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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PSYCHOLOGICAL SEX TYPE AND COMMUNICATION
. »
APPREHENSION

.

Communication aﬁbrehension, and its related conélructs,
including stage frighs (Gilkinson, 1942; Clevenger, 1959);

. -4
reticence (Phillips, 1968, 1980); unwillingness to communicate .
<

(Burgoon, 1976); shyness (Zimbardo, 1977); prédispositidns

toward verbal b;havior (Mortensen, Arntson, & Lustig, 1977);

-~

and audience anxiety (Buss, 1980) have béen of concern tf com-
munication researchers %br over four decades. Early research

> ' . ~
concentrated on stage fright, a congtruct focused on the anxiety

associated with’public comﬁuhicatien. Phillips (1968) and

-

s McCroskey (1970) expandéd this notion by developing the constructs

of reticence and communication apprehension, which encompassed
P £ ' )

'+ additional communication situations. If a Jjudgment is determittéd
on thé basis of the quantity of research that has been completed,

communication apprehension appeg?s,to be the most useful of

these related concepts.

. ’ ?
Communication apprehension refers to the anxiety or fear

an individual associates wgthjreal‘or anticipated oral communi -
cation. High communication apprehenéion appears to impact
negativélyﬁon‘many essential’aépecti of individuals" *lives.
'Cbmmunicét£$n apprehension reduces an applicant's desirability
and limits occypational choices (Daly & McCroskey, 1975). Eersons

\
with high communication apprehension are offered fewer personne

o

interviews (Daly & Letﬁt 1976), are viewed more negatively

N

in the interviews in which they do participate &Daly & Leth,
. )

'1976;. Richmond, 1977), and are more lik ly'fo be dissatisfied
IRL |

"

N




(Freimuth, 1976) .

~

~
- 2 -- S L
in tﬁeir employﬁent (Falcione, McCroskey, & Daly, 1977). High

\ .
¢ommunication- apprehensives rate’ lower in self-reports of self-

estéem (McCroskey, Daly, Richmond & Falcione, 1977; McCroskey,

Daly & Sorenson, 1976), are evaluated lower in interpersonal

-

attractiveness (McCroskey, Daly, Richmond, & Céx, L975); are

- - )

perceived more negatively by peers (McCroskey & Richmond, 1976),
and are Jjudged less effective as communtcators by the &eceiver .

McCroskey (1976) demonstrated that high
, ) } : ) |
communication apprehemsives will have less influence on their

¢

peers fegard}ess'of the quality of theif ideas, due in large

-

part to theix honverbal behaviors which guide them to engage.

in fewer interactioms than ‘their less-anxious counterparts.

The inevitable conclusion’ supported by the bulk of this research |

is that communication apprehension has a deleterious effect

on an individualis ability to succeed in most areas of life.

»

. In general, research has demonstrated that women report

»

7
mqQre communication apprehension than do men (cf,, Gilkinson,

" 19%2; Clevenger, £95§; Bruskin, 1973; Pof;er, L934;.Feidman‘

& Berger, 1974). However, most of the published §t@&fes which

. \ L :
rely on the Persona Repoﬂ{ of Coﬁmunicagipn Apprehension (PRCA)
: ¥ . . -
do not include separate means for men and women; thus they~
. . - ‘\

do not offer information ony sex differences in communication

&
L]

apprehension. , . =
’ o 13
&

The proliferation of communication apprehension reésearch

n ) - ¢ . WL
in the 1970's was matched .by the.research  on psychological

LS

sex type in the field of psthology; Consequently, the
) ) g N Y
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- conceptualization and measurement of sex type underwent radical
changes (Bem, 1974, 1976; Block, 1973; Constantinople, 1973;

' « . ‘ .
Kaplan & Bean, 1976; Pleck, 1975; Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp,

'1975; Heilbrun, 1976; Berzins, Welling, & Wetter, 1978). In- -
. vestigatorsfcalled into question'the tradﬁf&onar assumption
that masculinity and femininity represent a single bipolar

-

dimension of personality. These researchers have attempted
i B . )

/ to demonstrate the conceptual advantages of assuming indepen-

dent development of masculinimy'and femininity. Most impotrtant
]

\ . . .
among these advantages is the possibility that persons may

S

develop more masculine and feminine attributes, 1. e., psycho-

N

logical androgyny.

'Interest in psychological androgyny spawned numerous instruments
. 4 ! ° * N
"\ which purport to measure it (Bem, 1974; Berzins, Welling, &

: [
Wetter, 1978; Heflbrun, 1976; Spence, Helmreigh, & -Stapp, 1975)

and a flood of studies demonstrating‘relationships between

i _ - : v ———

androgyny and other varlables (cf., Bem, 1975, 1976- Baggio
& Neilson, 1976 Deutsch & Gllbert, 1976; Montgomery & Burgoon

l§77 Wiggins & Holzmuller, 1978) . -Conceptual and behav1oral

, : —— K
\L valldatlon have not alvays kept pace and have resulted in mixed
findings (B%Q’ 1975, 1976, 1977; Bem & Lenney, 1976) .
Sonerevidence suggests that the newly defined.seX'rples
|

. . - . . : L8 -
have implications for communication research. Observer ratings
of subjects' verbal and nonverbal responsiveness demonstrates
that androgynous and feminine- typed persons are s1gn1f1cantly

[

‘,// more respons1ve than aﬁe masculine- typed persons (Bem, Martyna

P _ - '\. \

,.... c ‘ ' . - .o . . :‘
: . >
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& Watson, 1976). Androgynous persons have been shoWn to be

a . . -
}more assertive in their communication behavior -(Kelly, O'Brien,
Hosford, & Kinsinger, 1976) . Androgyny has also been linked

v -

to greater adaptablllty of language across situations (Eman,

3

1977) and greater adaptab;llty in touchlng behav1or (Eman,
Dierks-étewart,'& Tdcker, 1978) . Androgynous individuals di's-
'play "masculine" 1ndependence and assertlvehess when 51tuatlonally

appropriate and dlsplay ”femrnlne helpfulness, warmth playfulness

—

‘and. concern when given khe opportunity -(Bem, 1975). ¢ Sex role

appears .to.be an “intetvening variable im self-disclosure behavior

(Greenhlatt, Hasenaﬁerf & Freimutb :l9§0; Pearson, 1980d), | ‘;?

in rhetorical sen31t1v1ty (Pear" 1981b), ih persuasion
‘(Montgomery & Burgoon,- 1977, l980), and in the criticism of

classroom speethes (Pearson, 1980b, 1981a).

: While‘earlier conceptions of masculinity and femininity

suégested that masculinit& represented ps§chological-heal;h

in men ahd femlnlnltq was assoc1ated w1th psychological health

»" _-— -

. for women,\ some empirieal ualldatlon now recommends androg ny.

a; 'a desirable ‘sex role outcome“for both sexes (Bem, 1974,

- .

l975 ~l976- Heilbrun, 1968; Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, l975)
The perspectlve of a great deal .of research on androgyny, 1nclud1ng
that in communlcatlon, is that androgynous Lnd1v1duals excel

because they are presumably more flexible and adaptlve XO
view androgyny from this’perspective sllps the coneept into

M

the same klnd of evaluatlve framework .that 1t replaéed Orlglnally
androgyny served the useful purpose of allowing individuals

v

«
to be more;compl-‘ than permitted by the masculine or_feminine

6
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dichotomy.  Viewing persons’ as composites of traits replaced

this "either-or" perspectivé. . The current tendengy to pit 1

-~ -

3y

androgynous subjects competitively against othe¥, sex types

simply produces another researbh'ﬁelod{;;;\with a slightly

' different cast qf characters. B -
‘  ?urtH§rmore, éndrogynous persomns are not.superior in all
respects. Aﬁdr6gynods and masculine-typed individuals frequently

do hot differ significantly from each other, but feminine-
_ typed -and undifferehtiated persons tend to pérform more pootrly.

For instance, hfgh self-esteem is related mainly to the_&;esence
S - .

“ oL of mascufine—txped capabilities and minimally to the presence ”

. " of -feminine~typed characteristics {Kelly & Wofell,ll977). In
» . / o ' ’ .

addition, more stereotypically masculine traits than feminine
. . f LT :
traits were rated as socially desirable by college students
. : ~ o ‘
(Rosenkrantz, Vogel, Bee, Broverman, & Broverman, 1968).. Even

' ‘ . e 2 . . .
on some tasks that were designed to generate steregtypically

feminine expressiveness and affection, fem%pine—typed persons

did not pgrform well (Bem, 1975; Bem, Martyna, & Wétson, 1976) .

A number of~explanations have been offered for the seeming

_ - ¢ - _ !
superiority of androgyny and masculinity as contrasted with

° ~

R feminine and undifferentiated groupg: _ Females who are higH

. . ~ )

£ in femininity ‘and low in masculinity may not only be inhibited .

~ in bghavingﬂinstrumgptally,but expressively as well (Bem, 1975)..
R S ¢ N v
= ‘ ‘ * ° °
; In other words, the absence of»masculinity/may represent a
’:Pr_-. ’ * ~ '
y<behavioral deficit.
'i ‘ -" , .

N

»
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8 e
* A social desirability bias may account for the androgyny/

masculinity preference.. Feminine-typed women may endorse

feminine(characterrStics because they are expected to respond,
Jut® f . ’
-in this manner, but these characteristics may not Xxeally

-

.- :indicate their dominant response dispositions (Kelly & Worell,
1977). When they are placed in situations that call for nurturance,
r [

for instance, they do not behave in this manner because the behavior

-

has low brobability for -them.
'Finally, a hypothesis of differential social utility ,

: .«‘ ‘ . . “" i . .
o v has béen offered. FemirMine-typed expressive behaviors may
N 3 !
‘2
. be less socially effective: for a person. than are masculine-

S

typed behaviors; consequently, they 31mply do not . lead to
positive outcomes as freqdently The.superlorlty of androgyny,l

following thls reasoning, results-from the large number

-1

»

\ , of masculine trdits that are endorsed, not because the individual
. * A
is endorsing both masculine and femlnlne traits. ’ o

& final problem w1th studles on androgyny is the psychomgé?&

I

adequacy of the instruments used tovmeasure the ‘construct.. . ¥ .

s
4 *

. Analyses of the factor strweture of the Bem Sex Role Inventory,

~ v

- the Personal Attrlbutes Questlonnalre, and Hellbrun s Mascufinlty

-
'o P .

and Femrnrnlty Scales ‘(cf., Gaudreau, 19%7;+Gross, Batlls,

*Small, & Erdwins, 1979; Pearson, lgSOa) have yielded a yariety

~

of different solurions. The emergence of more than ‘two factors
» - «* \

in most of these studies suggests a more complex situation .
, b ’ ~ |

than that invited by the masculine-femihe dichotomy and calls .

-

s
>

. ‘into question the psychometric adequacy .of thé "instruments.

’ \)' . . - .‘u s - N )
» .- . ,: ’ . * . '- .8' ' . . 3




as expected; and androgynous .males and androgynous females’

. ‘

Indeed, one researcher concluded that the three most widely
: ¢
used sex-role instruments were not psychometrically adequate,

.that sex roles appear to be mult1d1mens1onal‘§nu1that future

research might profit from us1ng the 1ndependent factors that

have emerged rather than a single”androgyny score (Pearson,
1980c) .. -

In the same way that researchers have found that using

psthological~sex type rather than biological gender adds greater

sens1t1v1ty to tpelr predictions, the replaéement of single

andyogyny scores with scores on 1ndependent factors of sex

.

type should add precrelon to our understanding of tpg relation-
ship between communlcatlon variables and psychologlcal sex
type Recently, Greenblatt Hasenauer, and Freimuth (1980)

-

substltuted psychologlcal sex type for biological gender in
[ - 2

an examination of communication apprehension. They found rhat

femiﬁine females weére more~apprehensive-than masculine ‘males,

\

did not differ significantly frdm eacn;qgher, as expected;

- . - T
and androgynous females were less aﬁifgagjzﬁan feminine females,

_also‘aS'expected. However, contrary to theit final hypothesis,

androgynous males did not significantly differ from masculine

-

males. -Overall,.this. study illustrates the greater sensitivity

of psychological sex type rathern than biological gender; however,
it does not alléw us{to dismiss the idea:that the masculinity

]
component, rather than the androgyny component; is-responsible
®r the differences ifi reported communication apprehension. -

. - . ri

.

In other words, feminine females may be more apprehensive than




-

ma-sculine males and than andtofynous:females .because of’ their
] - . ’ .

» . .

absence of masculinity which represents a ‘behavioral deficit. .
o .
& ' -
Similarly androgynous males and females do n'ot differ from
.- - Al {

e .7 .
each other noxr do androgynous males diffgr from masculine males

because each of these groups inclydes an endoS®ent of maseuline

- ¢

L N ° R
personality traits. Mascullnlty, rather than androgyny, appears

to be a superlor predlctor of c0mmun1catlon apprehen31on

8

The usefulness of research relatlng‘communrcation“variablée

to peyéholpgicél sex type does niot appear to lie in those studies

»

-phich routinely relate individual variables witp the blunt
four-part'ciaSSSification‘schema of femigipe, maseuline, androgynous,
and\undifferentiated provided by the well-known instruments.
Our‘underetanding of the impact of sex role on communication
behaviors may be.egtended as we abandon our reliance on rigid

~ . . : 0
classificatory schema and as we develop more creative methods -

’

of analysis. 1In this' study we will attempt to generate more -

1nformatlon.about the rETatlonshlp between reported communication

.

-

apprehension gnd five factors that have emerged from the Bem

-4

Sex Role Inventory. These five factors are empathy, leadership, s

.

incisiveness, diplomapy, and ®elf-reported masculihity/femiuihity
(Pearson, l980a).“Previpps research allows us to draw three
hypotheses and ask two‘reSeareh questiqns. .
’ Hi: ¥ndivr;3als who report highocommpnication éﬂi&ehéﬁsion
" will score low g% leadership. ) '

The factor of leadership appeared.to inclpde both social

o / ;
and task personality %haracteristlcs that typify competent
Ty ' N - h * -

’ o iQ




9 A

leadership in the previous factor énaIytic study of the Bem

-
4

Sex .Role Inventory. The facter was ideritified|{$y such items .
. i ' % . i
. v M i B ¢ ','? . .
- as aQsptable, acts as a leader, ambitious, assgrtive, and cheerful.
: ; et ) ‘
i L

- Individuals who are high in communicatign apprghension are

jeaders (Hurt &

viewed '‘as less desirable as potential opinion

Joseph, 1975, Hurt, Preiés,‘§~Qamis, l§76} Mc

-

1oskey & Richmond,

1976) and they repqrt thdt-othefs turn tolthe Jiesé‘for,épinion)

leadership - (Witteman, i976). High commﬁﬁicatfbn'appfeheﬁsives

v

have less influénce on their peers, regardlesg.'of the‘quality

!

1

of their ideas (McCroskey, 1976). A'negative'ébrreiation \
, N X

Yo

. . [ .
exists between. communication apprehension d

-

. . S b, . .
characteristics including adventurousness, dominance, ceon-

personality .

. e o
.4 . fidence, and the .need to achieve, all of which seem relevant
to leadgrship (MtCrdskey,.Daly, & Sorenson, i976). “In the
smail.group,setting, high communication a'prehensives talk .
- ’ ; i e . .

_lessw(Ham{lton,;l§72; Sorenson & McCroske ,‘1977;~Wéiner, T

91973; Wells, 1970; Fenton & Hopf, 1976), o'not-sit in -

.

demonstrate less leadership behavior (We élaff, 1972; Fenton

& Hopfs 1976). High communication appré,eﬁsives'prefer occu-

. . * . ¥ o . ) .
; pations that require less communication (Daly .& McCroskey, 1975)
- o e - . . . N .
- and-prefer college classes in which fewey communication op-
+ - \
” \ ‘ .

portuﬁitie§ are ‘likely (Pearson & Yoder,| 1980; Mcb oskey, 1978).

Fe : 3
HZ: Individuals who report high communication apprehénsion

will score low on incisiveness. °

: N A e g s .
. The factor .of incisiveness was defined in.the previous
B - -

sex role study as someone who systematitally determines an
ERIC . - C A T

’ . €

TN
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‘ . /7 . . .
answer and tHen defends it.* The factor included items such
- .o ’ "
as hard-headed and analytical: Incisiveness may be further .-
defined as someone who is penetrating, acute, and has the power ~
' R ) . . i ¢ *
to impress -the mind by direcgtness and decisiveness. The hypothe-

> .

. ' U .
sized relationship between reported communication pprehension
: . . i

arid incisiveness is drawnh on the basis of a number of pieces -

of related research. Individuals who are high in communicatiacn
{
. . . . . 3
apprehension are perceived to be less effective as communica-

A 4

tors (Freimuth, 1976) and they use s%gnificantly\more rhetorical
interrogétiﬁes such as "You know?" "You understand?'. and *'Al-

right2" (Powers, 1977).  While high communication éppréhensiﬁes'

tend to talk less thaﬁ’blhers, when they do speak, thev often .,

. , »

add comments that-are non sequitots or are irrelevant to the

ion at hand (Weiner; 1973;-Wells,.1970). High communi-

iscu
dlsclssb

.cation apprehensives have less influence on their peers (McCroskey,

- ”

1976) ,and afe more anxious than are others (beroskey,,Daly;

A

& Sorenson, 1976). An . inverse relapionship exists betwee%. . .

LY. ~ . 3 y "\ e
communication apprehension and assertiveness (Pearson, 1979;. » | °

«

KnutSOn/& Lashbrook, }976) which is’ relevant to incisiven ssf
as assertivess is‘characterized by peréons~who are risk

takers, fdst to take action, competitive, tdke-charge, and

\

directive. ' ' .

' . 3 - M
H

Individuéls who report high pomﬁunicdtion apprehension

: 2. ¢
will score low on masculinity.

3:

. - /
This hypothesis is framed as a result of th%;studies which

“have.focused on biologicai gender (Cf., Gilkinsoﬁ? 1942; Clevenger,

1
-

/

-~
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- o 1959; Bruskin,’l%73; Porter, 1974; Feldman & Berger, 1974)

as well as the more recent study which suggests that femininity

[y * . \'
S is associated with higher communicat%on apprehension while

[4

4

masculinity is associated with lower communication appxehension
(Greenblatt, Hasenaudr, & Freimuth, 1980).

Rl: Is there a relationship between reported’communication

”~

apprehension and empaﬁhy?

Previous research doed nét allow us to hypothesize a relatioen-

ship between communication and empathy. High communication
-
apprehensives may be more empathic than individuals who are

more skilled at sending 3Kills; on the other hand, they may

i

be more dysfunctional in both sending and receiving skills.
s Resegarch which has fotused on the relationship between communication
apprehension,‘as measured by the PRCA, and writing appreﬁension,

for instance, has,demonstrafed‘only a moderate correlation

s

+ (McCroskey, 1920, 1977) and between communication gﬁprehensign
and appréhension about sinéing has shown low correlations

- _(Andersen, Andersen, & Géf{ison, l97é). It is thus difficult
to posit‘ani clear reL@tionship‘betweén sending and receiving

communication skills when minimal relationships exist among
. * ’

’ .

.

varieus sending, or initiating, skills. 1In add;tion, no. sig-

cee . . . .
nificant relationship has beén demonstrated between communica-

tion apprehension and sensitivity (McCroskey, Daly, & Sorenson, -
' -

1976), although high communication apprehensives have been

shown to beulow in responsiveness (Knutson & Lashbrook, 1976).




' ~N
“ et
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.

. R Is there a relationship between reported communication

2:
apprehensiod’and diplomacy?,

[

v

d Again, the literature does not provide rationale for pre- ‘

dicting a rélationship between communication apprehension and

t

4 ;
diplomacy. While high communication apprehensiveibi? not demonstrate -

savqir—faife, they may be lgss offensive than their more.gregaripus
counterparts. The literature cited above which deals with
sehsitivity and responsiveness (McCroskey,éDaly & Sorenson,
1976; Knutson & Lashbrook, 1976) does not allow clear predictions

in the aréa of diplomacy. ,
. . &

. METHOD
%

» M

Data Colléction .
fhe subjects'ép this study were 232 sﬁﬁdenfs, 145 men and .

87 women, enrolled in a bgsié public -speaking course at a large

.midweéteyn university. Each subﬁect Eompleted the Bem” Sex Role

Inventony\and the Personal Report of Communication Apprehension.

To help control for order effects, half of the subjects com-

.
o

pleted the Bem Sex Role Inventory first and half of the subjects

€
.

completéd the Peréonal Report of Communication Apprehension first.
) . = ‘ . ’ .

Y . : .

13

Measures

‘THe Eem Sex Role Inventory is a self-report instrument which

LY

is based on the conception of the sex-typed person as ohe who

8

has internalized the socieﬁél sex-standar& of desirable behavior.

A

The scale allows independent measurement of masculinity and

femininity and can identify people as masculine (high in masculinity,

»

14

’




reactlons to 60 personallty characteristics that are

s - ¢ o 13 - : L ;

low in femininity), feminine (high in femininity, low
in masculinity), androgynous (high in femininity.and
yagculinity), or undifferentiated (low in~£emininity

and masculinitY) The self-report instrument requests

.
- B
‘v - S

L3
-

”each.pléééd on a 7cpoint scale. Twenty adjectives describe

masculine persondlity characteristics, e.g., self-reliant,

indepcndbnt; 20 adjectives déscribe -feminine personality X
: . p ¥ ) .
charactcristgcs, e.g., gentle, undcrstaﬁding; and 20

* ®

~adjectives ire undifferentiated, e. g. happy, concelted

and serve as fillers. Bem reports hlgh 1nternti_fon31stency’n
Qiscriminaht validity., test-rétest.reliabilihy, and

‘convergent validity when comparcl to other measures °

of masculinity-femihinity.(Bem, 1974) .

o~

- ¢ . §,
Researchers bave‘ﬁsed a variety of .methods to categorize °

4

individuals into the four groups of masculine, -feminine, an-

&Yogynous,~and,undifferentiated including median splits, t-tests,

- summing the’scoreg, and using the interaction between masculinity

and femininity. Regardless of methodology, most of the research
) ’ .o LT .
';g&gsex.roles which has” employed the Bem has relied on a 2 X
LN . . g ; 4
&'conceptualization that dichotomizes masculinity into high

Yatid - 1ow condltlons and similarly dlchotomlzes femlnlnlty into
*-f:
high and low conditions:. However, the -Bem' prov1des=cont1nua1

.

data which-permits the researcher to employ regression analysis.

Pearson (1980b, 1981b) has demonstfated the usefulness of thig

altérnative. \In this study, regression analysis.rather than

e

analysis .of .variance or - t-tests ‘'was used.

. 4
4 > . - \

&t N

-
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The Personal Report of Communication Apprehension measures
’ an individual's apprehens1on about oral communication. The PRCA-

College 1ncludes 20 items placed on five- p01nt Likert- type scales.
4

Reports of internal reliability haveuaki exceeded .90 (¢f.,

McCroskey .1978). Th1s measure was selected because of its well
i

establlshed predkct%ye validity as well as-its high rellablllty

“the 1nstrument is examlned in recent research

-

ey, 1978). Most of the previous research on

The validitv o

)

(fhaport (McCro

€ ’ communlcatlon apprehension has proceeded by comparlng hlgh

and low apprghensives. As- Powers and Smythe (1980) point out,

the absence/of data for those subjects whose level apprehension‘
might be labeled as average orﬁhnormal“ is a great liability .

in beirg able to accurately assess the differences obtained.

This study seeks to remedy that recurrent problem by dealing

’ﬁg%lth all of the data through regress1on analyS1s The continual

¢

nature of the data proylded by the PRCA allows this Jethod

3

of analysis.

Data Analysis ‘

| The‘data.were examined usihg.regress;on ana}ysis and the
Egeneral linear models proced;re froh the Statistical Analysis
‘System (SAS) which provides Type IV "Sum of,Sguaresi a conservative
estlmate of difference. The:dependent variable in the analysis
was the subJects reported communication apprehens1on as determlned

by the PRCA. The independent variables were sex, leadershlp,

» ]

incisiveness, masculinity/femininity, empathy, and diplomacy.
o . . ' .
The latter five independent variables were determined by totaling

Q ' ) N -

| ig. .. /\7’
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the subjects' respon%es to the 1tems which loaded on each of

these factors in a prev1ous study (Pearson, l980a)

- ¢
RESULTS
Hypothes1s 1——Ind1V1duals who report high communication,
apprehens1on will score low on leadership--was supported (F(1, 225)
14 25;. p - .0002). - -
HypocheSis 2——Indiziduals who'report high communication ’
apprehension will score low\on incisgﬁeness——was.supported
(P(1,225) = 6.77; p =..0099). ‘ . —~
ﬁypothesis 3——;ndividuals pho report high éommohioation
apprehension.&ill score low on masculinity--was hot supported .
(F(1;225) = 2.50; p- = .1151). | )
Research Question 1l--Is_there a relé%ionship between reported
communlcatlon apprehension and empathy-—was not found to be answered
afflrmatlvely or negatlvely No significant dlﬁference was deter;"
mined for this variable (F(1,225} =3.12; p'= .0786). A
Research Question 2--Is the}e_;Tﬁeiationship between repofteo
" communication apprehension and oiplomecy—-was not answefeﬁ affir-
matively or negatively. No significant difference was determ;ded
for this variable (F(1,225) = 1.55; p = .2150)" '
The se£ of the subject was entered as an independent.Variable
in this study, but no research questions concerned a relationship

between sex and reported Communication apprehension. Since this

data was'available, it was examined but no significant findings

-

resulted (F(1,225) = .52; p = .4728).
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DISCUSSION -

Communication apprehension appears to4be inversely related”

to leadership and incisiveneséj as measured by the Bem Sex -~

. v ?

Role Inventory. Interestingly, the factor of incisiveness in- -

¢

cludes only items which were determined by Bem to represent

mascullpity; the factor of leadership includes only one-item-
. - - 3 R

-which was determined to represent femininity, with the bulk
of the items representing masculinity. On the other hand,

the factor empathic includes only feminine items; the factor-
o \

diplomatic has items from both subscalfs, and mascullnlty/femlnlnlty

includes” primarily 1tems that have been détermined to be feminine.
We mlght conclude, then, that mascullnlty appears to be a bette;

predlctor of the absénce of communication apprehen31on than

femininity is a predictor of  the existencé of communlcateon

\ + “ .
apprehension. This study tends to offer support for the notion
. -
that the absence_of masculinity represents a behavior deficit

L4

matrix holds important 1mp11cat10ns for communication research.

The "law of the hammer,

" applied in many recent communication

studies in‘which psychological sex types are simply inserted

+

where biological gender existed previously, has limited value.*

In this study, communication apprehension was shown to be inversely

[ . -

) ) ~, ..~
related to incisiveness which includes.such itemssas "defends

" is -
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" and was shown to be.inversely

Y

own beliefs" and "analyticel;

»

related to leadership whiich includes both social and teskF A

"acts as a leader,"

related leadership qualities such as

-

"adaptable," ”ambitious,”‘"cheerful," and "assertive." Empathy

which includes stereotypically feminine items including

"sympathetic," ''sensitive to the needs of others," ftender,”

-~

"gentle," and "warm' was not demonstrated to have a'rela-

tionship'with communication apprehension. Similarly, a

 person's self-report that they are masculine or feminine

K Y .
does not appear tp have.a relationship on their self-report «

of communication'appreﬁ%hsion. Finally, being diplomatic which

-
~

, f
includes being ”llkabl e'" and "tactful' was not demonstrated

K

L3

\7

to have a relatlons “fo self- repor ed communication apprehension.

~

communication apprehen31on 1s.advancéd

Our unde}spaﬂding o]

-

when we are "able ﬁb&fﬁfther identify those componente of psycho- -
loglcal sex type which are related ta thlS well studled variable.
This perspectlve may encourage addltlonal avenues of research

which might eventually allow us to understand sex)role development

-and thefimplications of the adaptive 81gn1fléance of sex—rQle i
. . . - ¢

behawvior for the field of communication. . . .
. F
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