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ABSTRACT ‘ '

A study examined the relatlonshlp between the
personallty constructs of self-concept and*cemmunlcatlon apprehension
and the use of self-confrontation (self-viewing of videotaped
speeches) ak a potential self-concept enhancement strategy. The
qugption of whether the constructs of self-concept and communication
apprehen51on overlap was investigated for both theoretical and
empirical support, and both constructs were, additionally, relatﬁa\to
the intervening self-confrontation variable. Subjects were 168
college students in a public speaking class who completed a
self-concept scale, a report of communication apprehengion, and a
video confrontation scale at the beglnnlng of the semester (before
participating in public speaking activities in class) and again at
the.end of the semester (after each had delivered four in-class.
speeches) Each student was shown the Videotape of his or her speech
pquormances after each presentation. Results indicated that future
spe&@ch communication self-concept research might benefit from a
reexamination of the construct under consideration. Although

. self-concept is-normally viewed as a "state" variable, the results b

- suggésted that the construct might be resistant to change in-the
limited communciation coursel context. Communicatjon apprehen51on,‘a
dimension of self—concept, however, was found to be susceptible to =~
change in this settifg. Public speaking appeared to be the |
intervening variable that invoked the change, while '
self-confrontation appeared to -inhibit the smeduction of apprehensxon. N
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Self~conc¢bt, Com unicatio Apprehension,

and Self% pnfron ation;

[

A RelationallStudy S L _i,
The purpose of this study wag to examine the relationship between
the personality constructs of self-concept and communication appreh

and the use of self~confront§tion (self-viewing of videotaped speeches)

»

"as a potential self-concept enhancement strategy. The question of whether

’

-the constructs of self-concept and communication apprehension overlap

"each other wae examined for both theoretical and empirical support, and-

- frontation variable. The results indicated that futyre speech communica-

» A

both construgts were, additionally, relaﬁéd to the, intervening self-con-

tion self-concept research may benefit from'a recxamination of the con~

struct under consideration. Although self-concept is'normaliy'viewed as

3

a "state" variable, the results suggested that the construct may be

resistent to change in the limited communication course context. 'Communi-

/

4

cation appreéhension, a dimension of qé1f~concept, however, was fbund.to be

susceptible to change 16 this setting. Public speaking appeafed to be

the intervening variable that invoked the change, while self;confrontation'

appeared to inhihit the reduction of communication apprehension,
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Increased attention'is beling, psid to self-~toncept as an

t ,

important educational variable (Marsh anthmith 1982; Newburger,
1982a, 198?.b; Wylie, 1979; Moran, M‘ichael) and Dembo, 19785 The
-limplicit sssuﬁption 15 spéech dommunication self—cpncept ;ssearchl
is that the improvemeni of_studént self-copcept will ‘lead to in-
creased communicative'effectiyeness. Theorsbical support fs;

»>

student self-concept modification in Communication coursés (SSCMCC);_J)//
leading to increased'commusicatiVe effectivepess:iswsubsﬁantial.

'first, the notion that speecs‘instruction stimulates.stsdent-’
sslf—coscept msdificatidh, has support., The early views of Csoley‘g“\\
(1902) and Sullivan (1947) depicted the.self as a construct seVelop

. . . : .

ing out of'sne's psrception of the:reacaions of others to him/her, |
qonsistisg of.refleétsd'appfaisajs lea;ned in contact with‘sthér
si&nificant people Mofe recsntly,sghavelson,-Hubne;,.and Stanton'

»

: (1976) stressed that a persoh's perception of himself or herself is®
influeneed especially by{reinforCEment,‘eValuations by significant
others, .and one's attribution for one's own.behavior. Considerihg
.:tﬁe highly so;idlly 1nte£active Atmosphere of most basic spéechv
csurses:(i.e., sseaker~suﬂienée is;éraction,fgroup dissussipn,.in-
structor or peef feegback),‘the'basic commsnication classfoom gnviron-

| msn;»seems wéil suif&d.for stiqglsting stsdenx self-concept modifica-
tion.' For s;udent;ss]fﬂconceptAsbange to occur, hoWever, as a resuit'
of.expefience in the basic communication course setting.the self—cbncspg

must possess a dynamic quality. The literature supports’this fdynamiC'

Jself" view. Furr (1970) suggested that the perception of environmental

]
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' N - o
clements In now perspective tondu ‘to alter the self-concapt

. concept and behavior.

(p226): Purkey (1970), additionﬁlly,-suggested that "because

the self iis deVeloped as_s ﬁrocess of éxperience,;it 15 remark- .

,.ably plastic,.chgpgeable; and posSesses infihiteacapacity for |

- A . : . : . . . ‘
growth and actualization' (p. 30). t . o . ' '
Before speech communication educators can claim that 'speech

ipnstruction serVes'to stinulate individual communicative growth TN

such enhancement must be shown

through.self-concept enhhncément' .
* o

to be related to communiéative behavior. oThere is support that -

such a relationship exists. Kelly (1955) for example; suggested

that "a persan's processes are psychologically channelized by the _

ways in which he anticipates*events" (p. 46) He suggested that

"a _person anticipates events by construing their replications
(p. 50). Speech students could potentially develop self~conceptions K
oflcogmunication abilities through anticipation and replication of

. - . . .
the communication events common o basic speech courses (e.g., speeches,

group HiscussiOh). Whether thel resultant self-constructs that emerge -

..

through this event, anticipation; and the replication process have

impact on student communication behavior is not“altogether certain;

but does have strongwtheoretical support. : . v ' ot

“

The literature on "self" presents an emphatic link between self-
; 3 _

*

Lecky (1945), suggested,_for“exanple, thatl‘
people behave 1in ways that are consistent with~their self—views. . . ,
quers (1951) believed behavior: to be a function of the individual'

self" rceptions, and cmphasized that the behavioral scientist should

: atttmpt to achieve an internal (solf) rather than an- extornal frame of

]

.
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rbferuncc ,Combb;ct ul (1971) suggestcd that self- concept is the
most important single factdr affecting behavior (p. 39). Finally,
Belker (1974) suggested that self-concept determines how an individual
will behave 1in a ‘wide range of sitdations p. 7).

There 1is a small base of research findings supporting the link °

between self C&Pcept and communication behavior. Gilkinson and Knower

(1941), for example, reported that good speakers}have better social
' . ) _\ .

'adjustment than have poorer- speakers (p. 166). Bormann and Shapiro

¢

'(1962)'reported that a speaker's perceived confidence is .a function
’df'his self-image (p. 256).. Ferullo s (1963) findings indicated that ,

'better speakers reveal a significantly higher degnee of self satisfaction

se1f~acceptance,'independence, emogional control and pérsonality in—.

tegration than “do poorer speakers'(p. 85).
Despite the support that student self'concept modification is
potentially stimulated through experience in a basic speech:course and

that such modification potentially increases student communicative

‘a

effectiveness, SSCMCC'research findings are contradictory For example,

M ‘

Miyamoto, Crowell and Katcher (1956) found that self-cdnceptions reflect

a fairly stable phenomenon, consequently, they argued that great changes

%8

should not be expected in this variable due to contact with any single “h,

academic course. Brog&s}i;d Platz (1968) fQUndUthat'some students

"gelf-concepts as communMxators" improved, while other students' "self- .

concepts as communicators" were weakened as a result of contact with a

: ' L .o .
basic speech coursé. Furr (1970) found that students' self-concepts

’

were improved as ‘a resgult of ¢ontact with a course in business speaking,

- . . /




or opetationalize it in_different ways (pp. 123, 132). . ¢

Pérhaps the most warranted conclusion that emerges. from the varied
. . . P

findings is that some self- concept change apparenth takes place in
'

ﬂ_some students in communication courses (Judd and Smith 1977 p 289

l

».citing Judd 1973),

»

Newburger (l982b) investigated the sources of the inconsistencles

v

,in previous SSCMCC research findinga and concluded that several con—
- ceptual and operational problems require attention? First, $SCMCC -

.literature exhibiaf a lack of ionceptual or operational uniformity in

the study of "change in self-concept:" Such constructs have been J

studied as: self concept (Furr, 1970; Judd and Smith l974; Judd” and

Smith l977), self- concept as-a communicator (Miyamoto, Crowell, ‘and . ,h

a

Katcher, 1956; BrooRs and Platz, 1968 Brooks and Jandt 1971), ideal

| self-concept (Judd and Smith 1974; Judd and- Smith 1977) personality

._ change (Moore, 1935; Rose, 1940;2 personality development and adjustment )

(Pasco and Lillywhite, l931), attitudcs (Knower 1938 Gilkinson, 1941),

and-self—confidence.(McCrthey;'l967). Additionally, clear constitutiVe

]

definitions of the "self" constructs examined are absent in SSCMCC

literatume ‘The testing of vaguely defined or undefined test character— u

b 4 v

- 1zes both SSCMCC and general ”self" studies (Newburger, 1982a, pp. 11~ 12)

ConCerning general "self" reSearch Marsh and Smith suggested that defini—b.

tions of self concept are frequently non-existent, imprecise or contra-
' /

.,dictory (p. 430) Hansford and Hattie,(l982) added that some self~concept‘

L

studies use the sanie solf—concept term (e g, self—acceptance) but define

S S
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Rough]y, twelve nrticloq diroct]y nsaociatod with SGCMCC re-

.aearch were published . between 1935 and 1985 (Moore, 1935; Knower, R

t

1938,.R086, %940; Gilkinson, 1941; Pasco and Lillywhite, 1951;
' A - ' - -
Miyamoto, Crowell and Katcher, 1956; McCroskey, 19675 Brooks and . . '

Ld .. - ' ]

\Platz, 1968; Furr, 1970; Brooks- and Jandt, 1971; Judd and Smith,

* 1974; Judd and Smith, 1977). In other wordsl”sihc§.l935, an ayerage

’ d . S

~of one SSCMCC article ‘has appeared roughly every four years. Coni
.sidering the potential impact of self-concept on communication
' ability, the small number of SSCMCC articles indicates that the

heuristic potential of this .area has not been realized. Although

4

the number of SSCMCC articles is scanty, the diverse ways in which
 the dependent variable self—concept change" has been measured $~f‘° : o .
pronounced. Judd (1973) suggested that in practice the majority'of

SSCMCC researchers have measured different variables (perhaps.different *

‘dimensions. of self) with varied instruments assumed to have been intey-
changeable (p. 51). This.type-of Inconsistent ingtrumentation character4

;I/( 1zes general "self" studies, ‘as well. Hansford and Hattle -indicated -

~ -
» ° . . ‘o b

' that-in ‘the 128 "self" studies they reviewed,-SS different instruments

relating to the dependent variable .were used (p. 134). They indicated K
. te . v e - , .

that many researchers.preferred to-develop their own tests or radically

modify existing'tests (p.-135). By comparispn - 1in the 12 SSCMCC studies =

»

15 different Instruments were used tp measure the dependent variable

Lo

- eight of which appeared to be "home-made" (tests specifically constructed ' .

for a study by an author), with one "home*made" instrumenb being a mod~_

] [y

ification of another "hOmewmade" instrument. Judd concluded that SSCMCC g

? . o
~ . 2 ~

researchers should develop from the broad area of self theory those '

Ay

B LY . X
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measures of’ self-concept which are most relevant to the communication .

-~
]

" dimension of the construct (p.~ 51).
. ¢ :

Newburget_(1982b) suggested that future SSCMCC research should

emphasize construet validity. Communication researchers wishing ta

géneralize from the findings of 'one study to another must be concerned
-4 . S ; ;

thet.the'instruments used.in the two sthdies‘overlap-each other as well'
as the constrnct underhinvestigation. Similarity scales and general-
_ izability'of findings cannot be assumed bnt'mdst:be dehonsi ated with
'high.correiation;coefficients.‘.Additionally, the identific etion of a
ﬂdpoo} of'highiy‘eoftelated sceles to be uged 1in futureASSCﬁCC reseereh
d8 a practical necessity 1f a true "atee” of“generaliqule-findings is
to.be developed. Finaliy, Newburger suggested thet“fnture SSCMCC'ref

L - s, »

search should also consider the assessment of specific self-concept en-

w®

~

. i : . .
hancement strategies that build better communicators;

The purpose of this stydy.was to examine the relationship between

the”personality constructs of selﬁ—cdncapt and communication apprehension
- W

5 (CA) and the use of self-confrontation (self—viewing of videotaped speech*

PN

es) as a potentiel'seif-concept enhancement strategy. The question of

A .

‘whether the construets of. self-concept and CA overlap each other was
. " ’ . “ \ .
examined for both theoretical and empirical suppdrt, and both constructs®
) ' " ' ' '

_-wexe,.addilionally,,related to the intervening.seifﬁeonfrontstion veriable$
'Self—eoncept has long been viewed'as a petsonality varishle. ‘B&rne‘
(1974) for ex;;ple, described self~concept (how a person perceives and
.evaluates himself) as one of the Varied kinds of personality dimensions

- (i.e., authoritarianism, intelligence, manifest . anxiety, need for achieve- -

~ment, etc.), and suggested that to persons studying personality holding to

1




)

. ¢
determining a Speaker 8 effecti ness" (pp 161- 16?) They suggested that

synonomously, suggesting that ”to understand one's Self, one, ‘must observe

‘ward his audience and his self-attitudes., 'Moréover.,his overt mannerisms,

} . T . .
the conviction - Lthat man should be dealt with as an organized whole

ratherlthan in terms of his atomistic units (i.ei,'authoritarianism,

need for achieveﬁ%nt), the notion of self-concept emerges as useful.
He concluded that self- ~-concept 1s .an important aspect of personality g "

(p. 271). Additionally, many educators’ have recognized the relation-

3 - Y

' ship of'selfwconcept and personality. .For example, Rbgers (1951) pro-

poSed a theory of personality deJElopment personality functioning, and-

personality change with the concept of self as 1its' central focus, and
e s

Sullivan (1964) suggeSted that the personality is, 1in part, a se

4

system. ~ Brooks (l978) used the terms "self—concept and bersonali

y

~

- that there are. several facets to one 's perSonality, several different

+ . ) . . TN

<

selves (p. 47) X
Speech and self—concept or personality are believed tq be integrally
Eelated Sapir (1927) suggested that speech communication is intuitively
interpreted by normal human beings as an index of. personality expression
Murray (1937) suggested that\speech and personality grow develop,
differentiate, and become refined together; speech being a phase of person-
ality (p. 8). Gilkinson and Kno%i; (1941).§tressed that ”although teachers

differ in regard to their treatment of personality problems in speech

few would minimize. the causative Importance of emotional attitudes in

"the Speaker ‘s’ rapport with his audience and, therefore, his general

-

effectiveness are_determined in‘large measure by both his attitudes to-




L

- of internal emotional orgaaization or disorgdnization" (p. 161).

- ~1978,

a multifaceted cqnstruct that is hierarchical in. nature

- |

including such characteristics as vocal quality, rate ofaspeech, - . .A-

‘posture, diction, fluency, etc., are regarded as symptoms of degrees
Y 100 ’ d . - ‘., »,

More recentryu Brooks (1978) Stressed that personal and social growth

are two of the major objectives of qhe:study.of communication beqause e

Tt ' ; i« . v
communication and personality are refined together (p. 5). . _ © o '

"an individual's fear or anxiety asso- -’

R S

Communigation apprehension,

-

clated with either real or anticipated communication with another person. .= -

"

(McCroskey and Beatty, 1984 p. 79;‘citing McCroskey, l972, - o

l982b), has also been viewed as a personality variable

or persons

The construct
S N ' 3 )

has been de3cribed as a broad based personality type- characterisbic

(McCroskey, 1970) McCroskey, Da]y "and Sorensen (l976) further suggest—

n

ed that CA may not represent a single, unique personality variable but

rather may be related-to a number of p?eviousaisolated'dimensions of -

. : ' I

One of these personality dimensions could be
. 4 " - “

personality”'(p;‘376),-

gelf-concept. Shavelson andeolus (1982) concluded that self*concept is

They suggested"

-that general self -construct comprises the apex of the hierarchy and

. ' e

sitgution.specific (e.g., "how I behave as a speaker"} self-concepts

comprise the base (p.'16). The situation specific. quality of CA (fear

or anxlety assoclated with real or am{icipated communicatian events)
. o . i _ :

¢

“ -

might represent opegation from'the self-concept dimension'pertaining to

[ 4 B

communication’ability.

./

" The introduction of self-confrontation~(self—viewing"of\videotaped

’

Ny

speeches) as an-intervening variable intended ‘to enhance students'
) . . \ . LN . . . ‘-.
self-concepts was based on its potential for providing students with

) f
. 4 » 0
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: . _ : . ] . o
,intcnsivc visual fcedback The pbteptial for this feedback to, be’
positively reinforcing'relates to "esteem-building'" (Roberts, 1972)

.and/or self—concept enhancement As might be expected, self-confronta~

tion could also produce the opposite effect by pré;iding negative rein—'
. *

forcement. There are data supporting both outcomes (Gelso 41974 Roberts,

Dieker, Crane, andrBrown, l97l} and McCroskey and Lashbrook, 1970) .
" ' i . !

©

. METHOD L

BN

b -

Data Collection

Data were collected from two samples., In one sample 112 under- ‘

graduates enrolled in speech fundamentals classes completed the Tenneéssee

Self -¢oncept Scale (TSCS) deVeloped by Fitts (1965), the Personal Report
of" Lommunication Apprehension (PRCA) developed by McCroskey (1970), and
" the Video—Confrontatiqn Scale (VCS) develOped by Daniel (1983) The

'subjects completed the three instruments at the beginning of a. semester,

-

and, again, at the end. of the semester The first completion of the
instruments preceded any in—class public speaking activities, while the

second qompletion of the instruments came after each subject delivered

© ’

four in~class publlc speeches. The other sample involved 56 undergrad~

+

uates ‘also enrolled in speech fundamentalsclasses who COmpleted the

‘same three-instruments at the beginning and end of a semester. . The first

ot

-

completion of the instruments preceded.any in—class public speaking

L J

activities, wbile the second completion of the instruments came after

| : _ .
. N . : ' \

AN

e
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eath subject delivered four in-claas public spedEhes g&ieh were reaq;ded on e

.”ﬁ:ffwmf?”“?'ﬁnﬂi;J i»’:;":y,;

video C&éEEDtBTwaEaCh subject was confronted with the‘video playback of each |

‘_s ' of his/her four public speaking performanoes°following each speech presentation.

L

PP EE ’ ‘ ", Instruments

"

a0 . S} -

Wylie desoribed the TSCS -a"s"'c\)ne offhe"more frequently used self-regard in-

struments. The TS%i.provides fifteen categories into which self-concept 1s divided
. 4-/-,‘
as well as the motal Positive Sco&e which represents a synthesis of total self ~eon--

*

cept. Fitts (19|l)'reported high test-retest reliability fpr the Total Positive

\

T ' : o _ : - .
Score and variquﬁnnubscores. Bentler (4972) reported that th retest-reliability

for the T6CS, while varying for different scores\ was high, sufficient to watrant.

‘ confidence in difference measurement (. 366) ; He also claimed that- the scale has
' —~ t .

construct validity, finding the TSCS to° be successful 1in aiding group discrimination

LD i ,

1 and a capable instrument for measuring self~-concept variablgs (p. 3695

)

Parkd (1980) described the_PRSA as the most“pépular and frequently used measure

of'commUnication'appréhension (p. '220). The PRCA is a Likert~type, self—report/w--—\\

&

measure that has been found to he highly reliable (McCroskey, *1970, 1975). The

~1nstrument has shown indications df both concurrent and predictive validity
(McCroskey, 1975), as well. . The Version of the PRCA used in this study was

"selected because of 1its concentratiod}on public speaking, rather than McCroskey's

revised version that includes: meeting, group, ‘and dyadic items (not judged to be,

[d

relevant to this study) o e 1 : | : S

The VCS was developed by Daniel (1983) to assess students' reactions

L

e - to ‘the prospect of being videotaped during their public speaking perform~

~ " ances in speech fundamentals classes. The scale consists of three questions
N 4 ’

#. See Addendum




| . X . | _ : - R .. . _
' . . _ o o 1l
yith five responge cholces and a séven-item scmnhtlc differentinl S
. . . e . . [ : ]
scale. Daniel (1984) found the scale to be highly reliable, =~ *°
1 N4 ' . Ty ) . ‘. . A, L4 'o . -
.o N “ : . \
o  \\\"1 " Data Analysesv gp : ,‘

¥ A 2X2 (two levels [with self-confrontation. and without self-
confrontation) by two trials [pretest and posttest for PRCA, VCS, ;;M;xi
and TSCS]V) MANOVA (multivariate'analyq;s of variance) was” computed.

. Reliability coefficients ﬁpr the PRCA, VCS,. and TSCS were computed ’

using Cronbach's Alpha. Pearson product momen t correlation coeffi- ‘

Al

clents werémcomputed for the PRCA and TSCS;lfRCA and VCS; and TSCS

and VbS. The rela;ionship between. demographic variables (sex, age,

eaucationél élassificafion-[ffeéhman,fsbphomorq? etc.] , gréde ex-
' - pegtation-[reporhéd by subjects oﬁ Soth pfe and éosttests a?d latgr

coded as éonstant,:increased qf decreésed expectation] , teécher

evaluation.[éach subject respondéd to the séme postteét teacher
gvgluation iﬁqm——" Overall, this teacher 1is among ﬁhg best.;éachefs I.
have known''--by seiectiﬁg one of five response choices ranging from )
"strongly agree' to "strongly disagreéﬁ:],_aﬁdrsecﬁion) and the dependent
variables '"PRCA éhange," "VCS'cHange;" and "TSCS change waslkeasuqed |
by computing three stepwise mﬁltiple linear regress;on analyseQJ

»

(one analysim for each test).

3 : -
.

’
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: ’
by only gelf-confrontation was also not signif&cant, with an F value of

- k% See Addendum ,

RESULTS = - - ' ;

"’ The MANOVA yielded no significant interaction between self-confronta~

tion and pre and posttests, with ah f value of 713 and PR>F equal to

.521. ‘The assessment of the maip effect of all subjects as differentiated

‘A

.924 and PR:>‘F equal to .b31 he-assessment of the main effect of all.

subjects as differentiated by only pre: and posttests was significant, how~.f'

' ever, with an F value of, .11 and'PR:>»F-equa1 to .002.- _ ’ =
) :

: A post. hoc univariate analysis of 0sniance was computed and showed that
pre and posttest for the PRCA were responsible fbr the significant finding .
above,.with an F value of 12.84 "and PR> F equal ‘to .000. -The F values

for the VCS and TSCS,‘respentively, were only . .422 and .606 with correspond- -
ing PR>’F equal to .517 and .438. T 2 o

B aladale Additionally, to satisfy experimenter curiosity, t values were com-

~

. puted and showed that- the scores of the subjects not involved with self~

confrontation (n-112) changed significantly from pre to posttest for the

. PRCA,zwith a t value of 3.59, significant at .000. The change reflected

decreased‘communiCation apprehension with a pretest mean:of 78.61 and
posttest‘mean of 74.34. _No'othet-t values for the PRCA (n-so),

VCS (n=112, n=56), and TSCS (n=112, n=56) pre and posttest scores were

~ close to:being significantr Interestingly, for subjects involved with

§

' self-confrontation (n=56), the chdnge fn PRCA scores from pretest to post- .

test, alghough statistically insignificant (t=1.10, 2-Tail probabilitys.278), was:

15
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fiwwch greater than the change in.scores from pretest Lo pousttest for the
. -

other instruments (VCS t value-.12, 2-Tail probahility-.901; TSCS t value= |

L]

- .60, 2 ~Tail probability- 48) Again PRCA scores‘feflectEd decreased

?
v communication apprehension with a pretest mean of '77.6 and poumtest mean «
¢ . ~ . - ' \2/4 : ' ' * '
of 76,04, . *° e o - -\
.«. . The.average alpha'reliability coefficienta for the instruments were:

' --for the PRCA alphaw 910; for the VCS aLpha* 93D‘Iand fOr the Total Positivei

»
e

Score of the TSCS alpha- 611,

L

-
-

The instruments used in this study. did not correlate well with each
other. Only 1% (r=. 1045, r? =1%) of the variation in PRCA pre- to poattest

change scores, for exampley could be attributed to variation in TSCS pre

! : Y ’

to posttest change scores. Similarly, only about 5% (r-.2211) of the

variation in PRCA pre to_postteat change scores could be attributed to

variation in VCS pre to posttest change seQres, Finally, only .002%

(r- 0449) of the variation in TSCS pre to posttést change -grores could be ®

attributed ‘to variation in VCS pre to poatteat change scores,

The results of the regregsion analyses indicated that the proportion of

<

the criterion variance that was accounted for by the independent predictor

variables (demographics) was small for each of the three insttuments

(PRCA R2 = '0987 or lOZ--all variables entered, VCS RZ =,0434 or 4%--all

variables entered; TSCS RZ = .95065 or 5%—*all variables entered%.

‘DISCUSSION
g Cm .I B ’ ' . -~ ’
- The PRCA may be a desirable measure of the dimenison of self-concept
»  which is most relevant to communigcation. An obvious conclusion based on




x c 14

s o y
« e ' ‘ . ’ ) '.\
« the eorrelation coefficients reported in this study 18 that the instru—v

ments used did not overlap each other Additionally, they simply may

. not‘overlap_a comMon oonstruct. The PRCA appears, for example, to

. * o ' {
measurq a communication dimension of self-concept (CA), while,the TSCS
/

,'appears to basically measure the globular self- concept. The.VCS may be

B B
\r N e

-

lregarded os a measure of yet another dimension of "self" (1.e., sclf—,
“'eonfrontatibn appreheWsion'):
The reeu}ts indicated that future SSCMCC research may benefit from a
‘ v , : . ,

reexamination of the construct under consideration..~Perhaps the early
conclusion.of Miyamoto, Crowell .and Khtcher (1956) that eelf*conceptions

i reflect a fairly stable phenomenon that should not be expected to change
greatly oue to contact with any single apademic course, should be regardedl

‘ ae support for a vieﬁ of eelﬁ;concept as a "traitlike" variable. McCroskey
(1982b) suggested ‘that a "traitlike" persortality variable is relatively
enduring across a wide variety of contexts - (p. 147)‘ In the theoretical sense,
self-concept is aetuelly viewed as a "state"lvarieble, dynamielin nature,
The poesibiiity exigts, howenér, tnat the‘globuinr self-concept may be

resistent to change inltne lim}ted communication course,eontext‘ Perheps

a diménsion oftself—concept that 1s susceptible to ohange in the{e0mmnnication
eourse setting is eommunication-apprehensionu_ CA, .however ﬂis often-oiewed

as a "trait," but as BeatLy, Behnke, and McCallum (1978) pointed out ‘the
introduction of a major intervening variable could alter its level. The

L]

F valnee, and, -even more important}y, the .t values reported in this study

-




)

demonstrate that public epeaking can act as, such an intervening

e ¢

u‘?iable (while self—confrontation, as measured in thia study,-
. N
.cennoﬁ): Future §SCMCC research should consider whether course
activities other-thaR}public speaking (i.e.; group discussion) can also-
_act as mgjor intervening variables capable of reducing communication
apprehensjion.
' nnother cbnciusion Based on tne t values reported in this

study ié_that eelf—confrontation might inhibit the'reouetion of
communication apprefension leading to inprovement in-oomnunitation
) \ekill. "The t ualues Support the notion that publicISpedﬁing, not ;
- public speaking followed by self-confrontation, was the enhancing

phenomenon present in this .study.

-

Finally, although the'demographic variables measured accounted

for little of the criterion variance for each of the three instruments
used in this study, further consideration of these variablee would |
seem to allow for a checking out of all possible explenations'for
variance. Ae.Newburger (1982a, 1982b) reviewed,.these variables do -

account for criterion variance in some populations.

’




oY

v
’

% ' . Becguse all'dUbjects responded to three instruments order control

' was used, where ‘the students 6f.each-sectiqn wete divided 1nto, two

evenly sized groups.and-the'instfumentﬁfwere administered in counter-
. : . N ~ L . .

A ) . .

balanced order in the groups.

/
.

**#ﬂ;Thé following information represents part of.p current.réviéion

L)

oy 4

.of Ehié'étudy invo;ving‘COllgboration between Crailg Newburger and -

Linda Brannon (McNeese State Umiversity). ¢ "

.8

.Analysis of Coypriaﬁée.'

An ANCOVA was performed for subjects' PRCA, VCS, and TSCS scores,

measuring the difference between subjects involved with self-confronta-
tion and subjects not involved with §e1f-confroﬁtat10n,bn posttest scores,
! _ ‘ N

arithmetidally adjusting for the pretest scores. None of . these analyses

revealed a significant difference between the self-confrontation and mo

self-confrontat%gn,groups on the posttest scores, indicating that ex-

»

'pepigncing'self—dqnfrontation does not iﬁprove.(or worsen) any of the °

‘dependent variablés.'- S . ' 'é7.

. . . . s ?

A e




Newman—-Keuls

. . . | » .

A layered gos t hoc analysis using the Newman-Keuls procedure

indicated a significant difference for PRCA pre to posttest scores

fo nly the subjects not involved ‘with self confrontation No

other significant differences were found This analysis substan—-

tiates the ANCOVA and MANOVA results (reported ‘earlier), suggesting -

!

' no difference attributable to the self-confrontation variable but
" a significqnt difference attributable to the exgerienee of public

r

speaking, as measured by the PRCA.

ANCOVA
| -f,..PRCA.
F (1,165) = 2.00, ‘p=>.05"
Vs
F(1,165) = 2.44, p>>.05 R o
©omses s |
F (1,165) = .25 p=.05

. W
Newpan-Keuls post hoc B

\]

* No self-confrontation pre vs. no self~confrontation post . |
4.3 w/critical value = 4,17 p £ .01
Nomself~cqnfrontation pre vs. self confrontation post

2.6 w/critical value = 3.11 p > .05

1]
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