.

The impliczations of this conceptualization of CA for both rescarch and
treatment cannot be overemphasized. Sirce CA i3 experienced inc2rnally, the
only puotencialiy valid indicant of CA is cthe individual's report of that e2xper-
ience. Thus, self-reports of individuals, whether obctiained by papec-and-pencil
measures or careful interviews, obtained under circumstances where the ladivi-
dual has nothing to gain uor aveid losing Yv lying, provide the only pocancially
valid measures of CA. Measures of phvsiolegical! acrivation and observacinns of
behavior can provide, at besc, onlv indirec: evidence of CA and, thus, ara
inherently infaricr approaches to measuring CA. Thus, physiological and hehaw-
ioral instruments intended to measure CA must be validaz=d wich self-report
measur2s, not th2 other way around. To tre extaent such measures are not
related tc self-report mezsures, they musc be judged invalid. Curcently avail-
able data indicats such physiological measures and behavioral observation
procedures have low to modevataly low u.a!.idi.r.y.""

External Impace of CA. As noted above, thers is no behavior that is
predicted to be a universal produc:t of varying levels of CA.  MNevertheless,
there are some externally observable behaviors that are more likely to cszcur or
less likaly to occur as a function of warying lavels of CA. WYhen exdmining
behavioral outcomes cf CA, we must keep in mind the distinction among the tvpes
of CA discussed earlier. Trait-like CA, for example, will be menifeszed in
behavior in a given sicuation only as it interacts with the constraints of that
situation. A pecrson with high traiz-like CA, for example, mavy behave in a man—
ner no different frem anvone ulse in a quiet conversation with a good friend.
Similarly, a person with low trait-like CA may behave in a manner no different
from anyone else Lf called 5 a meecing to be reprimanded by a superior. The
behavioral manifescacions of high €A we will discuss here, therefore, presup-
pose that CA actuslly is pr2seat to a sufficieat degree in a given situation to
tcigger the behavior. The lirk is most direct for the most situational type of
CA. For trait-like €A the !ink is mosc tenuous. The behavioral prediction
should only be assumad to be correct when considering aggregata hehavioral
indicancts of the individual across time and across conCexts.

Three patterns of bchavioral response to high CA may be predicted to be
generally applicable and cne pattern zan be described as sometimes present, but
an atypical respoase pactern. The three typical patterns are communication

-16=




avoidance, communication withdrawal, and communication disruption. The atyp-
ical pattern is excessive communicatioan. Let us consider each.

When people are confrunted with a circumstance which they anticipate will
make them uncomfortabl!e, and they have a choice of whether or not to confronmt
it, they may either decide to confront it and make the best of it or avoid it
and thus avoid cthe discomfort. Some refer to this as the choice between
"fight" and "flighc." Research in the area of CA indicates the latter choice
should be expected in most instances. In order to avoid having to experience
high CA, peocple mav salect occupations which ilavelve low communication respon-
sibilities, mav pick housing units that raduce incidental contact with other
people, may choose seacts in classrooms or in meetings that are less consoic-
ious, and may avoid social setcings. At the lowest level, if a person makes us
uncomforcable, we may simply avoid being around that person. Avoidance, then,
is a common behavioral response to high CA.

Avoidance of comnunication is not always possible. In addition, a persen
can find her or himself in a situation which genecrates a high level of CA with
no advance warning. Under such circumstances, withdrawal from communication is
the behavioral pattern to be expected. This withdrawal may be complete, i.e.
absolute silence, or partial, i.e. talking only as much as absolutely required.
In a public speaking setting, this response may be represented by the wvery
short speech. In a meecing, class, or small group discussionm, itlmay be repre-
sented by talking only when called upon. 1In a dyadic interaction, it may be
represented by oaly answering questions or supplying 2greeingz responses with no
initiation of discussion.

Communication disruption is the third typical behavioral pattern associ-
ated with high CA. The person may have disfluencies in verbal presentation or
unnatural nonverbal behaviors. Equally as likely are poor choices of communi-
cative stracegies, sometimes reflected in the after-cthe-fact "I wish I had (had
not) said. . ." phenomenon. IC is important to note, however, that such behav-
iors may be produced by inadequate communication skills as well as by high CA.
Thus, inferring CA from observations of such behavior is not always appro-
priace.

Over—communication is a response to high CA that is not common but is the

pattern exhibited by a small minority. This behavior represents over-compen-
sacionm. It may reflect che "fight" racher 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 sicuations. Most of the time people who emp loy
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 locked at the cypical 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 nct always be correct. While people
with low CA should be expected to seek vpportunities to communicate rather than
avoid them, and to dominate interactions in which they are a member rather than
withdraw from them, people with low CA may also have disrupted communication
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and over-communivacte. The discuptions may stem from pushing too hard rather
than tenslon, but the benaviors may not alwayvs be discinctly differunt to the
observer. Similarlv, tne person who over-communicates engages in very similar
behavior whether the dehavior stems from high or low CA. While future researzh
may permit uc to train observers who caa distinguish disrupted communication
resulting from hizn CA “rom rhat resulting frum low CA und possibly distinguish
between over-comeunication behaviors stemming from the two causes, these behav-
iors are, and probably will remain, indiscinguishable bv the average person in
the communication situation.

CA and Communication Behavior. Witheut discounting a possible role far
heredﬁ:a_:_y- predispositions, [ wiew communication bekavior, 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 cormunization bSehavior more generally,
it is important to enunciate my assumptions about humaa learning. Folluowing
the lead of contemporary writers in educational psychology, 1 view human learn-
ing as composed of three domains. These are the cogaitive (undersctanding or

knowing)®, affeccive (feeling of liking or disliking), and psychcmotor (the
physical capability of doing) domains.

Because of inconsistent and coafusec use of terms within the communication

literacure, when [ apply these domains to comaunicition leacning, it is impor-
tant that [ make a distinciion between communication competence and communica-
tion skill. [ see comunication competence as falling within the cognitive

domain and communication skill as falling within the psychomotor dumain. Mora
specifically, communication comp:atence is '"the ability of am individual to
demostrate knowledge of the appropriate cormunicative behavior in a given
situation” (Larson, Backlund, Redmond & Barbour, 1978, p. l8). Communication
competence, then, can be demonstrated by observing a communication situacion
and identifying behaviors that would bs appropriate or inappropriate in that
situation. Cowmmunication skill, on the other hand, involves actual psychomotor
behavior. Communication skill is the ability of an individual to perfora
appropriate communicative behavior in a given situation. To be judged skilled,
then, a person must be able to physically engage in appropriate behaviors.

The three components of desired communication learning, then, are com
munication competence (knowing and understanding appropriate communicaciorn
behaviors), communication skill (being able to physically preduce appropriate
eomnunication behaviors), and positive communication affeet (liking and wanti=z
to produce appropriate communication behaviors). Any desired impact on long-
term behavior of the individual requires thac production of all of cthese types
of learning be achieved, whether by the '"natural" enviroament or by a formal
instructional system, or by some combination of the twa.

CA can have a major impact in all three areas of communication learning,
and, consequently, on the long-term hehavior of individuals. High CA is seen
as a poctential inhibitor of the development of both communication competence
and communication skill and as a direct precursor of negative communication
affect. Low CA, on the octher hand, is seen as a facilitator of the development
of communication competence and communication skill and as a precursor of posi=
tive communication affect.
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With regard to communication competence, high CA is projected as a barrier
to accurate observation of the natural environment and” sufficient experience
within it and as a barrier to the formai study of communication. Mot anly do
people try to avoid studying things which cause them discomfort, but also such
discomfort may inhibit their learning when they do study it. The projected
pattern for learning comaunicacion skills is seen in the same way. A major
facet of psychomotor learning is practice. High CA will lead to less practice
and possible misinterpretations of the outcomes of wha: practice is attempted.
The impact of CA in terms of communication affect is even more direct. If we
are fearful or anxious about something, we are not given to liking it. On the
other hand, thiangs that are not threatening are more likely to generate posi-
cive affect.

A major conclusion we can draw from this conceptualization of CA and
communication learning is that high CA 1s highly associated with ineffective
comaunication. As such, CA must be considersd a centcal concern of any
instructional program concerned with more 2ffective communication as a targeted
outcome, whether the program is labeled a program in communication competence
or a program in codmunication skill. Basic competencies and basic skills
cannot be separated from the problem of high CA.
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FOOTNOTES

lericicisms of the 20- and 25-item PRCA instruments have been directad
toward & heavy emphasis on items relating to public speaking in those instru-
ments. This problem has been overcome in the most recent form of the measure,
PRCA-24 (McCroskev, 1982). For this reason the new form is to be preferred
over the earlier versions. This instrument permits four sub-scores as well as
an overall score. The reliability of the instrument (intermal) is estimated ac
.94 aad the total score correlates with the earlier forms above .90. Data from
over 25,000 subjects indicates the scores form a normal distrubiucion with a
mean of 65.6 and a standard deviation of 15.3.

It has been demonstraced repeatedly in the persomality literature chat
any given personality variable may be relevant to behavioral prediction for
some people but ncz for all people. People scoring in the mid-range of the
measure are lesast predicecable. For such people, the variable may be irrelevanc
and their behavior mav be coatrolled by the situation and/or other personality
characteristics. For a discussion of these problems, see Bem & Allen, (1974)
and Bem & Funder, (1978).

3These observations were made during data collection for the study
reported by Ertle (1969).

bpor earlier research, see Clevenger. More recently, it has been found
that although self-reported trait-like CA, as measured by the PRCA, is noc
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 modificacion of the Speilberger
state anxiety wmeasure. The beta weights for the two predictors are nearly
equal with litcle colinearity. See Behnke and Beatty (1981).

5For suggestions for testing this type of prediction, see Jaccard and
Daly (1980). Recenc research reports validity coefficienmts in the neighborhoed
of .50 for the PRCA and a measure of shyness when tesced in this way. See,
McCroskey and Richmond (1981).

6My use of '"cognitive" previously referred to the distinction made in
psychology between "cognitivists' and "behavieriscts." This is a broader use of
the term than the one relating te the domains of learning. The reader should
avoid confusing the two usages.
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Figure 1

Illustration of Types of CA
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Figure 2

Rational and Non-rational CA Levels
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