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Researchérs in commupication and psychology have been
. : - . " ' - ’, A ..
concerned for over four 'decades with the nature and effects of

~speech anziety. Eaitly research (Gilkinson, 1942; Clevenger, S
! N . ' / . -

1959) concentrated on stage frightf a construct f#cused on the

s

anxiety aussociated with pubiic-communiéation. Recently, this. X
e - v R
. . . . . L PR /‘ )
// interes} has encompassed communication contexts Pther than
. . . . ] — . )(1"\ . .

’ ' : b /
. public spedaking. Reticence (Phillips, 1968, }970),

. . : : . : - i . .
unwillingness to communicate (Burgoon, /f1976), communication
. . ) .
‘ . L e -
1

"apptehension (McCroskey, 1970), shyness (Zimbardo, i977)f and

predisposiiions toward verbal behaviqr (Mortenseﬂanrntspn,vand

’

iustig, 1977) are all similar constructs. These constructs

L ! . F. P . . .
reflect communication researchers interise iqterest in this_area,

. - . v

of inquiry, an area tyat has generated morg'research in the past’
decade than almost any other area of research’in the speech' .

communication field (McCroskey, ,1981). .«

The construct of communication éppfeﬁension appears iq the:

majority of investigations about speech.anxiety. Communication
apprehension (CKY refiers to the anxiety or fear an individual

associates with realor anticipated oral communication. High
P . A . | o
levels ofpcommunication apprehension correlate with a number of
. . ;

. personal difficulties. Communication appxehension affects /

occupatiohal choice and desirability (Daly & McCroskey, L9735).

@

High communication apprehénsives-axe offered fewer personnel

. ) e Y 8 ' N . ) . '

interviews, 2$$ diﬁwgd more negatively in the interviews in
: 1 s .

which they do parti¢ipate (Daly, Richmond, and Leth, 1979), and
are more likely to be diésatisfiedfpn the job along the

LA

’ . \ i )
dimension of supervision (Fa}éione, McCroskgy, & Daly, 19727)
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than are low apprehensives. High apprehensives rate lower in

-

selt-1epuits of sélf—eé@eeh (McCroskey, Dary,.ﬂichmond; and

,

Falcione, 1977;,NcCtoskey,;Da1y, and Sorenson, 1976); are

14

eéaluatedllowe;ain interpersbﬁa}.attractiyeness,(McCroskey,

Daly, Riémo%d,.and Cor, 1975); are perceived more negatively by

- )

. . © . ‘
. peers in credibility, attractiveness. andldesirability-as

potential opinion leaders (McCroskey and Richmond, 1976); and

;fﬁ béxchived b& the receiver as léss effective coﬁmunicators
M - - i‘. N .
McCroskey (1976) indicated that high

* o

(Freimuth, 197
;appréhensives will have. less influence on théir-peérs regardless.

. o . _ . .
of the QEality’df”thejf'idEaS} their nonverbdl behaviors guide

g them to fewer‘inte}actions than theifr less an&ious-counierparts.

1

The inevitable inferernce suﬁp&ftedyby'much of this research

is that communication . apprehension is dysfunctional. This

inference is clearest in the literdature examining the , .

. _ : : & } :
relationship between ‘communication apprehension and various
aspects of the\acadpmﬁc hxpetdénéé.'.ln genérax, reséar;h in ’

. . 2 * ’ ’ a ' N . *

this area has confirmed the supposition that high communication

‘awrreﬂension is related to negative_asademic=outcomes.- A
. R . . \ ’ e
~ -

. ; : >
relationship exists between cdmmunication‘apprehénsion and (1)~

’sfﬁdent attitudes toward education (Hurt & Preiss, 1978;

McCroskey & Sheahan, 1978; Scott & Wheeless, ;1977); (2} o

Fa—
v

student:evaluat!bn_in t¥e: classroom (McCroskey, 1977;}{. (3)

-~

studeni preferences for"inétructional seff}ngs and mgthd@g T

(Scott & Wheeless, 1977; Peirson & Yoder, 1980); (4> teacher

expectations (McCioskey & Daly, 1976;,sﬁythe & Powersy 1978);.

N
Y

Q | | ' . | o 44 ‘ : . R _: «.’
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and -(5) student academitc achievement (McCroskey.& Andersen,

"y

s

‘e
% 197&; Powers & Smythe, 1980; Scott & Wneeless, 19777.+ The -
IR ' . A S T. ' o
picture that emerges from these studies is primarily negag?ve'-

. | ' gl : . '

. ) -, ;o - Lo
\ , - : - \ . . S
. seems ?p justify McCroskey's$. (1977b) *rclaim that highly

‘and
e . -

N ”
o . . . o N . o ot . J , o ‘ R . .
- agpreifnsive-studepts wi'll be negatively impacted in their "

T S . " _ e , ‘ . . ' )
S ' i ! & - . - 3 "\ . e 9 ' PS v
"academic lives . ' - TR ¢

L
iy N ' C : & R i 4 : <
f AN - . ' . * -

The valid;ty of jhe.?ersonal Rgpbrf of Coﬁmunicatﬁ@n

R . L} . . } . T . el
Apprehension (PRCA) has been demonstrated by 2 number ofy
: ' : . L : N IR
" . Lo ! A . R -t . S S
researchers, and many of these studies were summarized. by _

BN .‘. ’ : ' e ) . . h - o '
McCr&}kex‘g197B). -While Pa:kg (19&0)Wrec€nt1y reintréduded*thé
! : o _— . . _ . seRs
. . . . o VA : PEEERY
issue of validity,.McCroskey (1983) nullified his }qfticisgs.

ST N ) ' ' ’ * o . »
Essentially”'Parks,a}gued that the PRCA i1s not an appropriate .
. operatiomalization of ,the CA construct‘as 2 generalized trf%k;of‘ -
/~ - . , ) ‘ ) k] ' '\( :' . —" N . N B ’ .
an. individual’ Apparently, the PRCA is «a géﬁgraLIy valid-

' g : . DT < N v . ]

<

instrument . ' : o : : o . : - o X

v . ' » ' . ) _ ’ .
Predictive validity, or criterion-related validity, has not
' . 1 t. S s s L
. .been examined 25 often as other foﬁms of va{}dxty. Six studies
! ' . ) L o G C .
. have shawn that @igh_oral cimmunication apprehensives do engage ¢

3

- [y
- . P A

~  in iess oral communication behivior fhan do‘loQ;oraI
. . _ f \
communication apprehensives (Wells & Lashbréoﬁ, 1950; Sorenson & -

- -

o ‘ » . L ‘ “ o . o
. MéCroskey, 1977; Hamilton, 1972, WeineTr, 1973; Fenton.& Hopf,
1976; Glogower, 1977){ Wells-épd'Lashbrook (1970)'and;Weiner«

) : : ’ 1 "
(1973) dgtermined,that,the comments of high communication
appréhen#ives inig small group setting are 1é55 relevant than
~ v L . o .
are th$.éomments of those with low apprehensien.. Sorenson: &
- - B +

McCroskey (1977) found thit high communiéation apprehensiyés o

.

n ‘. . x.‘ | A‘ . 5 B }
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exhibit mqhe’tension in a small group  than do hpse‘wfthzlqw;

T . : ‘ ‘ 1 . ’
commdhiéatipn apprehension. Powers (1977) det®rmined that_high
?L-h~~conmuﬁic;tieh3ipprehénsives-used-mo;e:rmetorteil inter:dgative§f~~w

s '-3"' }

Finally, Jablin & Sussman (1978) found that feref‘orlginal illeas
o S . ‘ P ‘ o
were_prpduced by high_app:ehensives than by,;qb apprehensives in

L4 .

’

the smalI g:oup settxng. o P ' S

, Y et e

< = »— ‘ . — — 2 ]
Predxctxve velxdxty "has focused on~xntetpet50na1

»
(
!

.communxcatxon tova gteater extent ?han ‘on. publxc apeakxng,reQen»”

| o f~ ~
Rl ioe

though the construc% of’ CA orxgxnally had publxc speakxng as itﬁ'

jtérgethf thle Ixttle has been done to determxne the predxctgvé

1

‘validity of the PRCA.in‘the pub}xc spe&kin¢ contextk we .would .
' oo ' LA S . f ) B

igkpect that the instfuﬁtnt woulquemoqstrate a rel@tibnéhip wi‘th

- . _ . . . , , . ‘ o - o .
, Public speaking behaviors. . This expectation is true especially =~
given the arguments proQiQed by McCreskey.(1983)'coﬁce;ningfthe

A - Pl

\ctoss—situétional consistency of'the instrument.
. ) ES o

‘ Thé"purpose of this study. xs to.determine the N “
crxterxon relattd valxdxty of the PRCA in.the beginhing publid
£ ) \ " . . a . . e . = . - \
_ épeaking_cohtse.,-Nunnally (1938; ob%erges tha't. this, form of
- “' : . T ‘-( : -. N . r v $ ‘ - ‘. . ) o . ,- - . )

‘v;liaitQ.”Es at issue when the purpose 'is to use an~ instrument
oLt , - : . - A, - 5 . ! .

_tqieétimete eemesimpﬁrtaﬁt‘ﬁorm'of behaytet'thxtltéqex{ernal to
- .thetﬁeggufiﬂdﬂimﬁttﬂégnt xtself, tﬁe‘fat&ef;Beinc fegefred”to'asfg\
Athe erite}t6n£ tp.ﬂ87)€; Thg’predxct;ve valxdxty of the PRCA has

beenvetudied in researcg alteady cjied ‘

and the small giiii/ipd

dyad?qtcoﬁtekt studifs'ﬁo provide insight. However, we agree.
with McCroskey (1978) who writes ". . ., considerably more "

research concerning this, proposition is needed (that the oral
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communication behaviors of high communication aprehensives

T

. SRR . P
; " i

gy —— e

' differ from those with low communié;ikop-;pprehension)“-and‘Qé
’ .. o i i . : . .

~

might 4dd that it is particularly relevant in the public |
¢ ‘ - 7 ., ‘ " N s 4
' : A
Speaking context . ’ ‘ . ‘ » ‘
: s L ' ) S S S L
METHOD "/ " '
L A C | 3
SUBJECTS S T N Lo v ) , ,
. : |

Onéﬁhuhdred—fifthsixacolregg,ﬁthgnts, 96 men and ¢0 women,

o . -

'-at a.large midwestern univetsity, participated as the subjects,
. : ST A [ S . :
e . in thig study. Each ftudent was g#ﬁolied in i'beginnipg_public
. . - . . ; . . » o

\\Q) speaking course. C, o
\ . Lo . B : : . ! / '.. i

. I €
PROCEDURE. - . T .
. B P R , _ .
o " Administering .the PRCA and evaluating peers were routine

P / »
R brocedures invthe‘basgq pubLicfspéikjng clasé. Each class ™
. included 22 students with five speaking assignments. Normall{
Yo . . - . . ‘ '_' ) X R . . )
students compreteq}the Personal Report of Communication-
> : LT -~

Apprehension (PRCA) on the first day of Qlass;and‘typically they‘

were assigned to evaluate the speﬁkingnpf their classmates. For

] A

purposes of fhis.stgdy(‘each-gtudent w£5j;and9m1y ;ssigned to '
eva{uate th; behavioral charactéfistics’;{ otﬂer sbé#ﬁers 6n'a:
standarq eV}luétion fdfm. In ;Lﬁkca;es, the fourth speéch'iq.
the cop;se was'USed';é'fhe object of,gvaluation. 'V

MEASURES' . o - .1;" -

| The PRCA is the most wi&ely uéed ;ﬁsfruﬁent to mea;urg
‘comm;nig;tion'eppréhénsionf ‘After a dééade gf-uéé, ch£osﬁ*§;
fl§8f):bre;ented a noQ.iersion Gf the 1ﬁsttum§nt which allow

°

‘reseaichors Eo,tap apprehonéion;in four separate contexnts.
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These contexts inciuaewa grddp, a géétinq[ a dyad, and the

SR : : S :
public setting. Each context is rep:gsented W}ih-six itenms

resulting in a fdtal of 249 items; each iteém is placed on a

five-point Likert sc;ie. The reliability and validity of the.

' could ¢ause was solved by calculg

original instrument have been widely'doiumgnf&d and are "
éummafized by Mccfoskgy (1978 . - .- - : -,
o A survey of_ e literature on communicatibén-apprehension and
§¢ s L ‘, Lo - - . . K

@he-yerbal anq.npnverb;i iﬁdicétors of fear help;;\%y create an

evaluation form.

'Ak bflaﬁce’Wag lttémpfed }ﬁqng_the ifegs to’
g;;mine'éxfréneous v;;bilizafion, vocii charaéteristics anai
dﬁalit;eé,.ége éontact,‘ficial'ggpﬂéséion; andibodily.moveyent.
The - twenty-item instrument is’proviaed in Table 1. o

. - (INSERT TABLE 1 HERE.)
| , . A .
- RESYLTS.
. . - ° . A d

'This study exzamines the evaluations o& the speeches of one

’ﬁundted-fifty—s{x college students. 'ApproxiﬁatELy 13 peers“

3

" evaluated each“qpeech.t Abseﬁtbgism;‘incompféte'data)' and other"

* v

discrepancies resulted in some speeches being evaluated by more
- ) ) ‘v.. N o0 . kN '

observers and somf speéeches :being evaluated by fewer observers.

-

The botential pfoblgm that these differences in sample size

‘ing the mean response to each
of the tWepty.behavibral categoTi

i

5'-and - using those means in the

statistical analysti Thus, each Bﬂéthe 156Aspeeches,ha5'tw!nty

associated mean obséfvétions, one mé;n repreéen}ing each of the
twenéy behaviors. .The means and_sgindatd deviations for the

entire s&mple of 158 speeches are provided in Table 2. The

-

.
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e elia I;}'xilviﬂt~y'—f~oir'—“ﬂ=e““nt wversion— O f b e e o

. ( INSERT TABLE 2 HKERE.)

— '
N

[y

. PRCA was calculated by Cronbach's coefficient aIpﬂl-fnwthe

@ ' . -

present investigation and was found to be l81.‘ Cronbach's
b . - e,

coefficient alpha resﬁ}ted in a :é}iability of }?Sitor the

’ evaluation, instrumeﬁi.
correl;t@on‘cogpgiéienfs among the *20 behavioral éfems and
;‘ the four seba:atedbdéﬁ;hiégtiog contexts were useé to show ény
‘sigﬂifica;g :e}at}onsﬁipg'SetWEen ghe 20 behavioral indices of
commpqﬁcaﬁiQAFgpp;ehqnsion and the:PRCA.A Significant
" correlationé.occhrre;.onpf of the behavioral measures. Table 3
providés fhese correlation coefficfent;>with their related
signkfiéén#g.levels; o , . < -
;) . (INSERT TABLE 3 HERE.) - .
B | l' DISCUSSION J
This ;hvegtigafibn offers support for thé‘c}ile;ion—related
validity of %he PRCA in the public speaking contex-t'in the
bgginﬁiﬁg sﬁeech commun?catioh cohrsn.: When ;eceiv%rs_observe
] : pefsons wiiﬁ higﬁ'communication apprehens}on, they appear to

obsegve behaviors which correlate with;the-kpeaker's own report
of his or her comﬁuniCation appnehensién. Persons/who report.

high levels of communication apprehension tend €o be perceived . .

' ' v - L ' '
as speaking too softly, providing long pauses for no reason, _

having a shaking voicé, apologizing for their méssaqe. not

- - o

responding to their audience when fhey‘spaak, blushing, ;hd

exhibiting trembling hands.

4
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In general, high éémmundcatioﬁ apprehensives a;eSpercEived

more negatxvely by peers they are seen as less credible, less

'cattractxve, and less desxrable S p;\entxal opxnxon leaders

_}McCroskey ;nd _Richmond l??§}, and recexvers percexve the@ as

less effective, communxcators (Freimuth, 1976). Students who .
_‘44_1;pnx1:§ighgx_1gyels o f chmunlcatLnn_4pp;ghgm;+ga_4ead~4¢

. receive lower ev&lu”txons in the classroom (McCroskey, 19772) .
.- e / -~
This stqdy.;yggest% some of the bghaviprs which comprise ‘the
- W g . S o |
. rationale for a lower evaluation. In addition, McCroskey (1976)
indicated that hiJh apprehensives will have less influence on

)

their peers, due in large part to their nonverbal behaviors
which guide them to engage in fewer interactions than their 'less

anxious counterparts. This, investigation suggests that some of

- those nonverbal behaviors which are perceived by other
{"' communicators such as 38 soft and shaking voice, long pauses for

[
4

no reason, and a lack of responsiveness may contribute to
- v " - a ) .
reduced interaction. The behavioral correlates of communication

apprehehsiog’déterm{qgg,ip éhis study add precision to
prev;ohsly geported findingé; . S

Those behaviors vhich_receivers pérceive in their
observations of.ﬂigh cqmmqnication apprehens;ye personsimgy bé

< . - ) ” - - | R A

N - : L
divided into three sets of behaviors: those that_ indicate

t v

tension or nervousness ?shakihg voice, blushing, and trembling =

‘hands), those that indicate a lack of. assertion (voice too soft
to be heard, long pauses for no reason, and apologizing er the

speech), and those that suggest .excessive concern with self (&
\ , S _ . i =

S v

.10
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lack df response to audiencé during the_spgéqh). Receivers do.

o v . e > : v .
not report erxcessive volume, verbosity, or movement in their - =~

observations of high communication ;pp;eheﬁsive speakers.

Instead, 2 lack of energy, enthusiasm, and dynamism appears to

. . . . .'

, The§é three‘sets.of,behivioé are édnsistent with previous’

<

, ¥ - - . S
research. Nervousness has been suggested as one behavioral
sign of communication apprehension. .Sorenson &chCroskey'(1977) -

found that high communication apprehensives erxhibit more tension
? . ’ : ’

‘in a small group than do those with low communication

apprehension. .In the current investigation, tension was .

q I

observed in the- behavioral signsjfof a shaking voice, blushing,?~

.

", and trembling hands. , ' ' : o
o A T ' ~ .
" . . Persons who report high communication ap:?>hﬁnsionAappgar_to,

be unassertive. Pearson (1979) demonstrated that tHe earlier -

N .

version of the PRCA included 2 dimension that was common to a
. o ) ' _ by L
- 4 o
dimension of unassertiveness. This dimension which she
. ‘ . e . .
. e AR a

identified as being apprehensive in intefpersonal communication
settings included>ﬁﬁ§hg,¢ense in group discussions, nervous in °
. » N ' . N .
conversations, self-conscious in class, hesitant to date because
of shyness, the feeling of strained posture when cbmmunicatinq_

and not enjoying initiating conve:Satioﬁs.- In this study,

behavioral cues such as voiée too soft\to be heard, long pauses

- =

for no reason, and,iﬁologizing for the speech proyide:the
. . , ’ - \ .

. ,. . 5 _

receiver with a rationale for concluding that the speakﬁ; is

»
'

unassertive. - L o . . :
B . . 0 .

ERIC e L -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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N e ,
P o B e R;qe.lo-l '_ - .
. i L. ._‘.‘ ) e : c . -'.
... Belf-consciousness, or excesslive concern with self, has not ., _
. . » ) . ' . . 'l _' o . H . "‘r -, . .. . N ‘ e _.Q
been demonstrated to be a behavioral correlate of ‘fmmunication
. g - ' ' ) R T
';*-"“tpﬁrfhension«iﬂfprTvf”!ﬂ$iTﬁTt&“1£ﬁtt?thTFVNvgffhtTQﬁFT &
frequently offered antidote to the fear oneé -.egperiences in L
. . . . 1: S : \k\ o °. .. v . \ \y_y S oL .
. communigation settings is to:QBcui.on the other person, or other
- . R R L) . .
people, in the situation.. Intuitively, then, the relationship "
between a lack of responsiveness to the sudience and- _ ,
i R o e e e * ,
. . L ! Lot . o ) . T . R Al
~ communication apprehension might be predicted. : <> B
' D . b . e v IO : SN ’ v s : . : 4

" Beior studies have established the reliability and the
ed th . and

b .
;o «
B

s v

’ . - L $

vaLidity of\the'PersonalﬁRepdnt
o . ’ . ~ . . -

: Howe@er,”fhe prédictiye-v?}&dity of the'insfruménf‘hgs been - <«

. ] . ‘ -l . . . LY ‘ ' a
" relatively neglectedqdn the publijc‘*speaking context. This -
: S (R SV o ' oo, ‘

invéétigatfon?quoﬁgﬁgﬁtgs thél¢§§e-gnt§ d&eéfﬁo;d,pre&icT$§;"_'_
validi\y}§ﬁ reéeivgffsiﬁefcepfﬁ§%§ Of'ﬁQQJQQ Qﬁéékers:" per.sor;'s"'u
.wh§ %ép#r; ﬁigh ieyelg'bf.dommuéic#tibh a;préhe?s§on £§ﬁd ﬁétbé
'_percéiveﬁfag §p§aking tbg ?éfﬁlvf'b%9V5d355:¥35§fPa“7e5 for ﬁ%

. ) . L R R . o ’ 2’ \"‘.‘, )
reason, hé%ipg aﬁshiking,voLée,“;pOIOgizing'for'their message
. ] .‘-‘ .v ) - -. . ) . o _-_',\. . ‘ ‘ . . '

"nqt,re5pondi¢q'to ghé;rzauqiépég wﬁgn they‘épégk, blushing, and

exhibiting trembling hands. -The reliance upon t@ijRCA‘in
communication rese@;ih is not unwarranted. ' o s,

" , 2 ' . " .. ‘ .' . . : - . " ,-l .’ . v o -\ N

3 : ] ‘ : .
’ Coy

of Communicagion Apprehension. 7 <
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TABLE 1

- EVALUATION FORM FOR SPEAKERS e
C ™~ : : - : .
- Please indicate the degree to. which the speaker exhibited the
'behdmfo:s iﬁ hislhe£ speech b

y u;ing-thglfdllowing scale: (1)

négef orClYmostfnevép} (2" occasionaly, (3) somewhat frequently,

‘ _ _ . ' SRR ; .
(4) frequently, (5) always‘or flmost'dﬁwayk.\\ T B
1. Use of filler.woqu--“um,“‘“uh“ -
\. . I ' ! ' ! . ’ ?
2. JRepetition of any generalization--"like that..."'"and so
- on..." ’ '
I o ‘ - :
3..: Rapid speaking rate. . . S h B
T4, Voice too soft tofbe heard. -
. S. Voice too loud for the situation.
A :
sl - . . .
a0 & [ - . .
. 6. . Comments made .under 'brea'th.
‘ ) . .
7.  Shaking vcice. 5 c. - - e
8. . SHortness of breath.
9. - Long pauségéfor no reason.

10. Lack of eye contact with audience.

;dl. Reading airéctly from caras.

12. Tapping note cards, pens, etc. oh'podi@m.
13. Twisting note cards in hands. |
1i4. Blushing. |

15. Shifting weight from foot to foot.

16. Trembling,hand?.‘.

17. yffnging handsg.
18. Shaking knees )

19. Apologizing for the speeéh.

20. Lack of response to-aud&once during the-spoech.

- 18
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TABLE 2

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF ITEMS IN. THE- EVALUATION FORM

(In this form, l=never or almost never, 2=occasionaly, 3=

L

-somewhat freguently, 4=frequently, nglways or almdst‘always.

” A MEAN  STANDARD DEVIATION
L Usigof ffl;efﬂwordg-—dum,ﬁ’"uh“,' 1.86. . .657
2. ‘ﬁgpétitgon of an;\fenera;iiition | 1_42- 1~.' ~?3593
_-"fike.;haf.,." "and so on..." - . )
3. RQpid'speaiing.rate. | . s 1.53 N ;.qee
Voice too soft to be heard. . 1.84° . ) L3111
S. Voice too loud for the situation. 1.05 123
6. Comments made under breath. 1.14 .189
7.  Shaking voice. © 1.a1 363
.8. " Shortness of breath. _' o 1.30 .262 ',
§. Long pgusés for n; reason. ‘ 1.38 .4h$
10. - Lac?xof eye coht;cé with audiénée. 1.69 ) .552
i1. Re;diﬁd'd&ré:tly from cards. ‘ 185 . . 665,
12.' Tapﬁing note cards,,penf,)étc;.on 1.140 .ﬁ_ .167
;,:, . ' o : U .
~Bodium. o | . ' -~
13 . %;;?@;Bg note cards inAhandé. o 1.i2’: .. T.223
14, gayﬁ;ﬂ{6§§  " | 1.10 ~;'f 168
15 . Shiftinﬁ;;éighg from foot to foot. 1.71  .594
16. Trembxina;ﬁ;ﬁsﬁ. U RN _‘7.262-
17. Wringing ha;gsﬂ' | | 1.5 : 303
18. Shaking knees .. 1.07 L 11
19. Apologizing for fhe;ipeegh. .1.08 v.270
20. Lack of f.spbnse‘to audience 1.291 ' .243
during the .pooéh.. : | l- 19 | ’ )
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B ' - . TABLE 3 v ' P
COKRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN SEVEN BEHAVIORAL MEASURES ? N
AND FOUR COMMUNICATION CONTEXTS . N
- OF COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION : . ; . ‘
y - . . . . . _ . _ 7 .
ce + Group . Meeting Dyad Public "+ 'Overall
Noice too r~ .33nx/ L 25%% % A STILE , 31w
soft to be p  .0001 a 0003 - .03 .004 : .0002
heard ' S - g ' o ‘ . ' v
'Shaking'.‘.voice .17 T >'.13 : T L1l L17% ) . .18%
: _.os o 12 [ & .08 T . .03
Long pauses for .14 ' / .14 L26%n .20% . .23 %
no, reason .10 ' Y ]} .02 . .006
N N ’ 9 M \"' L \ l‘“:!‘ " ' . ’ .
Blushing - 09 . 10 (O~ L19% .13 .16
e 6L T 22 .03 12 ~ .0s5*
-Tremblxng hands :16%* .09 .0¢® J12 ) . .19
‘ o L 0s ' '3 .28 .14 . .09
Apologizing for .12 .0y , 22%% 16 CL17w
the speech . .14 : .24 r .01 L0 . .04
Lack of response.06 .14 S .18% S .18 : 17w
to audience .46 .08 : .03 .04 . .04
during the speech ' o : . St
‘JC . '
- =l
> . e
1
y




