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¢ " ’As communication theorists are caught up in the rising tide of =~ =~

- R
' .

. . . .
¢ognitivism there is' increasing concern with the naturé of .the mental '
” ) - : Co. o )
. processes which give rise to comminicative behaviors (Craig, 1979; Miller,
- rs ¥ ~
. 1969; 1976; Planalp & Hewes, in press). Nowhere is this tqsﬁd more welcode\/
. ' & . . p - .
. 4' ' . * - . . ] . §
. . thdn in the area Jf anxious and fearful reactions to communicative inter-
.o . . » . o .
% ' .. ¢ ’
changes. Recently.thefrists have come to address issues of commggication

N - - . L \ - s ¢

» angiety in terms of 1earnfng @roéessesA(e.g. Daly & Friedrick, 1978; WcCroskey
z.
,. N . g.
{ © 19775 1981- see also Kelly, 1982) expéctation forma;ion (e. g, Glase;r ..

X- 1
- =~ >
- -~ ’

h l981 WcCrdskeyv/i981) and outgome evaIuatlon (e ., WcCroskey & R;chmond .

. ~ 2
N [ %4 ’ . < ' ‘., . * .
‘

- L977 Phlllips 197?¢‘Ph1111ps & Sokoloff 1979) ‘ FOW Yer as of‘yet'there N

° A}
' . .. PR - J‘ ; 4 4 ‘r . .. » «.

de . .is lxt;le 1nd1cat10n of.cﬁe spelelc nqture of these cogn1t1Ve proc sses of

. | fewe o . M
n . & o~ 4 " - _,l - 7.<

of thelr posﬁﬁlon in a geme*hl model of psychologleal functlons. ka

« . . R . . \ * 0
. . 'y _.‘ . . . . N y U N . .
o ¢

N bresent effort represents an attemp& to further the develOpment ot cognstlve
. - ‘\ »*

) \. ’ v

- approaches to’ communlcatlon apprehens10n by - presentlng an lnltlaJ model oF
RN

the relevant mental progesses. g . U

A )
. -
e

. . ~ v ) B b .
1 A LI '\ . . .
. . ** Characteristics of the Apprehénsive Individual SE

P -
. . : . . . ¢ ’

. In order to inform our theorizing’ about the nature of the cdognitive
- : ‘ - - . . :
. . ¢t - .- . R

processes which lead to a state bf fear of anxjety in a cogmunicative -

-

| S ' bituation we need first .to inquige after the characteristics bf such .

;ppiehensive individuéls.b.Perusai\of the relevant literature reveals a -
v ~ e

] . ]

¢ nugber of characteffistics which provide ‘an inv&lusble c}ue to the nature .-
. of the cognitive progesses which lead t& a state of dpprehension. The most
- . . . o, o v hd
. . R , RIS . P & . R

( ) obviods ch%iabteiisfics are, of course, the’withdrawal, fearful, and °*

o i . i

. . .

. . . anxious react;bns to communication sItuatlons (McCroskey,_l970 Phlﬁélps,

-~

[ N - . TR
c 1968) Thus, any-model 6f communication appreheﬁs1on must eventually

S + 7y RO .
» _account for these responses. Beyond thgse responses. are other character- . -

. e
gt
]

{“g\ e

. P
Con e

- istigs which have been suggested by a number of authors, amoné these are:
. o S

") ‘., 3 o 2 . . . -
-

. . . .
3 . . -
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{1) perceptions qf low persomal. éompetency, (2)' an inability to identif
t , 3 p cy, ity y

. interactioh. ¢ .
’ . . . .
' Perceptions of -Low Personidl Competéncy,
' L4 ) .

. - .

-reported empiricalﬂgi conéeﬁtua%tr

.
» . .
\

” -

. L1 . ,
o, Apprehé?51?n, or related construlcs,

correlatéd ﬁlf
. ) .
YtCroskey, Daly, Rlchmond & Falc10ne 1977

€2

W e

1976).

Ag.

L4

s .

Voo ' . .. .
appropritate sotial behaviors and (3) anticipation of negative outcomes to

i . N ° oty *

~

. «

et

A number of authors have o=

~

.,

Communlcatlon Apﬂrehen51oh in several cases (Lustlg, 19?4-

aly -

K
.

Snévely, Merker

-

. e ., Y
atlonshrps between Communiecation

v
. o

~—

and a generalized perception of a ~°
. l .. . .
lack of personal competency..,Self-esteen has been,fbund.go be signifiggntf&

. P

-

Bquen & Book

A

In addltlon Communlcatlpn Apprehénsxod has been 1mnked to an -} ‘.

oy .
4

- >

> —— .

. \ Sorenspn;:l??é)l

external cqntrbl 6r1entatlon .and a lack 6? confldence féeCroskey, Daly & vl

. . 3

N A -~

)

Simrkarly,‘PhiLlips énd Medzger (1973) report. that, .

Retdcent individuals perceive others to be more skillful at‘communica&ion

x
. \ .« -

s * '

“ . .than«themselves.

emplrlcal relatlonships between‘measutes of Retacence and . Low self-

ThlS point is supportad by flnd&ngs @f 51gn1f1cant

"

evaluations (Rosenfeld & Plax, 1976). N .

: . . Perceptlons of 16w persohal competency HJbe‘glso oeen llnked to al .

- .y
v . .

. ¢ number of othezﬁconstructs whlch are conceptually and emplrlcally related

. . to communicatibn apprehension.’ For,exaﬁple, Zimbardo (1977) hastsug-
* " y - ’ ' ) ’ ‘ * 3 .

l . " gested that shyness is related 'to self-esteem. Predispositions Towdrd ,
. . ‘\ . “ . ° . .-
Verbal Behavior, whiich is in part an assessment of an indivigual£s per- <;.

. .

L

ceptﬁons of his/hen frequency and dgpation‘of communication, has been

s s P . »
shown to be:correlated with self-esteem and a sense of powerlessness 4

. .
> 'y A -

(Mortensen ‘& Arntson, 1%74; Mortensen, Arntson & iusiig, 1977). Finally,
. . . . 4 ' »® ¢ . ~l

] 4 o
Unwillingness to Communicate, which represents "a chronic tendency to

g . : i "

» ’.’_“W“ s
avoid and/or de Fal communication" (Burgoon, 60) is conL

1976 R .

,/’”//’ .

- .Burgoon,, 1974; Burgoon, 1976). . . e

. \‘ ) - ‘ . ..' . . 'v:’ sx. ‘\
[mc C . A 0

X . . a
r . .
FullToxt Provided .

— - » P ..

,,,f»,ﬂciﬁtﬁally llnked to low self-esteem and anomie and aliénation (Burgoon &
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(‘ Inabilitz to Identi_z_ﬁgproprlate Social Behav1or A numbex of ”
. 4
authors have suggested ‘that those individuals prone to experience anxious

- 4

)

reactions in social situations ane often unable to identify‘appropriate

LI

sooial beﬁaviors. Indeed, Ret{éence is seen as prlmarily due to a lack °

-
o s

of-communication skills (Kelly” 1982) Phillips and Metzger (1973)
. .\-‘

emphaSiAe that Reticent individuals oftén exh1b1§ indeCisiveness which

\

o

‘appeafs'to result from uncertainty éonoaxning their social obligations:
e p g

InﬁecisiVeness appears to result, in‘most cases, either .
/ from not being aware of what the communication requi*e—
. ments: are-ir a given SituAtion or from understanding
‘ . Jche requirements b&t mot- knowing what behavior is needed,
‘ at-d given time. and place (p 225) . We suggest that
there appears to be a problem of perception of self

- related to many situations, which, combined with lack of
skill, makes a reticent person unaware of alternatives,
or, if aware.of them, unable to apply them (p. %27). .

.

-, ) ‘
Similarlyy a skills deficit has been proposed to account for anxious

. . -
. . - ~ , . 0

“reactions t® heterosexual-social anxiety (Curran,
i > . ¢ e . .
cation Apprehension (Daly & Friedrich, 1978; Glaser,

. ’, -

Ant; ;patlon—o£4§ggative40utcomes to Communication.

1981). |

"Finally, com-

3

[N

Q

E

o
Aruitoxt provided by Eic

RN

RIC

munication .apprehension appears' to be related to the anticipation qf
o . / . t
negative.oupgomes to communicative‘interchanges.

{
]

McCroskey (1981) has

recently proJ

Apprehension.

LY
seen 'to, occur
2

cative- odthm
Richmond s - (1

perceive that

’ hd .

preyent others

number of othe

sequences and
-, 4 P ‘

reactions (§
- *

osed a leéarned helplessness approach to State Communication

.. ~ el

on tth view the arousal of a state of fear or anxiety is

-

éhe resulE‘ofwnegative expectations codbernihg-tommuni—

- .

as

es. Shch an approach is 4a keeping with McCroskev and

977) éarller hypotheSis thﬁt\high Commun icat ion’ Apprehen51ves
P »>

~» “ @ . )
they engage in° less selfadisclosur< because they wish to

- . .

Y

rom“f rming negative” impressions of them.

L]

XS Q@ L4 -

rceptions cf insufficient abilities will lea&\ko anxiods <

, 1977; Giffin & Gilham, 1971; Glaser, 1981). Findlly,

<, . - -

Syrther a ,
aythors have suggested tlat expectations of<adverse %on- |

1977) as well as Communi-

-4

>




'
-~ . .
-

thﬁ expectation of negative outcomes. is also implied by the gains/losses

e

~ . >

b ‘conceptualization of Reticence (Phillips, l977;~PhiIlips & Metzger, 19735,
: Phillifs & Sokoloff, 1979 Sokoloff.& PHilljps, ‘1976).  °

N 1 ’ . S .

Towards a Reconceptuallzatlon of Communlcatlon Apprehension

- 5 S tele - LN
N . . .

It is important'to realize that an ynderstanding 8f communication

» -t .
s

apprehension cannot come from a delineation of the charaeteristics of '

e

the apprehensive individuai;‘ This undérstanding .can oniy come through

the explication and test of models of the processes;tzaﬁing to*communi-
) -_— . - . - , N ~
cation apprehension. . .

_~

model which purports to'accdunt for state co unication apprehension. 1In
. . \ ~ A .

, T - i e ' ® ' . . . ‘e
'so doing, we believe that the nature of trait §ommunication apprehension,

\

o '
’

anx1etyftw111 adso be\;larlfled - ,

B legg the characterlstlcs of the reflceﬁ* outlined above; we wish

- ' .
. . £ :
\O pl‘OpOSE that c;ommunlcatlon apprehenslon is a response to a situation

4 ‘

1n whlch the 1nd1v1duai bas a negatlve outcome expectatlon due to his/ R

- ) . .
L

her lnablllty to ldentgfy or engage in behav10rs expected to lead to
P4 n % ' -

» ] ’

* A
N . . - 2 L
. e . - .

. . oL N . . P
of interaction goals. Perceptiaqns of personal communication competency

- w .
should be expected to be related to communlcatlon apprehension hecatse

.
N -
N L ) ?

they play a key role in the evaluatlon of potentla* outcome success. This

.
‘e ] ‘\\‘ ~ . v B

o 4
papﬁrehens1ve response is characterlzed by a state of anxletv ‘and a sense

t S
- . -
. . N 4 - . [ |

aof‘uhcertalnty,concernlng appropraate oeﬁav1ors. For this reason indivi-

- .
'

.

&, Py . . .

- - » .o\ 3. . Lo gl
duzls mby demonstrate qrgors.ln speech production (Reynolds & Paivio, 968
I ’ . T ~ ., R .o -

. .
Siegman & pope 1965)’ or avoid or withdraw from interaétion. L,
-4

. » “ -

. Sunport for th1s genera’ propos1t1on is- 60 be found in a number of

positive outcgmes. "Positive outcomes,” here, refers to the accomgl;§hment
pe \ - :

.

that is; individual differences in ‘the tendency experience communication |




. . . . * “v w;q'l . - . c [N s
cogn1t§ve approaches to anx1ety and emotloh- Particularly relevant in | , .

- . .
- -
. . . B - .. .

T " ¢his’ respect is the theory of anxiety presented by Wandler (Mandler 19723 ‘“ ;

o ' . 1975 Mandler and ﬁZtson 1966\ ﬁandler s pOSiLlOH is representatlve of S

B A . 5 ro- - 0

. what Epsteih (1972)7has termed response pnava;lability" approaches'to .
1 \ . . o ) R - . + ) . .
: .anxiety. ‘Despite important differences, in underlying assumptions. and -

' - 3 [ . Y B .

. - . - - El
. . . x

theoretical ccnstructs (see Lazarus, 4nd Ayerili, 1972; May, 1950), these o o,

. ] approaches are similar in that they each hold that the 1n€511&ty to P

~ M N . ;l. . [ - - -
Tt ' identify situationally—relevant behaviors i$ a’ chardcteristic of anxiety.

. L B . -
. , A ~ . .y

. . - . - 1=’| R . ’
. Mandler makes usé€ of *an extension of two-facter theory of ‘emotion -

.~ (Schachrer, 1‘96‘6; 19°7o 197’8- Schacht\ar & Singer,’ 19624 Schachter.s - .o

. ) Wheeler;'1962) in speclfylng the naturg of anx1ety.2 ' Bastc to Mandler's .
’ . P . . . R . w - . .
) - pos1t10n is the assumption of the ex1stence ‘of a h1erarchy70f éogngtive

. styuctures wh1ch are respon313$e for b7th perceptual processlng and
. o 7 Tl ' o . o '
executlpn of behavior. .In ‘thé *%vent 'that the cogn1t1ve system_ls unable

~ 4T~ . . . \ .

to handle either input dr action requireménts, ) andler hd%?s that an S
/ ’ ) .

" o N . ’ - ~: e - 3 ‘ .
o " - "inteérruotion” of cognitive activity will gccur. For' anpple, unexpecc — -

’ - , . . . ‘ N >t _y
; vy . or novel stimuli are,interruptive because they cannot be easily accom- -

.. < . . ©

- © Iy s * . K3 Iy : N ' -~ - . - Iy
modated of assimilated by.exis®ing cognitive structures., Thi$ interruption v
.. 4 e - .. Al . ‘ " L

. . - . .. P
< is characterized by a state of autonomic arousal and cognifive coping

\ . N N ‘ v «

activities. . C- A . S, e LT LS
.t . v - , N . . . L S . . 3
o “. 7 " These cognitive coping activities include a Searck.fot alternative i
L[] - O' ’ - ’ - ) ! 403 -
means' of pursuing the interrupted activity. According to Mandier, 'a Iy .
. l . . 4 A} i . . . N
serse'of "helplessness"\wlll arise when the individuals cannot identify MR
c. N o . y ] - ~ - .
4 -~ ~ JRS -t ‘. .
any task——Q; S1tuatlonally—4relevant plans or aqtlons" (Mandler,, 1975, oo

p. 202). In other words, helplessness is,theﬂresult of *an*inability. 6

>
. .

3

< ,identify any appropriate behagior. Mandlér halds that i€ is this sense "'

‘ ’ M ’ '.\ﬂ" ‘ M - * . ‘ ' .‘ "' "
of_helplessness coupled'with'the heightened .arousal due tQ,interrgptioA! . o

oLt e e R Soe ? ’ ". <~ v, .

. whlch leads to the pnenomenal experience of anxiety "So 1mportant is

FRIC .

r -
s

.
e
-
Rl
B I E—— T —

oy —




, . ) ; " ' . . » )
the availébility of'apprépriate behavioral.tesponses that Mandler ‘claims - .

"it should be poss1ble to manlpula; .the degree of megative affecr by i -

vanylng the” responses avallable to the organism 1mmed1ately fo!low1ng

-~ . -
- .

' the lnperrdptiOQ” (MaHQler, l975; p.;léé). . - - < 7’ ’ _‘ . .' Lo
. .’ In addltlon to 1nterruptlon and helplessness a chirdlconstndct
) employed by Wandler whloh is perélaenp to the present inquiry is that of . o
mhopelessness.f While helplessness is the ;esult og'an lnehlllty.to' .f 5

identify a relévant hehavior in a particular situation, hopelessness
l L 3PN . \ B A o A k
. ?

M . \ Lo ’.\\_\ .
refers to a.generalized perception of personal inability to identify. =%

- ’ \ * .4
' S aviops. Th ‘ e . . N
. appropriate behaviopg. Thus, hopelessness, which Mandler. sees.as relatyed \
: , > ¢ . N
‘ S \ } '

\

. - - ' ' ‘e \
to self-esteem, may lead fo anxiety because perceptions of a lgck of ! '
. : . + ‘ .
¢ T . - . R .
"ty " eompetemce or control will result in a, reduced estimate of .the likelihood
- - .. . . \ ) . .
. . v B - Ve .
of acecomplishing the current goal. N
e : -~ . . P v
o0 In conclusion, and &t the possible cost of over-redundancy, ‘we wish )
L . ¢ PR Y . . :
3 tc‘gmphasize that the crugial point is that: > . '
4 . . . L} b < -
. N 4
Whenever a.search of appropriate action systgms indicates - * _—
- - _— . . ' ~
.. . that because of past experiences or the generaljZed
— - - , = .
T ’ evaluation gg_ﬁersonal competence, no actions are avail- ) '
;L — ' — , '
e able that will achieve desirable ends, then helplegness .
. R 4 >
T 3& hopelessness will result These means and ends neged <t
/. 'R . . .
T -not ‘be associated E& the ayo;dance of aversive events; ‘ -
A 2
'thezimay just as well relate to-the unattainability of
N ' ) ) L v ‘ -
. desirablestates (Mandler, 1975, pp. 211-212) [emphasis added].
R T 7T N A | , - .
4, . Additional- support for the conceptualization Bf anxiety proposed .-
)' ‘. , . - . -~

3

. here comes from the cybernetic model of emdtions présented by Pribram and

v

Melgks (1969; sed also Simonov, 1981).. While ﬁandlef;s model is repre-

- .
. .

sentative of tfadipional psythological app;paéhes,°that of Pribram and

Melges is based upon-neurophyslological foundations." pribram afid Melges o

. K4 Pl
‘.
.

. ‘. h . . . ) . .
v ¢ ‘ . - p el IR N N -
% . N N N ) ”
- . . ¥ . . 4 d
e 7 . Cg M o % < ) . - .
d £ - K < - . v !




¢ ~ . » v TS . “' .
4 . o ~ <. [ . . . . 9 - N . B . — ¢
‘conceive of the mind as a hiérarchy of servomechanisms which serve to
. . a . o .- + . v .
detect incongruities Betweenklnputs.apd neural structures. These sgrvo-
. N - 1] Al . B
\ . . P .
*« mechanisms act to edntrol diIscrepant inputs.which disturb the equilibrium,k ° *

~ ~ , .

. : ) 3 R . -
of the neural-system. Pgibram and Melé%s havg“i%entified twd processes
. N . . . . . . :j"' . . ® .
* ] - . - ' * -

++ by which an individual may regain a homedstatic state -after en%oun;gring
- . o - . o "

-
.

incongruous igputs. Participatory proce§seé are those.in.wh;ch the
. . 4 . . < .
1 .

individual ‘orients toward the disrupting ‘inputs in .order Eo.facilgﬁkte

‘ g ' . g . b4 Ny A?’ ’ ‘ ! . L . . . M
restructuring of the neural structure, thgfeby/qest%rlng equilibrium.’
. & : - . . ‘
’ ' ‘ . [J
Prepara&ory.p;ocesses, on the other fand, are these irm* which the imdividual
. - 'Y . A , - "

. ? . . . . 1 ~
‘\\aCtS. to change or avoid the incongruous lnput". -
~e .

o) . . ) '. ' . 3 . .’
::The important point, given our. preseft ¢oncerns, is how the individual
- - .¢ \ ) . . L’ ’ . N -
chooses to deal with disrupting inputs. Pribram and Melges é&ptend th&f‘h(\
* . 3 -
‘this decision ‘is made via an’assessment’ process'ih which’ghe individual
. ‘ \ -, :,4/ . - vy ‘o
. considers past experiences in order to determine how best to deal with
\~“ _ i . . ) ‘ ~
the. discrepant inputs. Anﬁiky& is seen "td arise when this assessment

' ]

proceés leads to the expectation chgt\neither participatory nor preparatQry

~

; L : ] ;
processes will ledd to a return'go a homeostaggcestaté. T
; . - R - |
In summary; Pribram and Melges see anx&ety as the outcome of a~
. . v ’ ¢

{

situation in which an~individual perceives no means by which pérceptugﬁ- '

control goéls\ﬁay be'accoﬁplished. Despite the fact that the theories .
. . 1] 4 ' . ’ ' '
of emotion pgesented by Mandler and by Pribram:rand Melges are representa- *

- %

fd 3 . ‘- 3 ‘. . \“ - .
_tive of two different traditions of inquiry they exhibit several striking

- p -
- 3

similaritfies. 1If both cases anxiety is seen to be the result of an

-

. % : p ) . ’
apprajsal process in which the individual is vnable to identify behaviors
' } . . £, . ’
ggpected to lead to accahplishmén& qﬁ his/her current goal.

13

These —

o .
L] 4 -

+ theories ar ”gepresentative of a variety of formulatiofs which view. - N f

expectations of outcome success as the prime Tactor in determining

A

N affggtivé;dr.behaviorél responses (Bandura, 1977; Bandura, Adams & Beyer,

’e
Rellk) ’ . . °




. i * . . , v
. . . I . O
1977 Carver 1979) . , e - " *
‘ ~ . . . Ey
As a prelude to the introduction of the model of communication . } .
. Lk, 2 ( < “ .
apprehension developezi he.re wza wish to present a more general model of '. - ‘
* A ( .
t,he cognitive processes assumed’ tp,underlie the production of all com— ) .
S A ; -
muniCa_tiveGbehavior. This 'generdl model of the cOgnitlve joutput system,
\ ‘ ) ¥ : ' -
provides a framework for the model of communicat)‘.on apprehe'nsion and.- ' T
\. + ~ - : . - \- E
allow,pus to cast eur werk ulthan the mainstream of current c};&itiv\e‘ T Z
« o5 ' I : >, ‘y * . ’ v,
N theory.l o » e L L | L SR ' .
. At the hreartf of this model of productiom is a distincgion between ’

"
.
. 0
!

procedural and %conceptual memory (AndeZson 1976) The procedural store

Az 4 . ‘

is concei\zed' ag’ a“repository of conditiog—actlon records upon which an

‘ - . °

- R

5. |

individual may draw in ordér to act:efficaciously in his/her socigl . C |

& SR C . ‘ p _ M . |

» . : . . . . v .
* envifonment.? "These condition-actidn records are conceived as medular . .
V\ ‘. ) , . ~ . - . . '\ ‘

|

|

’_entit’ies whiEh{ impact upon some lta.mfted aspect of the stream. of behav:.or

(Hayes—Roth& Hayes-Roth 1979; .'eger, 1976; Schmidt 1975) ASSOC1ated ‘

7

with 2 record at any given time /1 an- activatlon 1evel (Anderson (9/6 .

.

— ———

£

Collins' & I;oft_'»us 1975 Hayes—Roth 1977) fn order to play a role n

. »
N - ' /o,

output processing this actlvatlon level ‘must exceed some thFeskold value
. ’ v ‘.
. (McCle'lland. § Rumelhart, 1981; Norman,.l981) . The activating conditions -

- N -
’ B .

. . . ~ .-
for any recbrd of pr cedu.ral knowledge are goal plus relevant,initial
~ * ! i . . s

b conditlonsf(Sc‘unidt, 1975) thus, when a particular goal is encountered .

- .

the activation level of all the recordx relevant t}n that goal will be

» - L]
- * P Y A B ”
- »
increased. . . ‘ . -
. o . N { - V . < . . P

This act:{)vation process is assumed9to occur ‘in parallel and
s & 7 e

: automaticallyﬁ That is to say, t‘hat it does not require any COHP\ZIOUS B

] .- * 4 [

search of the memory store nor does it make- significant demands upbn' . (
., - - ,‘,/ ,

. . » \ -
central processing capacity (Kalfnéman, 1973 Sorhneider\ & S,hiffrilq, l977 ‘
" . e - . . . A
Sf?iiffrip & Schn\e¢der, 1977). Howetver, at any. mMnumber of . o
v * N - v .
. | . . AR

MU 8




~ procedural records will be active and the process of integrating these , L
’ Ny . - . o . - .

“'records does require processing capacity (Allport, 1979; Logan 1978). . -

"The result of such 1ntegration processes is g representatlon of the action { -

: : sy *. . . <.
o . to be taken. We propose that this representatloﬁ—of action exists . . -
- ~ - . \- - "

simultaneously at dlfferent levels of abstractlon. Spec1f1cally, we
- e . .
° » N . . /‘.

\1‘

.

SN . v

- . (+ assume th%t anvindiVidual may arrive at a very'genegal’lmage of an entige ! Tl

.-, * . e . . . . - f/'/

. 2 interaction even before the interaction begins and retain this representa-
1 . . . .. ) to ‘. 0y

.o .ot . . S Lot i ‘ . . .

tion for the duration of' the intérchange. Quring the.interaction itself .

¢ ’ . . 3

. 04 . (n ~ \.
. L\‘ the’ lnleldUal WIll continually ppdate the representition of hls/her Sieon t

o vy, .

[ o . . .
.- o next uttquﬁce. Finally$ in keepf&g‘with this general model we assumé -
N - St J ’ \ - s . .

v
0} : .

that ngple are capable of reflectlng upan these representatlons of actlons B

. [ -
1 .* - . - - c. .

- . t? be taken 1n ordef(to evaltate theq accordlng t llkellhood Qf success
L.
. . L x .
. 1n accompllshlng des1rnd ends. lee the integra ion processd.thls edltlng .

-~ I

.. , \ P . . . oy
process is conscious and “is«assumed (to, make ¢ongiderable demands upon <
Ll . . : V . . Y ¢ ‘. . - - .

< - [ 3 .

, processing capaeity. : i ’ ’ :
. .‘ A . . . 1y - — ’ . i \'
. . : . . . . L : % :
. Given this brief overview of the cognikive output system let us -
L] ° v‘Q )~ .

turn our agtention to the isspe of ‘communication apprehension. The view

ot
Y

e oLE o N e ie .
of communication®apprehensibp taken-here is that it is a state of ankiety

3 PR < N .

Y ¢ - s Y " kY
o , . . -
- . . . . . s . . .

+. whlch arises when an_jpdividual is unable to ident ify” behaviors which. are

. ot . . > , : . A ". v v
. expected to-lead ap the accomplishfient of some interaction goal. Given
. o . " . .- » ) . . \
- $ that tbere.appeéss to be considerable support for; this general proposition, R
p e s e PPN -
‘> ve wish to advance a speculative, yet suggestive, model of the cognitive .
+ . . » w .

-~ -
0

S . 1 . e
processes and variables assumed to underlie the arousak of communication

. L4
. . ¥

. . {
* . . . 1 4
* - apprehension. Let'us consider the significance of each of these factors o
' . ) ) . : - ’
« - ‘ S i _ . ’
R ]_n turn. P - - .
. N A
)
» [
ey *
3 . v >
-
.
) .-
- - <
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4 . .

‘\ Interaction Godl(s)

\

.ol R . , o , N . - {3

-

* .
T e . . t

i mdre.qthers. " In. othér words, an indlvidual is hapable'oﬁ glvidg a merba
X * : » .
_report of tltese goals -although these goals may vary greatly in the1r
S ' .

' \
degree of artlculatmdn. We do not w1sh/;o dedy that

. 9 . - £ 3 » \ N ' i
consc10us motlvations for .interaction, -but these uncdﬁ5c1ous goals arxe
— ,‘ . -

. not llkely to lead to procésses of Oaluatlou of potent;al hehav10r§4§:

. ‘ ’ ¢ .
« which the presenl model assumes. . - . e .
: . - e —— . -
4 </ ‘. 7. . ‘. ,’\ T '/ - A4

A second polnt l§ that in the present cont gxt 1ntera£tlon goals

L Al .
B ' ¢ \ N . .
.are restricted only to thoge goals

@

?lquiated with the productiod*of
. . » - : ~ 2 o . . Y. ' . - . w
- >\- verbal -mes$ages. Out toncern ‘here is witli'developing a model of oral ._

«
~ . . ]

< (A N

communicadioﬁ apprehensign--a state of anxiety -associated wifh the ‘pro-
’ B . - . .. \ - N A . T ¢
ﬁuction of verbal messages.' It is this notiom of -oral communicatiOn

{ o . . e . .

\ apprehenSLon which has been captured Ry pfev10us treaggents of the Com~
- ) N <

.- * v . .

munlcatlo Apprehﬁpsion construc%/(«vCroskey, l970 1977 &978) Thus,

o~ our-conception of lnteraction goals shéuld not- include thase goals which

bare,not assocaated w1th th 6ductlon of ve 3 “messages.' For examole,
R . ‘.,

goals sugh as whntlng~tofach;\ye understandlng age_ or1ented toward ‘

recept;oh sather than‘%fodu;thwi_ Whe:less(Scott‘& Wheeless 1977

hheeless l975)‘has distlngylshed%recelver apprehenslon from.Communlca—

.
~ - ) . N %

. This construct. refers to gerceivgd\endsgyhiéh

—~ (=N . ¥

an individual ‘wishes to accomplish through communicatien with” one ot -

l-

[y

-~

)

'
.

therg may ﬁe-ﬁn<\'<3 '
T, A

tion Apprehensjon in ipentlfyxng receiver apprehenslon as the‘ﬁegree

» N . ¥ R . ’ N
T to whiZ\hlnd1v1duals are fearful about m1s1ntefpret1ng, rﬂedequételyo

- “ £ . 4 .

process1ng,,and/or befhg’unable to adjust psychologlcally ‘to messages

~

[P

. (Sc6tt & Wheeless, 1977, p. 2&8). We ean speoulate that because receLVe

, . N
apprehens10n is related to negat<dve outcgme expectaticns a model similar”
- . ‘. . '

to that developed,could be developed for*receiver‘apprehension.

. "

4 - *
interaction godls may include such objective

. - -
As currently defined,
~ . v N x L
as persuading someone to comoly'wigh.our wishes/ to inform another, to
' o . - . . 3 . ' - -
o

r

S

"] R\/
s

. .
. .

12
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-

Do ' _ 3 \-.%’F .

make oneself undersfvod, or td engender favorable interpersgnal perceptions
] . . ’ , N

or affect on the part of the“d'her. .Notice that each of these goals is ’
r . ’ - ]
congerned with cognitive or behaviordl responses by the co-interactapt, , *

. . &
. . . . .
howevef, any, interaction goal about which there is some degrée of uncertainty

of fuifillment could lead to a state of communication apprehens1on.

///,T\$\\ This efégas1s on percelved 1nteractlon goals allows us. to make a* .

5

A -~

~

»

—

it RIC

R A v 7ex: Provided nau:

. Onset .of' Planful Activity

automatic commupnicative behavior isgnot expected tq lead to successful

concepfual distinction between w1thdrawal assocCiated with
/ 4 - e

ommuricat 1on

actors. We

apprefien$jon. and withdrawal from interaction dueé to other

- B v ~

/.

can distinguish commupication apprehension from the case in which an

1ndkv1dual is silent because s/he has no interaction goals, or the ’
. .. « B
situation in whith remaining silent aids in the accomplishment of some
. N ! . i R "_'_/
interaction goal. ' '

The presedt model assumes that a state of *

T

-~
.

communication apprehensiomgarises as a result of an }Eability_to identify

.8 . ¢

communicatiqg)hehaviors expected to léad to realizalion of the‘interaction
L, ) . . R
s . ~ ?

- 1 Y
goal, We hold that this iIdentification process is ;‘Zsﬁ%ciod$, pdanful

‘
2
.

activity involving generation and evaluation of potential communicative
° < ’ ’

: .k ~~4 . '
behavifrs.’ Of course, comm nication often proceeds fairly automatically

Blank & Chanowitz, fhus

w1th little conscious planning,/Langer l978).<

ot 5.

an adequate model must Lndieaﬁé'when such planful act1v1ty will arlse
; 4

. 3

" We belleve that the generatlon—evaluatlon process is invoked when there

- . » ¢

is doubt about the achievement of .interaction %o0als such that scripted or

¥

. \ : : s '
outcomes., We'would expéct that novel communicative situations, gituatdons
. ! . . - ’ - . - s i .

NN . .

in which'the interaction goal is seen asxdifficult to,accomplish, or -,
. ) . R 'S

situations in which .the individual recalls simi%ar past{experieﬁces whith

.

fééulted in failure as thse which hogld give rise to planful activities

- »

of. generation and evaluation (Norman-& Shallice,'l980).' o ’

. . . e PR
- LD . .

b
Al
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. s . : . -/

¢ / ' Generation of Potential Behaviors 'This particular stage of the

assessment process involves the fd%mulation o& behaviors and\ behavioral

AT Y P

strategies for achomplf%hihg the interaction goal.® In' terms of the
. \ : K ' v * e
. general model developed above this generation grocess invdlves the

~
.

activa%ion and integratlion of elements of the procedural store. Furtherg-

B ’
- ‘e

the represéntaﬁion of these potential behaviors ma$ be quite vague ds in

-
\

K the case of anta\fpatlng an 1nteract10n which has not yet begun. The number .
\

of pe\éntlal behaviors generated at this stage may varyﬁas a function of dn

M .

individual’s lev®l of communicative,comptence or rangeqof past communi- + .
. .. <

@
’

s
cation experience., That is, those individuals with limi;ed«commuﬁisation
‘ - . . - \ . — 4
. . ’ x . . . N
skills or experience may be able to generate few potential behaudors. -
— / .

A éelated point, suggestedlby Mandler- (1975, p.r21
* NE

i ' .

), i3 that the low

strategies.’

o Lo " The ability to generate a range of potential behaviors is Jimportant .
because é'large number of alternatives increases the chanéee of arriving Co
. . , ] g ,
at a behavior whigch is expectad to lead to a successful outcome. In ,
- 'S ~ . "

' 2 .
other words, the chlffce of arriving at an expectation of goal acccmplish-
A} D e ¢
v ment is inc;easaﬁ as-'the number of alternatives under consideration is,
’ ‘ .- ‘ _ X o
inereased. Conversely, communication apprehension, should be related to

. .

: T
. the inability to identify a large number of potential behaviors; Thus, +
. Phillips and Metzger's (1973) repory that reticent 1nd1v1duals are un- . e
. /’ - aware of communication alternatiVes Is to be expected Finally, in the ’
h 4 . ' [
t ! . - ! . e -4 1‘. ” \,'
y extreme case in which the individual identifies no potential kehaviogs,
. 4 . O ’ , N - — ~ -' <

t
A

avoidance of communicatrion must necessaril&“occug,'and»accordihg'to the

-~ . pqueEE?model, anxiety will also arise. : o oL

- P v

. a '« Evaluation of Potential Behaviors - !kce a potential behavior, or |

[ .

behavioral strategy, has. heen gederated it must he evaluated with respect

~
[}
-t

»

N
P
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b
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L v
. ‘ o< . . .
toMts gfficacy and feasibility. This evaluation process corresponds to

) . ‘ o0 .

the editing function Broposed in the gégeral model of production. In this

PE ,
~ .

. stage the individual attempts to determine whether a given behavior or
T~ -~ . N O .. v *

strategy is possible in that situation and ‘whether it would lead to ac- l

complishment of the interaction goal. Such an assessment process is at
g 2

. .
L4

’ ’ i ) :
the heart of the models of anxiety examined cabove. . -
.8 . . i ¢ .

In performing this assedsment process the individual ma& consider .

t

. . .t . , / -

a number of factors, the most important of which may be the person's own
. . |

Vi . \ - N N

perceptions of his/her communication competency. Thése perceptions of

—_— ’

' . . D o - * .
commuypicative competency are assumed to result from past experiences and

.

glso to be'situationally dpeecific, although theré are probably individualt
differences in the‘degree to whaph situations aﬁe'distinguished (Mischel,

|

1973)."Thus some people may have only a very generalized percegtion of

. .
themselves as poer communicators while others see themselves 7§/rn*

“N
.

effective only in publiq speaking situatiods. 'Thisfperception of personal

communicative competence is assumed to be related to "but not isomorphic :

Tt
P ) \ . - LE 1Y ?

- | ]
with, “the moze general notion of self-esteem. Perceptions of persenal

i1s b

N ' . bl D
commu91Cat1ve bompetence may constitute elements of global self- esteem .

\.

e N
However, the degree co which such percept10qs~ase “salient probably. varief .

-~ . g

- * -

between individuals, such hat Tbr some lndividuals»perceptions of personal .

‘ ; !

communicative competence ire ndt relevant "(Bem & Allen, 1974).
1 « } ~

Above it was noted perceptions of low personal competency

1 . ’ ?

_mrght reduCe the number of behav10rs 1dentified in the generation pro-

. Y
. . s 4

cess; perceptions of low communicative competency will also influence the
N - Y ‘\ .,
. evaluation process in that 1ndividuals who see themselves as peot oom-

.

municators are less likely to judge potential- behav1ors as feasible for t
/ . ” 3 . . R F N
them,,aﬁq re also less‘lfﬂ’ly to expect positive outcomes to® their

\

commurti¢ative_efforts. Perceptionséé%flow communicatiofi competence should

-

- . - '




©

_ ' . ) . * 14
.‘,\‘ ) ‘ ) )

thus be related to negative outcome- expectatlons and the resultant com-

. - - ¢

. . munication appreﬂtnslono In support of this point Clark and Arkowitz

. s: - M
) \51975) found tHat socially anxious individuals had no observable skill
- Y /’ 3 . -
“deficidt jet.they did have low perceptions of their .own §ocial-abilities{

« -
i
. . . - -

‘ Further, because perceptions of communication competence are assumed to

.
[}

be related to self-esteem, we are im a position to account for the pre- .
. . N

vﬁgusly noted relationship .between self-esteem and- communication Eppre—

.
]

hensgon by recourse to our outcome expeectancy model. - .

In addition to perceptions of personal communication competencex

L - . e [

there are a number of other factors ‘which an indiv1dual.may consider in

‘determining the efficacy and fehAsibility of potential behaviors; these

. . . . a . . -
include: , (1) perceived situational constraints on behavior, (2) the
perceived nature of the other(s), and (3) the nature of the interaction
. . R -
i+ .goal itself.

7

« 0l . “e

Situational constraints play a role in the assessment process )
- v . ' : [N .
: . b%use they serve to limit -the range C)E potertial behaviors, and thereby
. . k S
to reduce the probabiiity of arriving at an expectation of a successful

outcome. In~dther words, I may be able to 1dehtify arbehavior wh&ch I

’?*A.

> believe will be,efficac1ous but the nature of the situation makes that

particular behavior inappropriate. - s - /
) . J

o

The perceived nature of one's co-interactants is taken hére-to refer

..
-~ 1

to their perceived propensity to demonstrate. the cognitive or behavioral

< . Y, . . .
responses consistent with one's goals.  For exampléf/if my interaction
goals are to persuade another and also to engender positive affect on the
part of that other, then the perceptign‘of that other as non-compliant or

. > ~ !

L. - .
as acrimonious will probably lead to.negative outcome expectations.

- - Similarly, the nature of the ihteraction goal itself may be an
. - ‘

- o .

PR * imporctant factor in the assesSment process. Goals which are perceived
. - k3
- T & .
Q * . : .

oL
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= <o beb very difficul,t to acha.eve (e ‘g. N p ersuading ,aﬁstranger to_lend money) -

B PN ~ -

will likely lead to negat'J.ve outcome expectations more often than less

: difficult interaction goalg (e.g., persuading another "to pass the salt).’
Before concluding this _discu'ssion of the generation-evaluation process
: . s ) . —_— Ve

a caveat, is in order‘.-‘ 1t shouJ.d be noted here that we have only speclfied

3

a set of factors which logic'al'ly might be considered in the assassment of

N . .~ . - v "

‘& o . .
N potential behaviors; .if the assumptlons ahd reasoning here are correct, *~

o 3 “~

' .- then experlmental manipulaﬁion ~of these factors should produce signifieant

: o : 'k "y .
3 L T . N -
) effects. for am aggregate of’ sub;)ects. However it is. unlikely ‘that ’any

ons1der each of these factors duriag t'{e generat::.on-
AR -
a N - - ° -
' evaluation . Indeed, ,. We suspect that the initidl stages of the
v /7 . " . > .
. i v e st : LI

géneration-evaluation process Wwill invo recourse to episodic memory

1nd ividual wil

o . (Tulving, 1;972) such that the individual wil " seek to detetmine whéther °

s/he has had any similar past experiences and what the outcomes of those

' ' ° -
2 - PR ¢ . . ' n

experiénces were. Such a procedure is similar to the decision-making’ . .

-

.o process suggested by Abelson (1976). Rather than considering one_qr m.ore

P " of the fogical factorsrdeveloped above, these factors may's‘ervﬁ'.,;o define Y
g . ] . oo . @ o !

PN v

A similar past experiences. Thus, two,s1tuat'1op.§§?1‘n which I have thé same ™~ «
N - s .. .
~/ interadtion goal with the same co-interactant would 'be highly similar,

vand recall of tk\Lf)zbt would be very usefyl in the generation-evaluation,

‘ ?ocess associated with the second. If ‘a search of epi~sod'ic meticry fails
2

.

e

o produce a "behavior expected to lead to a positive outcome then an
L) ¢ ’ ~ v , -

. . , r's
' ind ividualy may~gesort to a generation-evaluation process in which one

e .

“ N § or more of the factor's listed above are epr.1c1tly considered. - _
. : ¢
- Termination of the Generation-Evaluation yProtess . As can be seen 1:{’

3’

-~ - [ . .

Figure 1, an individual may continue to cycle through the "Generation of

! ’ Potentlal Behaviprs" and "Evaluation of Potential Behavior" stages of the -

[} . ] -

. model. This simply.amounts to identifying a behavior, evalua'ting it with

’
-

.
a

: : ot - 1" I‘\_"'.' . \

R S ——— e
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events. \First, the identification of-a behavior or behavioral strategy,

. ' . .

which is-expected to lead to géal accomplishment will cause a éeséation

. M .

hoquthe generation-evaluatio&'procqi§ and subsequent engagement in that

LAY

»

b4 -

behavior. A second possibility is that an individual's interaction goals

El

' : . ) I I
. may be changed by situational factors or, that other interaction goals ,

N become préf-eminent. As an example, consider the case in which an

. - . ..

.-

.
individual vacillates over whether to make a point for so long that the

, point is no longer relevant. o . -
1 § J . - ‘. ’ 4. .
' The final two terminas}ng’e&%ets are most interesting given our '
-4 .

14
0 .

.l' - N ] s
presédt concerns because_eithig of these will result in a state of anxiety™
. ; N e L ~
.First, it is possible thatian individugl will exhaust his/her pgtential
‘ 4

A §

. *  behaviors before s/he has' identified a behavior expectéd to lead to a *

' . v .
\ .
.

positive outcome. A final osgibil}ty id that tjme codstraints may

t
” N ¢

‘necessitate cessation of the.generatfon—evélqatioh loop; in other words,
" ST o - . *
«. 3+ 4 ., . the ind4ividual may.be fotrceldl to behave before s/heé has identiffed an
. o ] t‘ ~
. appropriate behavior. ° ° b d
LY r .
Y N

ain, we wish to emphasize that_fhe drpose of the assessment pro-
s ~emp parpose P

\

»

. . cess is to identify efficacious and‘feasiblétgoél-directed behaviors. If
' ‘ ‘: a behavior is;sipectéa to lead to accomplishment of the interécfionagoal,

[
.

then th individual will engagé in that behavior. Anxiety yiil arise in

' those gituations in which the individual is unable to identify a bebavdof

. ¢ ' . E: .
expected to-lead to a successful outcome. - e ”

-
@

’ -

Necessitz;gg.Intéraction Goals 1In those cases in which a state of

‘.
.
-

gommu&;cation apprehension has develobgd an individual' may either with-
> + draw or attempt to communicate despite his/her anxiety; thus, any modei‘

“" .

Q - B - £ ' X LT
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.which seeks to account for the behavior of thé reticent individual must 5 .

. g
Yo M ..

. eventually deal with this issue. . The position'to be taken here Zs that ‘;
° ] . * A4
thé/necess1ty, or urgepcy, of the interaction goal will determiné whether

-
- - . * .

3voidance occurs, In somé situatiohs the nature of the interaction goal
S . i \
is such that the individual is forced %o communicate." For, an example

. -

L one need only consider the case of the person who must fulfill the re-

quirements of his/her public speaking course. In such a case the‘indivi-'

. ' R~
« dual is forced to engage in behavior which i® not expected to be
. \ . - / \

. suceessful, a -situation which ma?rfurther heighten his/her anxiety.

. o
. Monitoring of Prpgress Toward the Interaction Goal A final R :

fonitoring of Prpirese — A T v
element in the proposed model represents anAattempt to capture the

“

. dynamic nature of human interaction and of the cognitive processes in-
w7 Q . , “‘ . S e L.
volved. The elements of the model reviewed to this point are pre- D

. intexactignal in that they-.are assumed to occur primarily before the

- . N

e . . 7
initiation of verbal output. However, it is also the case that as they,. .

hod 1
A4 ‘

+ act in pursuit of their interaction goais people will reéeive and process
. ' . a’ . M ’, < > .
feedback about the effectiveness of their behavigr. 1t is possible that <

. 3
\

.a behavioral strat'egy initially expected to legd to goal attainment will

o, - ° ’ - .

>, r *" . .

be re-appraised as the interaction continues. Conversely, a behavior .
. . ’ - . \

which is not expected te lead té a successful outcome may actyally. do “so,

. ) SRR . g
résu}ting in a.diminution of anxiety, , o . . ’
\ . ‘ .. o et - N ) N ' ’
As can be seen in Figure 1, the{"Monitorinﬁ of Progress Toward
*r L !

Goals' may feed back into any of tﬁree different stages of the model

° .

‘An individual may dcuitor responses on the part of the co-~ in;eractant in
‘order to detérmine whether the interaction goals.have heen reached and ;
also to stimulate:ehe generation and evaiuation of subsequent behaviors,
N o o -
fﬂ an 1nteresting point is that perceptions of progress toward the ‘

R h .
.3;«* o, :- 2 . K
€

. .
Yy
1nteraction goal are subject to'eistortion by outcome expectations. v
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.. . Mandler (1975, p. 210) hypothesizes that low self-esteem individuals are
. R ® . " . r -~ . T

. most sensitive to any sighal of failure. Thus, perceptions of low com-

s . ’ ’ . 3

- : c e e . . .
mynicative ,competence or .expectations of negative outcomes may bias the

. - ) . . .- @ ~
., , monitoring process towatd an interpretation of failure. - . -

- .
. -

e T ‘ . . An Initial Investigation , ! .

N R

e Predictions. In an ‘initial test of the model presented here we

’ - r
. A

attempted todgscertdin whether the propositions of the mo?fi might be

«

" -

used to prégict the occurrence of a state of communication' apprehensiomn.

—
’ iy

More specifically, we expected that a subject's rating of likeliho!ﬁ of .

»

“successain accomélishing an interaction goal would be a signifi€ant pre-
. <
) R 5 .
. ¢  dictor of anxiety experienced #a pursuit of that goal. In addition, 7

.

‘I' following agsubjectively expected\utility formulation (Edward%,xl9§&) we

also hypothesized that the multiplicative product of expected success
< ’ T ’

. . 2
. . . LA IR ‘ . ~
and goal importance, or neaessity; would be a significant predl@\?t of

.

N anxiety. Further, because we assume that goals of self-image management

~ -

" characterize all interactions (McCall and Simmons,.l978), people's -

j

: / e
expéctations for engendering a pogitive perception of themselwes in
P g g PO§ P P

. @

:

others should also be'related to anxious reactions. Finally, the model =

presented here is taken to be a general representation of the processes

N

-

leading‘to a state of aniiety. For this reason it was expectad that the

.
. .
-

ability ‘to predict¥anx¥ious reactions would not differ between sexed or
‘ * A .

- .

? .
) across experimental conditionms.
" Subjects.' Iﬁirty-f;ve!pale and twenty-nine ;émale undergraduates -

. ¢ . ¢ s B .0
. ' = - L .
participated in the experiment and received extra‘’credit in a group R
=t . ” o b 3 "~ .
discussio% class for their participation. Males and females separately
- . 3

~a . . -

N

.
L

were randomly assiéned to- the twé.éxperimental conditions. . - . .

- . ¢ .
. <«

Sy
4

N - Procedure. One week prior to the experiment, subjects, were admin-

-
« - * N

- . - . a | -

Q ‘ ] ) .-
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< . , . . , o i
. IS . ¢ e € -
. (¥ - ‘ &
. istei:ed an "issue inyentory during theﬁ:gr‘oup discussion .class which

¥

described ex1st1ng or propo‘s'ed legislatlon o/f,our 1ssues of~ importance
- . “‘o A - ./< : ~
to undergraduate §tudents. For each issue, subJects were! aksed to

. ~ s ¢ - <,

respond on a 7-point bi-polar scale, iild;cating they: degree of ‘agreement
~ . N . - * A .

- - R -

- : L3 I3 ' i p'A. . I3 : . ) ‘ M . )
w1th the legislation. After comp\let_lng the issue inventory, they signed © ...

. ) ~ . RN
. up for the expermental session and were told 'to report to che, designated .
. ‘ ) .
lorafion at-the assigned\'t:.me _‘ c < . - o
. - ~ R N . . @
. " Upon arr1v1ng ‘for the wpermentalée5510n an exper.lmenter took " : c
' ‘ . -
. R ) < . - . ‘
. -t/he subJ ect to a small roOm end ob&alned wrly!n .‘conéenb td continu'e the
* . . ’ A \ . -
'7 & experimental 'procedure. At thf;.s p01nt subjects were fold that théy had R
AN ) N - T .
v Y already earned the extra cr_edit for participating and could withdraw_
. - . ' . « ‘? . e
- their participation at any time without penalty. Subjects were then ~« ' - \
- . . . 2 * s/ e . ~ ¢ et
taken to another room and 'seated_atsy a ‘table. , The}? were given “instructions / .
> : ' - ’ N o . o “f i K 2 . -~
.* sabout the experimen from a tape recording. The 1n1t1al 1nstructlons S sy
st "fﬂ S
. I‘ . 't .
e?:pl\alned that ‘during $he experiment the subJect s heart rate would pe : S
oo \Ny > e 1Q - - Y N - v
monitored. A 2 1/2-mifGte base:—level heart rate measure was take& at’
N . .’ y - oo “Jaﬁr% -
y ' ﬁ’ Ehis time. The exper:.menter attached a ‘flnger cli,p to the m1ddIe flnger L .
a r , L1 - . (:-, , *
, . . of "he subJect s non—wrlting hand .and proceeded to record the heart 'vrate‘\ Y- d
L . A ‘e - ]
every 15 seconds throughout the sast 1 1/2 m1nutes o'f the bEYe level. Co M
/’ . . . '
period. Thg hearts rate moru.tor was turned so that subjects tould not L .
I - view.their measured puls?.wor ‘r.eceive other feedback of their ‘physio:-,r e
' . . ‘ - " . -
v . ’ Y Xyt
) LT s, ) Y /- S %,
. logical responses: 'I'he subject was told not to-move. the hand f);ouL whlch b
"4_ o . Sy R v 133: - ~f¢x.§" = \’;iw .
' RN .o, 3 S Bag, el b
the heart rate measures were be1ng taken. . ©F Foo g .
N ‘ ) I .
- ) ~After this period, the taped mstructlons reminded the sv&Ject of. « o
- ] u l i ‘
, th d?sue 1nventory that had been filled. out a week earller. Subgetts ° " N
£t s i\}" -, -
PR - “rpdia M » . .
v -were correctly told which _issue that they f(a7/t most strong;y‘ _about.i .o
o * B ‘S(Q‘\ b e, ‘- ]t‘,"‘g‘l e - :
(This was.the 1ssue %t tBe subJect had rated most extrem% 3: 0 »either . N
_ » Bt 2
. O direction oh the 7— im: scale ) At this point ‘- subj ects were !ZQ]:‘Q,, Q ;¥ ,
L3 . k . . . ) . ) . , ~:I
i . . R -/ o - _ - "»'-u—-. :_ P
\) ‘ U - .. N2 K ) ' . - e
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, . .
‘ ~ v .

. of two th'ings dependlng upon their a‘ss1,gnment f:o either the "agreement"

. . K

.’,.! [N
condition ‘or the "deba'te" condi‘ti-.on. r’\t’be agreement"’ condition, they

N~

e

e

. b ":‘!‘; « ° &, <

' ' were, told that the pt‘lrpose of the exper1 (xas, ?:o 1nvest1§33te verbal T |

~ .

non-verbal and phys:.ologlcal correlates of cdnv‘@rgationéo of agreement. . ‘

\ — - \i . R }

‘ ’SubJects in this donddtiog were told that he exp.epim.ént;ers had selected ;'" o
. . . $A . ” .- J;

+ another person from thei? group discussjotn class th ﬁad""assumed "t;he i

° ° ’ . %o ¥ . M |

" ot same rpositiemas yours," on the selecied issue In add:ttslon, they were w e 1
. R L, * . e |

. ~' n
told that thls other- person was waiting in”another room aqg?fwould be
o e [ ’

) brough{ in ,to join them momentarily and that tgeir task Ln the~ exgerlment

o
» \
¢ . ¢ v,

' . was to simply diseuss the selected issue. Sl =
P . . N s ¢ . -
. . X e o n B Ly .
, Subjects were then given a copy of an issue ,1nventory,, ostenslbly
' "~ . , s e, o .
~ ~ E

t filled- out by the ‘other person, which.confirmed "what -t\he‘subject had Just .

. -
- . . .

been told apout the other's pos1t10n¢on the selected’ 1s§ue. I‘he_y were

. ' * v i R
i} . L f - .. . v ; L\ [
“en . 4 = - s

. told to s udy tl'ie inventory.for three minutes$ and think abOu\E_what they: g
- , . . . . LY
W + .. would *say in their conversation. During this three—minlfte. Jpreparation, ‘ A
. ; -~ . S - ] . .
. ' & ° . )
‘ péri"od, ‘the experimen®er again recorded heapt rate, every 15 seconds., In .
L. : . a : ’ o N . !;"a Y : |
Y both the “'agreement" and 'debate" conditions, the ‘fictitious 1nvent:ory - |
; . » ™ |
s N P |
. ‘was signed with a name of a person of the same sex as the®subject. 1In - .

’ . ‘s -t

. ~ v . s o,
l'ord‘er ‘to enhance ithe subject's beljef .that someone would join them for
4 - . R . IR

l . " g M‘ " Y L. 4. ' I
a conversation, #f' empfy.chair zas placed oh the opposlte side of t’h{

ot ~ Ty -

table and an 1dent1c heart rate finger Cllp was obtnusn.vely placed on

the table and appeared to be cennected to the heart rap@monltor.

) \" . . - [ ‘. [ s —— ,

- . : . ‘
. e Those. subj ec‘e in t‘le “debate" condit4on were. toldvthat "argumenta- °
PRty S S A

. t'ive activity" was the focus of the study, In additien, these subjects - ~
. . . N _ . . - . i ~; . , .
- - ‘.' 5)”‘. L% . »;«' -..° .
were told' that the other ‘person 'hdd been selected from another .campus
- . ) A . . . N ) a - .. ¢ ‘\ »
group outside the group discussion class and had asgsumed the pésition
B R “

- <

opposite to their own on the selected issue. The t;,asic assigned to sub-

(e jects in the "debate"'cgndit'ion was to “'persuadedtbe ,other persdn to -adopt

ERIC. . .~ <+ -




o ypuﬁ position' on the selected issuey ) '

-

: Following the three-minufe preparation period, the taped instructions

N ' > P .
N R ' . . A
> _ informed the subjett that there were a féw forms to be filled out while

e <* .
»

. the experimenter was going to get thé other person. The experimenter'
by . . —/——'—‘- N . >
| gave the subject t%ese forms, disconmected the heart rate clip and.left *

" .

’ the room. Upon reghrnihg to the room after the ¥orms had been koﬁpleted,

P
»

‘the e#perimenter told tge subject that the experiment was over and obtained
* ' ) . \’~ N ’ N
the subject's written pledge to refrajp from discussing the“experiment ‘
.- e ~. - R e, \/\_.,._J" . \
until the final data had been collected. o

-

/ Apparatus. Heart~nape-&aé measured with a Whdittakér P420 Pplée

Watch via, a finger clip. The machine has a meter whigh, at any instant, /

indicates the heart rate in beats per mingte. .

-

é;fendent Measures. The "statg" portion of the State-Trait Anxiety

-

S " .
Inventory (STAI) (Spielberger, Gorusch & Lushene, 1970) was administered ,.

to assess how_anxious subjects were just prior to their "conversation." ¢

A €

Heart rate ‘during the preparation period served as another dependent
- v
. measure of anxiety and base-level heart rate was used ag a covariate.

The two heart rate measures were®®alculated by averagingﬁé?er the heart.

(4 ~ ~

.

A rates;during the two respective periods. . ’
L - ‘ : , N . . o P

H N * - . S
Independent Measures. Thrke separate measures were obtained on 7- =

- e

P .- . 2 sl - . -~
point bi-polar scales iggicating: (1)

~ 4 N 4
the subtect's degree of expectation
! g P a

)
.

for successfﬁii}faccgmplishing‘thé goaliin'che‘iﬁtgraction, {2) . how . e

. e N T ! ..
* dimportant the interaction goal was to the subject, and (3) tike kind of

. ‘s - .., R

i . Lo . P \\)L L - R v %'
self -image (high vs. low) that the subject expected to project during the "W _
\\‘\ " - :, (P ) . oo . ’
upcoming "conversation. R ) C A

- -

Ve




Ve

\ \// the agreement: condition_ (X=4.6) . Whlle these difffgences were in the

. ) - ' Results

jects in the.débate condition to‘expertence more anxIwty than subjects in
H . M - >4 - R N )

the agtfeement condjition. In, order to determine if this was the case

<mean r,atings‘ofnst:ate anxiety, and mean heart rate change scores (the

-

difference’ between basellne heart rate and preparation period heart rate)

g.v\ . -
.

were com\pa'red \slng t-tests. State anxiety was higher in the debate .
/cgpd'f(ion (X=42. 5) than in the agreement conditxon (X=39. 2)) 'leew1se

heart rate change was greatet' in the debate condltlon (X 6.3) than in ~

"direction of our ’e?éectations, .they failed ‘to achieve the conveational

3
—

level of significance [state anxiety: t=-1.29, p «,10; heart rate
"~ change: _ =-1.47, p<.07]. : ’ . .
* - s . f

. R -

, ,\Becau’se m_the dif'ficul'ty 'of the intéraétion goml, we expected sub- .

_A step-up multiple-regression procefure was emplgyed in which state-

o

anxlety \and preparation period/heart rate were s arately regressed upon
¢ N T P y .

the predictor variablés in the following order: fja) successful goal
. ’\‘-' * '

E% . .
— - - v
2

’

.

accomplishment, b) expecte’d'self'-imag'e projmiqn,‘c.) importah“ce of inter-

action goal, and d) the ,n’iwltipli‘catix)e in‘terzc‘f&ion between successful
/ ¢ N .
. /

goal at‘:ompliéhment -and’ irn'port:ance of the intg):attion goal. I}L the heart

rate analysis, the base‘(-level. heart rate waskentered as’ g’ge first term in
- o . . . . ‘ '.’
the negression analogue to analysis of covariance (Cohen & Cohen, 1975;
s’ ! . » N ' ) ’

pp. 345-348).. Table 1 shows the correlations among’the predictor variables.

S~
-

. ¥ TABLE 1 ABOUT HTERE N S )

L

——
. 0 -

= * - ¢ " - *
; Before-‘theéanalyses were undertaken on all subjects (N=64),

'tr separat:e analyses were é‘onducted to determine if sex or'experlmental
" I
v condition significantly improved prediction of. the depe?dent vaé;bles
-‘

Sex and fondition were dunmy—coded_ and, in, separate analyses, each term

-
’y

3




.
RN

% . L)
was entered into -the regression equatlon and followed by all of Tthe inter-

action terms between the dummy varlable anx “the predictor variables
- . A . -
already in the equafJion,. These analyses reve.aled that neither sex nor
N

I3
4

, ) ' : . / - , .
coniition accounted, for a 51gn1f\i\&a.nt proportion of—;_variance in either

. .of the-stwo de;ien'den't variable‘s.’ Henhcz'e all.:gbj ects were included in

) . * 'ha’
. . b R N ™
- ( the regressions .of interest. ) . 'ﬁg‘\;
' \/ " . Table 2 shows the results of the regression analysis f%r state-

anxiety. The entire modedl accounts for 31% of the variang:e i:?‘the .

. . . B
‘depeéndent variable. Three of the four terms in the model are sdignificant
® — . Sy .
predictors at the .05 level. The "F" values associated with-each.term
. \ N

are as follows: (1) Success [F(1,62)=11.36, p«.005], (2) Self mage

\.[F(l 6l)='lt'.89 .p_<.05] (3) Importak{ce ‘L_‘(l 60=4.12, p«n05], and %) . .

: Success X Impor;ance [F(l 59)=3.73- R< 06] :
(LR , ¢ . TABLE 2  ABOUT HERE ,
- et R
5 - . 4 .

R L4
P . ? v . ‘. *
A similar analysis using préparation period heart rate ;as a depen-
\ ¢ i -
£ . . .. - *7

dent measure and the baseline heart rate &s a covariate, yielded one
. h)

significarg predictor. Thé "importan®" term (F(1,59)=4.18, £<.65]‘ ? A
. a~ . i .

accounted for 7% of the variance which remained after the .baseline co-
. . ) : A -

P -
L

variate and the success and self-image termg had been entered ini:(S the B

equari,pn .

———
.However, -the entire model failed to account for .a significant

v b -

portlon of the 'variance whlch remalned after the cdvarlat:ga.te'rm higi

= been entered [F(4 58) 1.26, n.'s.]. S e et . ’>'
) ~ Discussion . ’

The multiple regressiqn, analysis of the state anxiety'scores revealed.
S SN
. strong support for the model presented here. As the model led us to
7 ' : .

. - ‘3 -~

o5 |
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o * , oL . . . T RN . .

. T -§f E S
. predict, expected succes?s ‘; c’ompllshing an ipteraction goal a‘hd expected
. 37&*:

- aself-imag'é maintenance were béth s:.gnlflcant predictors of anx1ety. In-. ')

» | - . |

......

additioh, the multr\ipllcatlve product Q\f goal importance and llkellhood of
oo — ; ?~ v , ‘ N .
axcomplishing the goal was aléo a margikally slgnif'icant predictor. S

Finally, subJect sex and_ eJXper;Lmental. cQ 1 n did mot- [prove the pre- -
qiqcivs”ESGEr of the model.

1"'

. . . \ " - ( RN . .
u _of support. for the model. Thi &ém*ﬂsx&d%ﬁiyyhe result of several ¢

o " P [ .Q (‘.. Ay j - . . " - . e . - -
v factors. First, _prev‘ious reseprcIT—i dlcates different phys:.ologlcal

- e i ———

response patterns to stress‘fu situations» across 1nd1v1duals such ‘that
/ .

.~ ’ . -t T -4 . -
: ~ omly some(peo le mlgh\abe, exXpekted td"respond‘ to such gltuatlons w1th N T
. N ‘o N n .
increased hepgt ghte (Eng 4 Etey-&' Lacey, '1958) . Fu!thet whlle '

: phy,g' logical indicant of a.nxi'l-::ty : '

‘¢Behnke & Carlile, 19%1f Bodi,’ Jame Lade 4974, Elliott, 1966), % . T

.

‘is also the case that a. ' ease in heart (rate may» accompany periods of ..,
. A

» /

. i’ancicipati'on like}thrgprepérat}on p@rgthe current study (Deane, 1966 ;' .

Epstein b& Clark, 1976). V'Consistent w1tﬁ &hls. phenomenon ig the f‘indlng

v > ¢
that self-r porgred anx1ety ;cores are sigirgb&icantly c,or@:ted WJ.th
. — ( \ e {\ . .
—_— heart rate lasure,s taf durlng the act of speaklng bus{v e not slgnl S
\ » - * <.
‘ fit:antly correlaped with the same ‘measures taken, as in the cdfi‘ent é..udy, -
M R o2 N N
. . j prlow? Lo the speech actpfBehnke & Car“llle 1971) - Our c’:onclusiop,
- ,0 5 \ »
. th'en is th% the fa:.lure to acéount fo;&a_j»i/gnificant portiop of, the P
t / Y , . z .
* * variance :2;1 heart rate is not an ;uLdicthnt of the model presented here.
. -9 >= \
. " —— . ‘ ' . 7 » " @ > "‘ . -:'\ . B4 . : \ -,
. ) ‘ - o Implidations. o~ T
i . o ° . ] .. R . l- )
< The focus of the model presented here has been ugé)n. thase factors*
.. A
which lead to a state of communication'apprehensn.on and there has been _
-~ S ; r A

considerably\}ess concern with the notion of "trait communlcation appre-—
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hepsion.! However, prewious

.

i

’

M
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® » ®
.

treatments of Communication Apprehension have

>

‘.iipcused primardily upon a trait conceptualization (Beatty, Behnke & McCallum,

-

;§ﬁ3978; Lamb, 1972; Lohr, Rea, Porter, & Hamberger, 1980; McCroskey, 1977;

\

9

1978;\but see McGroskey, 1981).

3

t

©

As a basis for the statetrait distinction with redpect.to Communi-

cation APprehensioh, McCroskey (197%9) has drawn upon ‘the work of

)

Spielberger (1966). Spielberger's (1972, 'p. 39) position is that:

[

-4

State anxiety (A-State) maxube_concepkualized
itory~émgt1onal'state~orf565dition of the human organism
that varies in intensity and fluctuates over time. This
condition is characterized by subjective, consciously
perceived. fieelings of tension and apprehension, and
activation of “the autonomic nervous system. . [ Trait
anxiety (A—Tr%ﬁt) refers to relatively stable individual

as .a trans-

. differences i anxiety proneness, that is, to differences
| in the dispositionﬁto,perceiye a wide range’ of stimulus
Situations as dangerous or threatening, and in the tendency .-

to respond to such threats with A-State reactions.

LI

Ta be. consistent’ with Spielberger, Trait

3

Communication Apprehension

should be definedfas an tndividual'

[

cation Apprehension. Thus; it is {nappropriate to co

i
s tendency to experience State Communi- -
<, R B %

A

;‘\‘ e A . . .
bounded at ones#nd by Trait Communication Apprehension and at the ‘other

v

by- State Communication Apprebension'(McCroskey, 1981; Richmond

Rather, the approprdate continuum

- i

. "high trait communication apprehension" “and’

""low trait communi

, 1978)...

would be. bounded “by the designagiégs.

cation

iy

nceive of a continuum

Aabprehension” and would represent relative tendencies to experience a

/

state of «communication

Giveh the preceeding

. .
"trait ‘commfinication apprehension’

«

s

ﬁpprehensibﬁ: . ’ ‘

.

~
b4
.

conceptual formulation we can conceptualize

.
t

as the tendency to arrive at negative’

.
~

. .
'

v N ’
. outcome expectations concerning the fulfillment of interaction goals.
: s . ‘

1]

i . This term"does appear to be useful

in capturiﬁg the notion of

individual

+

’-

..fhél‘is: some'indijiduals m

diffe&entes insthg typical résults of Ehe genergtioﬁ—evaluaZEBh process.

-

éy ébnsistently arrive at'negative out'come
. « h
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expectations while others do so infrequently or only inaa parficular type

. td
o

. N \
of communieation situation. A number of factors might lead to the

. v

* i * * £ o £ s - \
experience of .anxiety in a range of situations. For example an 1nd1vidual ‘

-~ 3

. may have Low perceptions of communicat jve. ability for a number of different

’ .

-
situations, or his/her perception of communicative'ablllty -\ be

Pk . .
- *,

nrelatively undifferentiated and 1ow. Anotﬁer_e%ample is'the case in
~ . . -

3 -

whlch a person s attributional processes lead him/her to see most others'.‘

-

as»unlikely to respond as’ desired“. o e . :
- . "1 et . D . > -

‘While the use of the term "trait commun1cat10n apprehen51on may be

useful w1th reference to 1ndiv1dual differences'in anxiety- proneness, we
A . . , P 3 ~ .

*should not allowwits'use to, obscure the naturé of the cognitive processes
. ’ Y s e - ’
underlying the arousal of'a staté ofjanxiety. - As we have seen, it is

v

. . & B N ' . .
a consideration of these prqcesses‘which allows/a move toward the con-

. struction of a'theory of communication apprehension-as opposed to a

collection of empirical generalizations. : . -

lu- » -t

A second 1mp11catipn of,the approach takenwgere concerfis distinctions

~
B

which have been proposed among,various eonstructs such as Communication

Appréﬁznsion; Reticence’ unwillingness to communicate; and shyness_(Kélly,

e e 1982 McCroskey, 1980; 1981; Page, 1980' Phillips, 1980). These dis-

il ~

tinctions 4are typ1cally predicated upon presumed.differences in causes

of dysfunctional,reactionk:_ However :there is very little evidence coén-

)
.

cerning the nature of these ‘causal relations The present view 1is that

anxiety, lack of ski}is, perceptlons ofbgack of skills and previous

- . .
-

outcomes to communication eXperiences are all causally interrelated ;

Qhrodgh expectatiohé:fbr communicative outtomes. Future empirical analﬁsis

¢

is needed to fusthes égamine:these relations and their implications For

L2 N o

' subsequent conceptnalizaEion R . o o o

‘

VA final peint which merits our attention is the issue of the nature

@



PArirTox:provided by Enic - - s .

.. "of . the situational factqrs which.give rise to'commupicapion.apprehéqsion.

j ‘Curre tly it is held What Communication Apprehension is evoked in a broad
“i‘: . ’ ' ‘ ‘

o ’

© range of communicative situations and that arousal -of Communication Appre-

3

means of assessing and cacegor;;ing situational variables. However, while

it is one tﬁihg to ac&?owledge the importance of situational variables,

v

v >

it is qﬂ&ff/anothg; to specify the relevant attributes of the situation

or.to show why those particular.variables are important. : .

. t

e

The view of communication appxehension presented here is that it is

a state of anxiety which arises .when an individual is unable to identify

[ v

behaviors expected to lead to accomplishment of interaction goals. These

0
.

expectations concerning outcomes ‘are seeh to arise as a result of a
. .

- cognitive evaluation process which may involbe,both personality and situ-

ational factors. Ths cyrrent model thus falls within the realm of inter-

. -

. actional approaches to human behavior.which«imphasize the role of both

) -._ situational and individual factors in determining responses (EKehammar,
,1974; Endler, 1975; Magnusson & Endler, 1977; Pervin, 1978a). It follows,
thén, that the ability to predict behavior is increasedéby a %consideration

of relevant sisuational variables. Recognizing this, interactional
. s LY

-~ e ' -
~ ) '° — ;

ment of taxonomies of situations.or situational dimensions (Frederiksen,

1972; Pervin,, 1978b; Sells, 1963). The approach to be taken here ¢§3€o "

¢

v

‘generate a logical taxonomy of sitsatidnal attributes (Frederiksen, 1972;

. ., - ' .
Pervin, 1978b) which.shpuld play a significant role in the arousal of

~

- 13
v’ . L [ * N ¢ o e
communication ;bpréﬁansion. . . y .

c e The current emphasis.on the accomplishment of interactipn goals v

e

- < . .

. " allows us to speCify the relevant situational dimensions as those which

ERIC & - R ame : B

hension 1s‘cbnten§ent upon a number of contextual variables (McCroskey, *
. . ot - o

. '.1977; Richmond, 1978). Adequate prediction thus requires that we have some
- .

+

]

p??cboldgists have proposed a number of different approaches to the-develop-

*+




might possibly affect the attainment of such'goals.oa The present model

PN

assumes that the task of the individual is to identify Some behgvior or

. behavioral strategy which,.when enacted in the presence of ‘one's co-

- - .

\ ) . N an
interactant, will result in the accomplishment of some end. When viewed

from this perspective it tan be seen that theré*are'only‘three situational

)

factors which might affect goal attainment: (1) the nature of the goal

° \ s
[4

itself (the relative.ease with whichithe response may be elicited) (b)

4 ° -

" the perceived nature of the co-interactant(s) (their perceivéd tendency
o0 . .

~

."‘ -

.

to respond as desired), and (3) perceived situational constraints on

~

¢ -

is exhaustive. It should'be'possible to articﬁlate a taxonomy of situ-
» P -

-
Y

ations by grouping situations along these dimenSions.

o' - ®

. ) A 1 .

- - . - v
. . J - Q - e 4 .
* XY
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‘ .ot . . .+ Conclusions’. “‘\i;? .
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‘Our purpose in this paper "has been t@ argue the desirability of a

- ° ".'a

P - < - . N

. S
| ' : an outcome—expectancy model of communication apprehension. o

- ) 7
- g, w' .
’ paper. In addition the£§~are a number~of conceptual issues yet to-be

s .

° - -

fexamined. For example, we have not‘agdressed the crueial issue of the

. < .
< ~ «

degree og_anxietz_which an_individual experiences n a communication
situation, although our.

o

. -

at*this point is that the degree of

-

‘anxiety, varies as a funcﬁion*df-the necessity of interaction goals. A

- ‘( LI

s " second possibility is that.degree of anxiety is related to the level of

. , 2! . Y

end we have relied upon psychological approaches to anxiety in p031ffng

behavior. Our contention is that this taxonomy of situational attributes

cognitive approach to the study of communication appnehenSion To this -

gﬁﬁ Clearly there is a wealth of empirical research suggested,in this

’uncertainty of outcome guccess associated with a given potent 1 behavior.

.- "'#
a e -

A second Assue which merits attention is that of- multiple inter—
'action goals. Thé/assumption here:has been that multiple_interaction

’ . .
/ e PR Lo
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than the, exception, yet we have not considered-
for multiple goals. Forl example,

I ]

ather”

essment proces

e or absolute necéésity

kY hd 1

a .

on, mich of this paper is speculative and must await
) . .

i ’ -

In otiier parts, what may appear to the reader to be
=, . =
crucial issue§’é§gpoints may hawe been left oit. Whether the central
1, 1« ‘s ., A\

.

expé}imeniak'test.'

tResis of this paper” is eventually accepted or found iécking; we can

.. ® . N . .
only benefit bx critical review, debate, and exploratiqe of "thése points.
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e 1nadequacy in the meaning analysis -of perceptual inputs. -

1

thes . ‘

————————

lFor purposes of referential’clarity the terms "Communication Appre-
hension" Reticence .aré capitalized when they are used to refer to
.the conceptualization of fered. by McCroskey, and Phllllps respectively

It ig interesting to note that there are "response unavailability"
.'approaches to anxiety which do not make use of the two-factor formulation
upon which Mandler's theory relies. Lazarus and Averill's’ (l972) con- .
. teption of anx1ety is an extension of their more generdl theory of emotion
which views emotions as complex syndromes of loosely intertwined ‘component
reactions" (lazarus and Averill, 1972, p. 244. See also:. Averill,,l969
<Averil Opton, 1968; Averill, Opton & ‘Lazarus, 1969; Lazarus, 1968%-
Lazarus, fverill & Opton, 1970). .

. More specifically, Lazarus 'and Ayerill\distinguish between "primary"
and "secondary" appraisal processesy Primary appraisal inwolves an eval-
uation of the relevance or threat which-a situation holds for the individual.
“Threat" here is conceived as a .challenge to the integrity of cognitive
structures responsible for perceptual processing. Primary appraisal is
thus related to the ability of the 1nd1v1dual to give meaning to perceptual
inputs. Secondary appraisal involves "a Judgement about the forms of
coping available for mastering anticipated harm, or for facilitating
" potential benefits" (Lazarus & Averill, ,1972, p. 242 For lazarus and

¢ Averill ‘anxiety ‘is conceived as respoiise pattern ¢ aracterized by an

5 ‘inability to identify’ appropriate coping behaviors due to the failure or

Y N N

3ThlS general: model of the cognitive output‘system is developed. in
considerable detail in Greene J.0., A cognitive' theoretical approach to
the study of interpersonal 1nteract10n University of Wiscons1n—Mad1son
Communication Research Center, unpublished manuscript. The reader shouldf
also see Bock (1982); Allport (1979) and Schmidt (1975.) .

4On the issue of the relationship hetween communication strategies
and communication apprehension Lustig and King (1980) have' recently re-
ported, no difference in strategy use by high- and low-communication ~
apprehension groups. However, in this study subjects were provided with

- the alternmative strategies and were not required to generate them themselves.

rhus, these findings are.of little qonsequence to the discussion at ‘hand.

5These experimental conditions “bear nb specific-relationship to the
content of ‘the.model. Théy were chosen simply to test our expectation that
the pﬁSdlctiVe power of the model was not, situation specific

6
Behnke & Carlile’ s (1971) correlation between self-reported anxiety
and heart rate was .24. This was nearly identical to the correlation we
found (r=.22). : s, ;

o]
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