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TELEPHONE APPREHENSION:
A Study of Individual Differences in
Attitudes to, and Usage of the Telephone

Richard Guy Fielding BSc

ABSTRACT

This thesis explored one form of communication
apprehension, namely telephone apprehension, defined as
"anxiety or fear associated with the anticipated or
actual use of the telephone". Using a self-report
questionnaire, data from UK and Australian student and
non-student samples indicated significant sex
(male>female), non-significant age, but significant age
by sex interactions (older men>older women, younger nsd).
Culture and sample differences were significant
(UK>Australian>USA; students>non-students). Correlations
between apprehension and use were small.

Factor analyses suggested that telephone apprehension
comprised three independent factors. "Problematic
Communication" focuses upon apprehension, whilst
"Approach-Avoidance" involves overall like-dislike and
use-avoidance. "“Confidence" concerns self-perceived
competence. This analysis implied that there was no
necessary relation between telephone apprehension and
use-avoidance.

A validity study concluded that a revised self-report
questionnaire incorporating distinctions between using,
communicating, speaking and listening by telephone was an
appropriately specified, valid and reliable measure of
telephone apprehension.

An investigation of the correlations of telephone
apprehension with generalised anxiety, communication
apprehension, social desirability and self-esteem showed
that these were non-significant, and accounted for only
6.4% of the overall variance in telephone apprehension.
It was concluded that differences in telephone
apprehension do not result merely from differences in
other, more generalised personality or communication
variables.

A critical review of the concept of telephone
apprehension, and of communication apprehension in
general, lead to the redefinition of telephone
apprehension within an expectancy-value framework, as the
summed product of the evaluative components of beliefs
about the negative affective outcomes of telephone use,
and their associated outcome expectancies. In addition to
apprehension, other variables should be incorporated in
predictive models of telephone use, such as non-affective
outcome expectancies and evaluations, and self-efficacy
expectancies. A combined expectancy-value and self-
efficacy model was proposed which incorporated telephone
apprehension as one of the predictor variables.
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TELEPHONE APPREHENSION

A Study of Individual Differences in
Attitudes to, and Usage of the Telephone

PREFACE

"In the United States more households now have
telephones than running water."

The telephone is one of the most common communication
technologies, and for many people everyday life without
the telephone is almost unimaginable. However, unlike
television and the press, the telephone has been largely
ignored by communication researchers. This thesis began
when I became intrigued by this neglect, and wrote a
chapter for an edited volume of readings intended for
undergraduate students of communication, reviewing what
was then known about the telephone. One of the most
general conclusions that emerged from that review was the
paradoxical nature of much of our knowledge of the
telephone. The facts are often at odds with both popular

conceptualisations and theoretical predictions.

When discussing this chapter with colleagues, I was
struck by the frequency with which they admitted to
disliking and avoiding the telephone (and if not
themselves, then their partnervor a friend or relative).
Yet the published literature suggested that the telephone
should be a source of reassurance and psychological
security. This was a paradox which seemed to have
considerable individual and social consequences. If the
telephone was, and was becoming more important to the way
people conducted both their private lives and their
careers, then the person who was fearful of the telephone
would be disadvantaged in many ways. Further, many of the
new technologies, such as e-mail, fax, computer
conferencing and such like also involved use of the
telephone. The problem of telephone anxiety therefore
seemed to have considerable practical significance.
Chapter One of this thesis outlines this initial view of

the telephone.



Within the American tradition of communication, with its
roots in the study of rhetoric and training for public
speaking, there had long been an interest in the problem
of "public speaking anxiety". Since the early 1970's this
work had been dominated by the work of McCroskey and his
colleagues. Published studies of "communication
apprehension" now exceed a thousand, and this work
appeared to offer an empirical and theoretical starting
point on which a study of "telephone apprehension" could
be based. As the material reviewed in Chapters Two and
Three demonstrates, my initial enthusiasm for this
research is now tempered by substantial reservations.
Whilst much of this work is empirically impressive, it is
not matched by comparable theoretical development. The
most obvious problems are the absence of an explicit
model relating apprehension to behaviour, and the absence
of attempts to answer questions of cause. Why should
someone be apprehensive about communicating, and how does
this affect their subsequent communicative behaviour?

Within the tradition of communication apprehension
research, however, I discovered the work of Reinsch. He
had also noticed the problem of telephone apprehension,
principally because he himself disliked the telephone. He
and colleagues had developed the initial version of a
scale to measure telephone apprehension, and the first
empirical work I undertook was to examine the utility of
this scale when used with subject populations other than
American undergraduate communication sophomores ("the
communication rat"). A review of the research that is
available on the topic of telephone apprehension forms
Chapter Four of this thesis, with the initial empirical

work reported in Chapters Five to Eight.

This intial work includes data not only from UK samples,
but also from Australian subjects. This was made possible
by a four month secondment to an Australian CAE to assist
with the development of their Communication Studies
programme. During this visit I was struck by the

*s



differences between Australian and British attitudes to,
and use of, the telephone, and took the opportunity to
collect data for two of the studies reported in this

thesis.

‘This initial work raised three problems. The first
concerned the validity of the scale, and in particular
the conceptual integrity of the scale. I was concerned
with the apprehension people experienced when
communicating by telephone, and the scale appeared to
share this concern. However, none of the items which
constitute the scale mention communicating. Instead, they
are concerned with speaking or talking on the telephone.
Listening to another person on the telephone appeared to
be ignored. An account of the investigation of this and
other aspects of the problem of validity appears as
Chapter Nine. The second problem concerned the
dimensionality of the scale, and of telephone
apprehension. Was it a single problem, or was it a number
of different problems? Analyses reported in Chapter Seven
suggested that it was not a single problem, and in
Chapter Eleven a model is proposed which attempts to
identify the various components of telephone
apprehension, to spell out their relations one with the
other, and to relate them to telephone behaviour. The
third problem concerned the correlates of telephone
apprehension, and plausible alternative explanations for
the observed results. The research reported in Chapter
Ten attempted to examine the most plausible alternative
explanations, and shows that telephone apprehension
cannot simply be explained away as a specific
manifestation of a more general characteristic of
particular individuals. Telephone apprehension is a real
problem, and is not simply reducible to other
communication or psychological problems. It is also, as
Chapters Seven to Nine demonstrate, a more complex
problem than originally envisaged.

— 4
-
—



Before any further research based within the
communication apprehension tradition was undertaken, it
seemed necessary to locate this research within, or at
least relate it to, the extensive research which exists
within psychology which could provide answers, or at
least a framework within which answers could be sought,
to the two fundamental questions of "why should be people
be anxious when communicating by telephone?" and "how is
such anxiety likely to affect the way a person uses the
telephone?". These questions are tackled in Chapters
Twelve and Thirteen. A summary and the overall
conclusions are presented in Chapter Fourteen.

As with many, if not most, research projects, the
conclusions are rather less definite than the researcher
originally hoped. Many issues have not been explored,
those which have have perhaps not been tackled as
effectively as they could, or should have been, and the
results which have been obtained, and the analyses that
are offered are necessarily more tentative than
conclusive. However, the data presented here does suggest
that telephone apprehension is an important problem for
many people, that it has practical significance, and that
its investigation is theoretically and empirically

demanding.

One last point should be noted. This thesis is located
within the discipline of communication, rather than
psychology or sociology. The study of communication is,
within the UK, a comparatively recent development. Many
of those teaching and researching within the discipline
are not originally trained within that discipline, and
the research literature and practice that informs the
discipline elsewhere, such as in the United States, is
only gradually being discovered. The problem of telephone
apprehension is in many ways an excellent problem to
research when pursuing a doctorate in this new
discipline, for although such research can be informed by

the data, theories and practices of more developed
W '



disciplines such as psychology and sociology, the problem
itself is centrally and unambiguously a problem of
communication, and is most properly studied within, and
evaluated with respect to the data, theories and
practices of the newly emerging discipline of
Communication Studies.



CHAPTER ONE
THE TELEPHONE SYSTEM AND TELEPHONE USAGE

AN INTRODUCTION

SYNOPSIS

In this introductory chapter a definition of
telecommunications is offered, and its multiple meanings
and connotations noted. The telephone and telephone
system is differentiated from other forms of
telecommunications, in particular, it is distinguished
from the mass telecommunications media and the "new"
communications media. The enormous scale of the telephone
system, and the extent of human communication conducted

by telephone is noted.

The absence of extensive communication-orientated
research about telephone use and telephone users is
explored, with surveys of general communication research,
and specialist areas such as organisational and inter-
cultural research demonstrating an almost complete
neglect of the topic. The problems associated with this
neglect are noted.

The importance of a two-way relationship between
telephone research and general communication research is
stressed, and the lack of such a relationship in existing
research is noted. Some of the research which is
available is briefly reviewed. As an example of the
importance of the two-way relationship between
specialised telephone research and broader communication
theory, the problem of the "missing non-verbals" is
explored in some detail, and the implications of the
developing understanding of telephone behaviour for
theories of communication in general are discussed. The
inhibiting effects are discussed of the institutional
structure of the discipline of communication for
telephone research in particular, but also for
communication research itself.



The limited research which is available about telephone
usage and users is reviewed, and the surprising nature of
much of this data is noted. The overwhelmingly local and
familiar pattern of telephone use, and its complementary
and enhancing, rather than substitutional, relationship
to face-to-face communication is documented. The
characteristics of users with differential patterns of
usage are explored in terms of demographic and social
characteristics. Finally, the individual differences
approach to understanding variation in telephone usage is
introduced, and the limited research available is

reviewed.



CHAPTER ONE

THE TELEPHONE SYSTEM AND TELEPHONE USAGE

AN INTRODUCTION
"Telecommunications" is defined as:

"Any transmission, emission or reception of signs,
signals, writings, images and sounds, or intelligence of
any nature by wire, radio, visual or other
electromagnetic systems." (International
Telecommunication Union)

Underlying this simple definition are a range of meanings
of enormous scope and scale. The term represents a group
of technologies, the operations of massive national and
international organisations, and the messages that are
carried by that system and those organisations.
Telecommunications also represents an orientation to
interaction and communication which has consequences for,
and influence upon the way in which human communication

is studied and understood.

Although there is good reason for the attention which
communication researchers have given to mass communications
(see Delia, 1987), and to the new information and communication
technologies (eg Forester, 1987; Fulk and Steinfield, 1990;
Rice, 1984; Schement and Lievrouw, 1987; Williams, 1984), this
research effort has not been paralleled by work on the most
basic, and also the most common, and arguably, the most
powerful telecommunications device, namely, the telephone. This
thesis is a contribution to the research which has

examined the use of the telephone, and in particular to
research which examines users' orientations to, and

anxieties about using the telephone.

The Absence of Communications-Orientated Research which

Examines the "Plain 0ld Telephone"

Most of the limited scholarly writings on the teléphone
claim that, compared with other aspects of human



communication, the telephone is peculiar in being given
relatively little or no attention, and that this is at
odds with its actual distribution and impacts. This
argument contrasts the scale of the world-wide telephone
system with the absence of research and writing about the
telephone within the study of communication.

For instance, in 1987 the Government commissioned a wide-
ranging study of the electronic communication
infrastructure of the UK, which explored the ways in
which the communications infrastructure might develop to
the year 2010 (PA Consulting Group, 1988). The report
‘explored the different policy orientations available,
ranging from a "Laissez-Faire" scenario to an
interventionist "Broadband National Grid" approach. The
study concluded that the differences between even the
most radically different scenarios were relatively
insignificant, since in all scenarios the single most
significant element was "basic voice telephony", and that
the existing dominance of this element, and the predicted
increase in demand for basic voice telephone services in
all scenarios, made all other differences relatively
insignificant. The dominance of the telephone is
illustrated by total distribution of investment in the

communications infrastructure.

See Figures CO1F01 and CO1F02

Voice and voice messaging systems, together with
associated equipment, form by far the largest portion of
output and revenues in the communications industries. (PA
Consulting Group, 1988, p.22). Based on historic trends,
commercial use of basic telephone services is likely to
grow at approximately 5% per annum, and residential use
would grow at some 2.5% per year over the next twenty
years. Telephone investment and revenues are
significantly higher than those for any other
communications service, and are predicted to form
approximately 60-75% of the total communication
investment/costs in 2010, in all of the different



UK TELECOVMMUNI'CATIONS INFRASTRUCTURE
EXISTING NETWORK ASSETS MARCH 1987

Total Investment=£16,250 Million

BT  Telephgne

o~

Cellular Telephone

Estimates  from Mercury Telephone
PA  Consulting Group ‘
based on published accounts T o S

Cable Companies
N . Terrestial Broadcasters

Figure CO1F01

UK TELECOMMUNICATIONS INFRASTRUCTURE
ANNUAL  INVESTMENT 1987

Total=£1750Million

A\ *——Satelitte Companies
e *—-—'Cable Companies
Goge B ——Terrestial Broadcastiers

\ Cellular Telephone
Mercury Telephone

Estimates from
PA  Consulting Group,
based on published accounis

Figure CO1F02



scenarios investigated. A series of reports by the
Telecommunications Research Centre has reported similar
patterns of investment and revenues in most of the major
world economies (eg Telecommunications Research Centre,
1990) .

Given that the telephone is a major communications
medium, and is likely to have had, and will continue to
have an impact upon the way people communicate and live,
it could be assumed that it would have been given serious
attention by communication researchers. However, surveys
of published'communication research reveal that this is
not the case. Research concerned with the telephone which
adopts a communication (or more broadly, social science)
perspective (as opposed to a technological or economic
perspective) is in fact relatively scarce. For instance,
a review of seven recently published "Communication
Handbooks" offering contemporary overviews of
communication studies and related areas shows that in the
several thousand pages and approximately one hundred
chapters in these Handbooks, the telephone is mentioned

only three times.

A similar picture is presented by a survey of
communication reference materials. In the 1913 pages of
the International Encyclopaedia of Communication (Vols 1-
4), only four 4 pages (Vol 4:212-216) mention the
telephone, and these present a history of the development
of the telephone system. No account of the
communicational, psychological or sociological
significance of the telephone is presented. This neglect
continues when more specialised areas are examined, even
when those areas might be expected to be more aware of
the importance of the telephone. For instance, in the
area of organisational and managerial communication, the
telephone appears to be crucial (Pool, Decker, Dizard,
Israel, Rubin and Weinstein, 1977). However, a survey of
the major current texts shows only three brief references

in over 4000 pages.



In the study of cross-cultural, inter-cultural and
international communication, interest might focus on the
relationship between differences in cultural patterns and
patterns of communication, and the important role that
cultural differences might be expected to play in
determining attitudes to, and use of the telephone.
Similarly, the telephone might be expected to be a major
channel of international communication. For instance,
Thorngren (1977) reported studies of face-to-face and
telephone communication both within and between
organisations operating internationally within Western
Europe, and found that telephone was used for
approximately 80% of all such contacts. Badami (cited in
Condon and Yousef (1975)), noted cultural differences in
the use of the telephone, such as the German tendency to
follow an unwritten but elaborate etiquette of telephone
use. However, a survey of nearly two dozen texts,
including the major summative handbooks, as well as the
major edited collections, reveals only two limited
references to the telephone. The telephone is clearly

seen as of little or no importance.

Taken together, these surveys éuggests that, at a time
when the telephone increasingly interpenetrates daily
life, this area of human communication is virtually
ignored by communications researchers. There is a need
for systematic communications research looking at the
telephone and the use of the telephone. The current lack

of research leads to a number of concerns:

1: Currently, the telephone is an "unknown" medium.
Available research is largely unable to specify how the
telephone is used, why it is used, nor how it could be

used better.

2: The telephone is falsely regarded as an unproblematic
medium, with consequent problems of inappropriate

implementation and use.



3: The lack of satisfactory theoretical models of
telephone use means that telephone communication cannot
be related to other forms of human communication. Such
theoretical models are needed, for instance, in order to
produce more useful analyses of the likely effects of new

developments in telecommunications.

4: Many of the theoretical issues in the mainstream of
communication research are biased and impoverished by
their failure to recognise the existence and importance

of this area of human communication activity.

This state of affairs may be summarised, with respect to
both communications researchers and the general public,
by describing the telephone as the "unseen and the
unknown" communications medium. This neglect may be
inherent in the nature of the telephone system itself.
That is, just as the need and means to research the
telephone have appeared, so, perversely, the medium
itself has become progressively more transparent to its
users, and the ability to see it as a problem worthy of

research has been mininmised.

A number of findings are supportive of this highly
speculative hypothesis. The introduction of automatic
direct dialling between 1958 and 1979, replacing the need
to go through an operator, and the associated elimination
of open party lines, created an apparently user-
transparent medium which is seen as providing simple,
direct and private contact between individuals. Before
this, the presence of an operator created a medium which
was complex, indirect and anything but private. Pool
(1983) notes the early perceptions of the telephone as a
public medium, with the operator as an active participant
in the system. That the operator could, and would,
listen-in was taken for granted. The effect of the
introduction of direct dialling, and the shift in the
public's perceptions of the medium, can be seen in a
number of ways. One example is the changing pattern of



international telephone traffic. The introduction of
direct dialling between any two countries is predictably
followed by a massive growth in telephone traffic.
Although also related to such factors as reduced costs
and increased convenience, this growth is likely to be

~ tied to the users' perceptions of the medium as being

more direct and transparent.

Other research findings also suggest that the system is
user-transparent. For instance, when‘diary procedures are
used to examine studies of residential telephone usage,
it is found that users overestimate the number of calls
made. One reason for this is that outgoing and incoming
calls are not distinguished. What seems to be important
is the call, not who initiated it. When reminded to count
only outgoing calls, people's estimates of the calls made
then drops below the number actually made, apparently
because they do not count calls which were not completed
to the person intended (Mayer, 1977). This pattern of
discrepancy can best be described by suggesting that the
telephone call per se is unnoticed, it is the person-to-
person contact and conversation that is seen as
significant.

People's preference for a transparent communications
medium is indicated by studies of telephone pricing
structures. In the United States, where a choice of
pricing mechanisms can be offered to customers, so-called
'flat-rate' schemes provide, once a high initial charge
has been paid, unlimited calls at no extra cost, and
these schemes are offered as alternatives to schemes
where payment is made in terms of a simple charge per
call. Over 40% of subscribers do not use the payment
scheme that would be most economical for them (Mayer,
1977). The direction of this 'false economy' is for low-
usage customers to prefer the flat-rate charge, which is
only of benefit if large numbers of calls are being made.
It can be concluded that subscribers wish to minimise
awareness of the telephone system, even at the expense of



greater overall cost.

Telephone Research and General Communication Research

Even the most superficial consideration of the telephone
and telephone use indicates numerous problems worthy of
investigation by communications researchers. However, as
noted, these problems seem to be recognised by only a
small group of researchers. Although the relationship
between telephone research and mainstream communication
research could be potentially productive for both
parties, it seems that this productive relationship has
not yet been realised. For instance, the relative neglect
by researchers and invisibility for users is seen in the
advice which practical communication skills texts give to
telephone users. If these texts mention the telephone,
then telephone communication is presented in terms of
simple problems of articulation and courtesy (Eyre,
1979), or as a very straightforward and unproblematic
process of two parties making contact, identifying
themselves and the subject matter, discussing it, and
then making some decision before closing the call
(Bergin, 1981).

Existing research suggests that face-to-face and
telephone mediated conversations are not equivalent, but
that the differences are sometimes surprising. For
instance, empirical evidence shows that complex task-
oriented problems can be solved, and information
processed just as efficiently, via the telephone as face-
to-face, and that for non-socio-emotional problem the
telephone may even have advantages over face-to-face

conversation (Williams, 1977).

Morley and Stephenson (1969, 1970) conducted a series of
studies of industrial bargaining, comparing face-to-face
negotiations with those conducted by telephone. They
showed that the side with the stronger case was more

10



successful when negotiating by telephone than when
negotiating face-to-face, that is, the outcdmes they
achieved more closely represented their objective
advantage and optimal outcome. When negotiating face-to-
face the relétive advantage gained was attenuated.
However, there were also significantly more breakdowns in
negotiation (ie a failure to reach any agreement) on the
telephone than face-to-face. It was argued that when
subjects were negotiating via the telephone they
concentrated on the objective, task-related aspects of
the problem, and ignored the interpersonal, socio-
emotional aspects of the encounter. It seemed easier to
ignore the feelings of the loser when negotiating by
telephone. When negotiating face-to-face the socio-
emotional costs of winning acted as a limitation on the
extent to which objective advantages were exploited.

These results suggested that the greater the bandwidth of
the medium, the greater the emphasis on the affective
content of the messages. Users may, at some level, be
aware of these differences. Wilson and Williams (1977)
studied the (in)famous Watergate tapes which recorded
discussions between President Nixon and his staff. They
compared telephone and face-to-face conversations, and
found proportionately more disagreements on the telephone
than in face-to-face meetings. There are a number of
possible explanations for this. One is that the telephone
encourages people to disagree, by setting up conditions
for conflict. Another is that something about face-to-
face encounters actively prevents people from
disagreeing. Another possibility is that people choose to
telephone precisely when they want to disagree.

The Role of Non-Verbal Channels in Telephone and Face-to-

Face Communication

The potentially productive relationship between telephone

research and mainstream communication research can be

11



illustrated by the problem of the 'missing nonverbals'.
Analysis of face-to-face interaction shows that
interaction is regulated by use of a wide variety of
visual signals: face, eyes, body, hands, orientation, etc
(Kendon, 1967). The telephone has no visual channel. How
then is this visual information compensated for or

replaced?

There has been general agreement that visual signals
fulfil a number of different functions in conversation:

1: to get feedback

2: to signal attention

3: to signal attitudes

4: to support the verbal channel

5: to regulate the encounter, e.g. turn taking

There has also been agreement about the pbwer and
importance of non-verbal signals, particularly with
respect to the interpersonal and encounter regulation
aspects of interaction (eg Argyle, Alkema and Gilmour,
1971; Argyle, Salter, Nicholson, Williams, and Burgess,
1970). Given this view of non-verbal signals, it would be
pedicted that there would be great difficulty when using
the telephone. Given that this difficulty is not
apparent, more precise hypotheses must be considered. One
hypothesis is that there would be inter-speaker chaos.
That is, the smoothness of speaker switching would
deteriorate in telephone conversations; there would be
more interruptions, and longer silent pauses (Kendon,
1967) . There would also be attempts to compensate for the
absence of visual cues; such as an increase in the use of
filled pauses as floor-holding devices, and of attention-
signalling accompaniments such as "yeah", "mmhm", etc. It
is also likely that anxiety would increase, and therefore
markers of anxiety in speech, such as speech errors,
would increase. Finally, conversational styles might
change, with people trying to minimise speaker switches,

and trying to say less overall.

12



Empirical evidence does not support any of these
hypotheses, and in some cases, demonstrates.that exactly
the opposite occurs (eg Beattie and Barnard, 1979). There
are at least three possible explanations for this. The
first is that normal conversation is much more redundant
and robust than was thought, and can sustain considerable
degradation before normal procedures and patterns are
abandoned. A second explanation is that individuals adapt
by adopting a 'short and sharp' style of conversation,
which uses rapid changes of speaker to maximise feedback,
in which feedback is switched into the verbal and vocal
channels, and in which a more formal, rule-following
style is adopted. The third explanation is that perhaps
the researchers' unexamined model of everyday
conversation which is at fault. Good conversation may in
fact be characterised by interruptions, periods of
silence, unfinished words and sentences, and so on. These
"messy" conversations are characteristic of everyday
life, but have not generally been studied by

interpersonal. communication researchers.

The fact that individuals can conduct telephone
conversations, and that they choose to conduct so many,
also suggests that visual feedback is not as important as
most basic texts on communication imply (eg Dimbleby and
Burton, 1986). This issue has recently been explored in
greater detail by Derek Rutter and his colleagues.
Rutter's theory of 'Cuelessness' (Rutter 1984) is a good
example of the potential contribution of
telecommunications research to the more general
understanding of human communication. Rutter argues that
a widespread misconception exists which suggests that in
human interaction, eye-contact (mutual gaze) is crucial
and that looking (gaze at the other person's eyes) is
vital. Whilst the evidence that should have led to the
rejection of both of these propositions has been
available for some time, it has been ignored in favour
of, and perhaps because of, the early-established
orthodoxy that both are central to skilled interpersonal

13



interaction.

Rutter suggests that what is important is not looking,
but visual access to the whole person, that is "seeing".
Two kind of evidence lead to this conclusion. Firstly,
eye-contact, that is, the mutual and simultaneous looking
at/into each other's eyes, turns out to be nothing more
than a chance event. That is, when two individuals are
holding a conversation and both of them are looking (ie
gaze directed at the other's eyes), by chance their eyes
will meet. A range of studies show that the duration of
eye-contact in a variety of encounters is almost exactly
what would be predicted on the basis of chance. That is,
in normal interaction, eye-contact is a random by-
product, not an independent process in its own right. The
second line of evidence concerns the relative lack of
importance of looking, that is, of gaze directed at the
other person's eyes. Studies of encounter regulation and
feedback showed that looking plays little part in either.

According to Rutter, when conversations in which seeing
is possible are compared with those in which it is
impossible, regular differences are found. In non-seeing

conversations:

* individuals are depersonalised
* they are task-oriented in what they say
* they are stilted and unspontaneous in their style,
and
* they are extremist and uncompromising in the
outcomes reached.

Rutter (1984) suggests that variations in 'Cuelessness'
underlie this pattern of results. The theory of
'Cuelessness' proposes that the important variable in
determining the content, style and outcome of an
interaction is the aggregate number of usable cues, of
all kinds, that are available to the participants in an
interaction. Situations vary in the number of cues
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(conversely, their cuelessness) that they offer. This,
via its influence upon the interactants' impressions of
the 'psychological distance' between them and their
partner, determines the content of the interaction, which
in turn determines the style and the outcome of the
interaction. This research illustrates the way in which
investigation of telephone communication increases the
understanding of communication in general.

Institutional Limits on Telephone Research

Data describing who uses the telephone, when, and for
what purposes, is, considering the pervasiveness of the
medium, surprisingly limited. There are several possible

reasons for this:

1: Much of the information is proprietary.

2: The public telephone companies have been described as
"among the slowest of modern institutions to adopt a

consumer-oriented marketing strategy" (Williams,
1982). As a result they have simply not developed
appropriate research strategies.

3: The accurate and reliable collection of data has
become increasingly efficient as the result of
automatic call-logging technology. However, this
technology is incompatible with or irrelevant to the
needs of psychologically or sociologically oriented
research, and may actually have discouraged such
research by suggesting that it was comparatively
difficult, expensive and professionally unrewarding

compared to non-socio-psychological approaches.

In addition to the effects of transparency noted
previously, these three reasons have undoubtedly
contributed to the lack of available research on the
telephone. However, they do not provide a totally
convincing explanation for the "ninety-odd years of
scholarly neglect, not to say disdain" which Aronson
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(1971) notes in one of the few published reviews of the
social consequences of the telephone. This neglect has
not (with some notable exceptions) diminished since
Aronson's review (Lievrouw and Finn, 1987). This neglect
seems to relate to the institutional and social structure
of the discipline of communication. Sociology, and
sociologically-orientated communication scholars, have
dominated the study of the mass media, whilst social
psychology, and psychologically-orientated communication
researchers, have focused upon face-to-face interactions
in dyads and small groups. The study of the telephone
seems to have slipped between this institutionalised gap
in the structure of scholarly activity: it is not of
interest to mass media researchers because it is not
"mass", and it is not of interest to researchers of
interpersonal communication because it is "mediated".
When the "new communication media" began to be
researched, the "plain old telephone" was not of interest
because it was old. The neglect of the telephone should
perhaps sound .a general warning concerning the inhibiting
effects of boundaries between (and within) academic

disciplines.

Existing Research on the Use of the Telephone

Although, relative to its importance, comparatively
little research is available, the research that is
available does provide some useful information about

telephone usage.

Data describing telephone usage is often counter-
intuitive. In the USA, the average household makes
approximately 120 calls per month, about 4 per day. There
is a tendency for usage (both in terms of numbers of
calls made and received, and in terms of duration of
calls) to decrease with increasing income levels (Mayer,
1977) . Approximately half of the calls from the average
urban household are made to only five different numbers;
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in a typical month the average household will dial only
twenty-five different numbers. As in face-to-face
relationships (Emler and Fisher, 1984) most people in
fact have only a very limited number of telephone
contacts, and do not seem to widen their circle of
telephone acquaintances very quickly. Thorngren (1977),
in reviewing four large-scale studies of patterns of
organisational communication conducted in the UK and
Sweden, noted that telephone contacts are rarely used to
establish new relationships. Even in the work context,
the proportion of new relationships established face-to-
face is much higher than via the telephone, with
telephone communication being used to maintain regular
contact within established relationships.

One of the most consistent findings about telephone usage
is that it is largely local. Data from the USA shows
that, within a given telephone area, between 40% and 50%
of calls from a household are made to people living
within a two-mile radius of that house, and about 70% of
the calls from residences are made to places within a
five-mile radius. (Garfinkle 1976, Mayer 1977). Noble
(1987) in a study of residential phone use in Eastern
Australia, found that there was a positive correlation
between the use of the telephone and the number of
relatives the respondent had living locally. Perhaps most
surprisingly, Harbilas (1989), in a study of migrants to
Australia, found that whilst the telephone was used to
keep in touch with proximate relatives, it was not used
to keep in touch with overseas relatives.

The common belief in the "travel substitution hypothesis"
as descriptive of telephone usage in business contexts
has also been challenged (Salomon, 1986). Whilst widely
asserted, there is little evidence to demonstrate the
substitution of telecommunications for physical travel,
and what evidence is available suggests that the
processes of complementarity and enhancement are more
important. Downs (1985) argues that the communications
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media are only one factor amongst many determining
decisions about location and travel, that such
technologies are enabling rather than determining, and
that the impact of new technologies is not, and will not
be, as dramatic as the impact of the telephone already

has been.

One way of summarising all of these findings about usage
is that the telephone is an extension of, and an
intrinsic part of the user's other social activities. It
is not used primarily as a compensation for, or as a
replacement of them. The telephone is a particular means
of keeping in touch, of doing business, and of conducting
relationships and activities which is used in conjunction
with face-to-face and other forms of communication
contact. The more socially and occupationally active a
person is, the greater their use of the telephone. The
telephone is different from, but is not necessarily
deficient as compared to face-to-face conversation.
Rather, it seems to have its own special characteristics

and role to play.

One straightforward way of assessing the impact of the
telephone is to ask how much interpersonal communication
is conducted face-to-face, and how much of it is
conducted via the telephone. Using diary and
observational procedures a number of studies have looked
at the way people spend their time during a typical day.
The majority of these studies have looked at the
communication activities of managers during the working
day. Stewart (1967) found that most of a manager's
working day was spent in communication of one kind or
another, with 60% of the total spent in conversation.
10% of all of these conversations were via the telephone.
Conrath (1973) found that 12.9% of all communication
episodes were conducted by telephone, rather than in
writing or face-to-face. Other studies have estimated
that managers spend between 6% (Volard and Davies, 1982)
and 16% (Klemmer and Snyder, 1972; Plotzke, 1982) of
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their working day using the telephone. Clearly a
substantial part of the manager's working day is directly
involved with the telephone, without any assessment of
the impact those telephone calls may have on the
manager's other activities during the day. Interestingly,
Klemmer and Snyder (1972) found that telephone use was
the most accurate estimated of all communication

activities.

Goddard (1973) noted some of the differences between
telephone conversations and face-to-face meetings.
Telephone calls are shorter, with 87% lasting between 2
and 8 minutes. Face~to-face meetings are longer, with 80%
of them lasting more than 10 minutes, and 15% lasting
more than 2 hours. Most telephone calls (83%) are not
pre-arranged, whereas most face-to-face meetings (83%)
are. (Informal observation suggests that one of the most
common uses of the telephone is to pre-arrange face-to-
face meetings.) Telephone calls tend to be about one
specific subject (84% of all calls made), whereas
face-to-face meetings tend to deal with more than one
topic. Most telephone calls have a single purpose,
usually giving or receiving orders and instructions, or
giving or receiving information. In contrast, face-to-
face conversations cover a much wider range of purposes,
with a much more equitable distribution of roles within

the conversation.

Models of telephone use have tended to focus on the
demographic characteristics of households. In the USA,
households which contain an adult woman over the age of
19, and younger than 64, tend to have higher than average
telephone usage (Mayer, 1977). If, in addition, the
household contains a man over 65 who is not the head of
that household, then telephone usage will be higher. On
the other hand, when the head of the household is over 55
the number of calls made diminishes fairly rapidly. If
there are girls between the ages of 13 and 18 in the
household then telephone usage will also be higher.
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Households with teenage children, and who have recently
moved from one part of a city to another part of the same
city, tend to be the heaviest of all telephone users. (In
these cases the telephone is used to maintain contact
with friends who are still seen face-to-face, but less

frequently than before.)

An extension of this approach has examined the social and
demographic characteristics of people with and without
telephones, and those who make relatively heavy and
relatively little use of the telephone. Analyses of
survey and census data by Kildegaard (1966) and by Tull
and Albaum (1977), show that, in the USA, there are
systematic differences between people with and without
home telephones. Households with telephones are more
likely to have white, male heads of household, with above
average income, education and age. Wolfle (1979) found
that people without a home telephone are more likely to
be male, young and black, and to be employed in
occupations of lower prestige. They have fewer
educational attainments and lower income, and are more
likely to be single, divorced or separated. However,
Wolfle (1979) notes that most of these differences are
small, representing a difference between the two samples
(home telephone vs no home telephone) of less than 2%.
Only three discriminators, occupation, income and
education, exceed 2%, with the largest of these being

income (4.10%).

One interpretation of these results is that, in a
situation where over 90% of households have telephones,
although demographic and economic factors may be one of
the determinants of the decision not to have a domestic
telephone, this is unlikely to be the primary, or even a
major factor in the decision. If that is the case, then
other factors, including individual attitudes to the
telephone, are likely to play a part, and possibly a
major part, in this decision. However, little or no
research has adopted a traditional individual differences
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approach to this question.

Until recently, although the telephone has been thought
of as a peculiarly female means of communication, there
has been an absence of studies which compare male and
female telephone use. Published reviews (eg Singer, 1981;
Claisse and Rowe, 1987) offer no analysis by sex. Some
incidental data is available. Maddox (1977) reported that
women use the telephone most frequently for intrinsic
reasons and use it more often because they are more
likely to be at home. Noble (1987) found that women use
the telephone more frequently than men for intrinsic
reasons, whereas there were no sex differences for
instrumental use of the domestic telephone.
Interestingly, few of the women in Noble's (1987) study
were housewives, suggesting that greater intrinsic use of
the telephone by women is not necessarily related to

being at home.

The absence of studies examining the relation of gender
to telephone use has been rectified by recent studies by
Rakow (1988) and Moyal (1989). Both of these studies use
qualitative methodologies, but do offer some quantitative
data. Moyal (1989) found that 95% of her national sample
of 200 Australian women made an average of 17-30 calls
per week, occupying on average 5-15 minutes in length,
but sometimes extending to 45 minutes and occasionally to
over an hour. These calls were primarily intrinsic (ie
socio-emotionally focussed), and furnished a
'psychological neighbourhood' that the women saw as
essential to their personal well-being, sense of
community and autonomy. Moyal notes that the great
majority of calls were made locally, and the majority of
calls were between mothers and daughters. Rakow (1988)
argued that the telephone is "both gender work and
gendered work". Women's use of the telephone is directly
related to their restricted mobility and limitations
about where they live and the opportunities available to
them. The telephone serves as a compensation for these
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restrictions and for separation from family and friends,
and is used creatively to transcend the physical and
social boundaries of women's domestic and economic lives.

As noted above, little or no research has adopted the
psychological approach of examining differences in an
individual's personal characteristics as predictive of
differences in telephone usage. Short, Williams and
Christie (1976) studied users' reactions to two different
telecommunications media, a videophone system and the
same system with the vision turned off (audio-only
system). Results of an initial study suggested that the
videophone could be treated as the more face-to-face-like
medium, and the audio-only medium as the more telephone-
like medium. In another study, 96 subjects completed
Little's (1971) Thing-Person questionnaire, which
consists of a series of questions relating to the
respondents' interest in interacting with people as
compared with things. Other independent variables were
the interactant (stranger or friend) and task (three
different tasks were used). All subjects held
conversations using both media, and after both
conversations, completed questionnaires indicating their
feelings about the media, the conversations and their
interactants. Factor analyses were used to simplify the
24 scales. Two factors were extracted for the media:
"medium efficiency" (efficient, useful, reliable) and
"medium simplicity" (simple, private, easy to use). There
were also two conversational factors: "conversation
interest" and "conversation cooperativeness"; and three
person factors: '"person evaluation", "person formality",

and "person confidence".
Thing-Person Orientation scores (Person Orientation score
minus Thing Orientation score) correlated significantly

(p<0.05) with five of the seven factor scores:

medium simplicity r=0.34
conversation interest r=0.19
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conversation cooperativeness r=0.19
person evaluation r=0.17

person confidence r=0.26

That is, users who were more oriented to people than
things saw both media as more simple, the conversations
as more interesting and cooperative, and evaluated their
conversational partners more positively and as having
greater confidence. However, there were no relations
between medium efficiency and Thing-Person orientation,
nor between person formality and Thing-Person

orientation.

In addition, all factor scores except '"person confidence"
were significantly different as a function of media
differences, with the videophone being rated as the more
efficient medium, as associated with the more interesting
conversations, and the more positively evaluated people.
Taking these two sets of results together, Short,
Williams and Christie (1976) concluded that users. who
were more oriented to people than things saw the
videophone (the more face-to-face-like medium) as more
simple than the audio-only (telephone-like) medium, the
conversations held via this medium as more interesting
and cooperative, and evaluated the people they talked
with more positively when talking to them via the
face-to-face-like medium (the videophone) than when
talking via the telephone-like medium (audio-only). There
were no differences in terms of medium efficiency, person

confidence and person formality.

Noble (1987) reported a study of 100 Australian
residential telephone users and the relation of
individual differences in sociability, introversion-
extroversion and verbaliser-visualiser scores. He
reported significant correlations between sociability and
telephone use, with more sociable individuals on average
making and receiving more intrinsic calls, and receiving,
but not making, more instrumental calls. When asked about
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the number of calls made the previous day, extroverts
reported receiving, but not making, more calls. Support
was found for the notion that verbalisers would have a
more positive orientation to the telephone than
visualisers. Significant correlations were found between
verbaliser-visualiser scores and four of six possible
measures of telephone use. There were significant
correlations between verbaliser-visualiser scores and the
number of intrinsic calls received, intrinsic calls made,
instrumental calls received, and calls received
yesterday. These results indicate that, overall,
visualisers receive more calls than verbalisers. However,
surprisingly, the results for calls made were less clear-
cut, with the correlations between verbaliser-visualiser
scores and the number of instrumental calls made, and
calls made yesterday being non-significant. Noble (1987)
also noted that people who in general were more anxious
reported themselves as "making fewer phone calls
yesterday", but there were no significant correlations
with the other five measures of telephone use.

The most obvious dimensions of individual differences
which would be expected to be related to telephone use
are those relating to attitudes to, and anxieties about,
the telephone. Surprisingly, almost no research has
tackled this issue. The most extensive research relating
individual differences in orientations to communication
to differences in communication behaviour is that
conducted within the tradition of "communication
apprehension" (eg McCroskey, 1970, 1977a, 1982a) but this
has not, until recently, been extended to understanding
differences in telephone usage. This is the enterprise
which this thesis is concerned with. Reviews of the
literature dealing with communication apprehension, and
its application to the telephone, form the next three
chapters of this thesis.
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CHAPTER TWO

COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION

SYNOPSIS

In this chaptér the concept of communication apprehension
is defined and described, and the research employing this

concept is critically reviewed.

The changing claims made for the predictive utility of
the concept are noted, from an initial prediction of
clear behavioural correlates of avoidance, withdrawal and
disruption to the later, more limited claim of negative
affect associated with communication. A taxonomy is
proposed of differing associated characteristics
(uncommunicative, dislike present ways of communicating,
want to be more communicative, self-perceived below
average communicative competence) and the different kinds
of evidence (self-report, other-report, indirect
objective, and direct object data) relevant to testing
the relationship of communication apprehension to these
characteristics. The evidence relevant to each
characteristic is then examined.

It is shown that in each case, most of the available
evidence is of the weakest kind (self-report), and that
evidence of the strongest kind (direct objective) shows
the least powerful and most inconsistent relatiohships.
The evidence also shows that the strongest relationships
are with public speaking apprehension, rather than with

general communication apprehension.

High communication apprehension is associated with high
general anxiety, introversion, low self-esteem, and lack
of assertiveness. Reported cross-cultural studies of
communication apprehension are few, and demonstrate
little cross-cultural variation. The proposed causes of
communication apprehension (genetic predisposition,
reinforcement history, skill acquisition, and modelling)

are noted.
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The major reconceptualisation of the communibation
apprehension concept proposed by McCroskey (1982a) is
outlined. This proposes a continuum from traitlike to
statelike communication apprehension, and is claimed to
be consistent with general models of state-trait
relationships. Each level of the proposed
conceptualisation is examined, and tests of the
reconceptualisation are noted. Problems with this
conceptualisation of communication apprehension are then
discussed. They include the proposition that anxiety is
necessarily problematic and pathological, and confusion
concerning the interpretation of pathological scores. The
limited range of communication modes referenced by
operationalisations of the concept are noted. These
limitations call into question the claim that a trait
measure is being used, and suggest that in practice a
specific generalised-context measure is being employed.
The confused nature of the proposed conceptual continuum
is noted, and various measurement problems are
identified. Finally, the tests of the conceptualisation
noted earlier are shown to be inappropriate to the
testing of the validity of the model.

The available measures of communication apprehension are
then reviewed. The development of the most recent version
of the instrument is described, and earlier and current
"difficulties are identified. Measures of context-based,
audience-based and state communication apprehension are
also examined, and the mismatch between the claimed and
actual operationalisation of all measures is noted.

It is concluded that whilst existing communication
apprehension research should clearly be relevant to
telephone apprehension research, the available research
is of limited value because of conceptual or empirical
problems. Its primary value is to identify issues, and to
emphasise the need for the careful conceptualisation and
operationalisation of the telephone apprehension concept.
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CHAPTER TWO

COMMUNTICATION APPREHENSTION

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, the problem of telephone apprehension is
located within the existing extensive research dealing
with communication apprehension. Research detailing the
correlates of communication apprehension is reviewed. A
critical review of the conceptualisation and
operationalisation of communication apprehension, before
the chapter concludes by reviewing the measures used to

study communication apprehension.

COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION

Communication Apprehension (CA) is one of the most
frequently investigated variables in the field of human
communication research. Payne and Richmond (1984), for
instance, found nearly a thousand studies, and interest
has, if anything, increased subsequently. McCroskey (eg
1970, 1977a, 1978, 1984) and colleagues have been central

to this work.

The original definition of CA was "a broadly based
anxiety related to oral communication" (McCroskey, 1970).
Later, McCroskey defined CA as "an individual's level of
fear or anxiety associated with either real or
anticipated communication with another person or persons"
(McCroskey, 1978, p. 200). McCroskey (1970) published the
Personal Report of Communication Apprehension (PRCA), a
20-item scale designed to measure individual differences
in CA. Richmond and McCroskey (1985) described people
with high PRCA scores as afraid to communicate and,
because it is natural for people to avoid things they
fear, quiet. They may not feel restricted by their
feelings about communicating, and the social problems
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they experience stem from how they are perceived by
others and how others respond to them.

People with low PRCA scores were described as high
talkers who ectively seek out opportunities to interact
with others. They are fearful or anxious in very few
communication situations. People with moderate PRCA
scores were described as likely to feel some fear or
anxiety in a few situations, but in most others they
would feel quite comfortable.

Three features of these definitions and associated
descriptions are noteworthy. The first is that
communication includes talking, both in dyads, small
groups, classrooms and public speaking settings, but it
also allows the inclusion of other modes of
communication, such as listening (Wheeless, 1975) and
other channels of communication, such as writing (Daly
and Miller, 1975) and singing (Andersen, Andersen, and
Garrison 1978). CA should therefore include the telephone
as a channel of communication, and would subsume
telephone apprehension within it. However, in practice
"communication" refers only to face-to-face talk. Despite
this, a review of CA raises issues with profound
implications for the study of telephone apprehension, and
CA provides the conceptual basis for the majority of work

so far conducted.

A second feature is that CA is defined as an affective
response, that of fear or anxiety, and does not specify
behavioural characteristics. According to McCroskey
(1982a), relations between affective responses and
behaviour are to be determined empirically, either as
causes, correlates or consequences. Richmond and
McCroskey (1985) also suggest that the distinction
between CA and shyness is centred upon the difference
between definitions specified in terms of affective (CA)

and behavioural (shyness) features.
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A third feature is that both anxiety and fear are
specified in the definition. McCroskey and Richmond
(1987) argue that social confidence results when
behaviour and outcomes are predicted and these
predictions are verified. When expectations are not met,
the person will adjust not only their behaviour, but also
their expectations. However, when expectations are
repeatedly not met, people will lose confidence in their
ability to make accurate predictions. This inability to
predict outcomes results in anxiety. On the other hand,
if expectations are formed, but those expectations are
negative, and the expected negative outcomes cannot be
avoided, then fear results. That is, anxiety is
associated with situations where the outcome is unknown,
whereas fear is associated with situations where the
outcome is (believed to be) known, and is negative.
According to McCroskey and Richmond (1987), CA may result

from both unknown outcomes and known negative outcomes.

A Review of Research on Communication Apprehension

Porter (1981) noted that over 80% of the published
research on CA used McCroskey's (1970) PRCA-20. Since its
publication, a number of different versions have been
developed. These correlate highly with one another, and
all are normally distributed with high intra- and inter-
test reliability. Reviews of CA normally pool results
from studies using different versions of the PRCA.

Age, Sex, and Gender

In most studies of CA, biological sex differences,
although sometimes controlled for, have only occasionally
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been reported. Those which have have reported minimal sex
differences. Hansford and Hattie (1979) found no
significant differences as a function of either age or
sex in five American samples (N=4542), and an Australian
sample (N=1784). Talley (1979) found that females had
higher CA scores than males, but that this difference

accounted for only 2% of the variance.

To the extent that sex differences do exist, they reflect
greater female anxiety about public speaking, and a bias
in the PRCA-20 toward public speaking items, rather than
representing differences in overall CA. McCroskey,
Simpson, and Richmond (1982), using the PRCA-24 with 778
undergraduates and 106 teachers, found no significant
differences in overall CA, but females were more
apprehensive of the public speaking context, whilst males
were more apprehensive of interpersonal conversations. In
both cases the variance accounted for was small,
approximately 1% in the interpersonal context and 2-4% in
the public speaking situation. There were no significant
differences in the meetings and small group contexts.

Talley and Richmond (1980), Greenblatt, Hasenauer and
Freimuth (1980) and McDowell, McDowell, Hyerdahl and
Steil (1978) have investigated the relationship between
gender orientation and CA. In general, psychologically
masculine individuals experience less CA than
psychologically feminine individuals, whilst androgynous
individuals experience less CA than either. The highest
levels of CA are experienced by undifferentiated
individuals. Talley (1979) noted that gender orientation
accounted for 18% of the variance in CA, a result similar
to those reported by Greenblatt et al (1980) and McDowell
et al (1978). Strohkirch and Parks (1986) found that
biological sex failed to predict CA, whilst measures of
gender role orientation were significant predictors. CA
was greater for feminine than for masculine subjects.
Androgynous subjeCts experienced the lowest CA, and
undifferentiated subjects had CA levels equivalent to

30



feminine subjects.

Thus, psychological sex seems to be a more important
predictor of CA than biological sex, and the relation of
both to CA is context specific. Males tend to be more
apprehensive in interpersonal contexts, and females tend
to be more apprehensive in public speaking contexts. As
noted in Chapter Four, the relation of telephone
apprehension to age and to both sex and gender is
unknown, and these will be among the variables

investigated in this thesis.

Relation of Communication Apprehension to other

Communication Characteristics

It is usually suggested that the high CA will exhibit a
number of associated communication-related
characteristics. Indeed, as Beatty (1987) notes, these
associated characteristics are so central to CA that
failure to find evidence of strong relationships would
call into question the construct validity of the ca
trait. Before considering the evidence for each of these
relationships, the characteristics which are assumed to

co-exist with high CA will be outlined.

The first is being "uncommunicative", which consists of
two sub-characteristics, avoidance of and restricted
activity within communication situations. The second, and
often implicit, characteristic is the person's dislike of
their present way of communicating. The third is the
person's self-reported desire to be more communicative.
The fourth is the person's self-reported perception of
themselves as having below average communication
competence. There is no necessary logical inter-
dependence between these characteristics, and this
relationship must be established empirically.
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Behaviours of High and Low CA's

McCroskey (1982c) suggests three patterns of behaviour
are typical of high CA's. These are:

communication avoidance
communication withdrawal

communication disruption

According to McCroskey (1982c), high CA's, to minimise
experienced discomfort, will avoid situations which they
anticipate will require them to communicate. He claims
that high CA's "select occupations that involve low
communication responsibilities, pick housing units that
reduce incidental contact with other people, choose seats
in classrooms or in meetings that are less conspicuous,
and avoid social settings" (McCroskey, 1982c, p.164). He
summarises: "Avoidance, then, is a common behavioural
response to high communication apprehension.!" (McCroskey,
1982c, p.164)

If it is not possible to avoid a communication situation,
McCroskey claims that high CA's will withdraw. They will
be silent or participate little. They will not initiate
communication, will only contribute when called upon to
do so, and when called upon, will minimise their
contribution. McCroskey (1982c), however, does not cite

specific supporting studies.

When the high CA is unable to either avoid or withdraw
from communication, then disrupted behaviour is
predicted. The person may exhibit disfluent speech,
disrupted non-verbal behaviours, selection of
inappropriate communicative strategies and content, and
so on. These predictions are stated as if they had been
documented, but McCroskey (1982c) does not cite
supporting data or studies.
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McCroskey (1982a) notes a fourth possible consequence of
high CA, namely overcommunication. Although uncommon,
this may be exhibited by some high CA's as an
"overcompensatory" reaction. Rather than "flight", the
option of "fight" is chosen. According to McCroskey
(1982c), overcommunication may be seen to be the result
of low CA combined with low communication competence,
rather than due to high CA.

It would be expected that, if these patterns do in fact
hold for CA, similar patterns of behaviour would apply to
telephone apprehensives with respect to telephone

behaviour.

Published reviews of CA have not given sufficient
attention to the nature of the evidence on which the
claimed relationships between high CA and various
communication-related characteristics are based. Several

different kinds of evidence exist:

Evidence may be self-report, for instance, self-
report of avoidance of communication (eg Lederman,
1983). '

Evidence may be observer-judgments, for instance,
observer-judgments of another person's avoidance of
communication situations (eg McCroskey, Hamilton and
Weiner, 1974).

Evidence may be indirect (macro) objective measures.
For instance, avoidance of communication situations
may be assessed by examining the person's choice of
living accommodation (eg McCroskey and Leppard,
1975) .

Evidence may be direct objective measures (eg Ayres
and Suek, 1987).
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This generates a 4x4 matrix of assumed correlates and

types of evidence, as follows:

CHARACTERISTIC TYPE OF EVIDENCE
SELF IMPRESSIONS INDIRECT DIRECT
REPORTS OF OTHERS OBJECTIVE OBJECTIVE
MEASURES MEASURES
UNCOMM-
UNICATIVE 1 2 3 4
DON'T ENJOY
COMMUNICATION 5 6 7 8
WANT TO COMM'
DIFFERENTLY 9 10 11 12
PERCEIVED
INCOMPETENCE 13 14 15 16

Beatty (1987) notes that to maximise confidence in any
claimed relationship, relationships should be established
by means of direct objective measures. Whilst self-
reports of behaviours, behavioural intentions or
behavioural preferences expressed via questionnaires of
interviews provide indirect support, and failure to find
such support would be disappointing, they do not provide
conclusive evidence. Similarly, whilst the perceptions of
others provide indirect support, such impressions may be
influenced by other factors and do not provide direct,
conclusive evidence. The use of macro-objective measures
relies on considerable speculation, and extended causal
chains, to link CA with specific behaviours. However, the
problem is that the majority of evidence linking CA with
behaviour is in fact based on self-reports, other-reports
or indirect linkages, whilst studies providing direct
objective evidence are very few. In the following review
these limitations should be borne in mind.
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Uncommunicative Behaviour:

Self-reports of behaviour (Cell 1)

Several studies have linked CA to self-reports of
communication behaviours. Davis and Scott (1978) found
that high and low apprehensives differed significantly in
the amount of self-reported verbal activity. Daly (1978a)
reported a correlation of r=0.71 between self-reports of
avoidance of communication and CA, and Lederman (1983)
showed that students with high CA scores reported a
preference for avoiding communication. Soares (1984)
noted that high CA's reported themselves as unlikely to
initiate conversions. Rubin and Graham (1988) found a
strong negative correlation between self-reported
interaction involvement and CA. High CA's perceive
themselves as disclosing less, disclosing more negative
things, as being less honest, and as being more
superficial (McCroskey and Richmond, 1977; Stacks and
Stone, 1982).

Uncommunicative Behaviour:

Other-reports of behaviour (Cell 2)

Several studies report that CA is related to the
impressions formed by others. The high CA is seen as less
socially and interpersonally attractive (McCroskey,
Hamilton, and Weiner, 1974; McCroskey and Richmond, 1976;
McCroskey, Richmond, Daly and Cox, 1975; Richmond, 1977).
Porter (1982) reported that low CA's were seen as more
dominant, and McCroskey and Richmond (1976) reported that
they were more likely to be seen as opinion leaders. Daly
and Stafford (1984) suggest that these relationships
exist because vocal activity (the amount and the way a
person talks) is related to a variety of positive person
perceptions, and that CA is related to variations in

vocal activity.
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Uncommunicative Behaviour:
Indirect Objective Measures of Behaviour (Cell 3)

Various studies report that educational success is
related to CA. High CA's select courses having
significantly fewer perceived communication demands than
those selected by low apprehensive people (Daly and
Shamo, 1977; McCroskey and Andersen, 1976) and are more
likely to dropout of courses with high communication
demands (McCroskey, Ralph and Barrick, 1970). CA is
inversely related to positive attitudes toward higher
education, and towards teaching based on oral
communication skills (McCroskey and Sheahan, 1978; Scott
and Wheeless, 1977).

Occupational success and satisfaction are also related to
CA scores (Daly and McCroskey, 1975; Scott, McCroskey and
Sheahan, 1978), with high CA's preferring jobs requiring
little communication, whilst low apprehensives seek and
obtain desirable jobs that demand frequent communication.
However, in a study of mentoring, linking education and
occupational success, Hill, Bahniuk and Dobos (1989)
found CA was not correlated with any of the ten indices

of academic success they studied.

Uncommunicative Behaviour:

Direct Objective Measures of Behaviour (Cell 4)

As Capella (1987) notes, very little CA research has been
concerned with overt verbal and non-verbal behaviour.
Some recent studies have attempted to address this
problem. Beatty (1987) showed that high CA's tended to
avoid public speaking situations when given the choice,
whilst low CA's showed the opposite tendency. When no
choice was given, high CA's gave shorter speeches and
reported greater anxiety whilst doing so. Both Sorenson
and McCroskey (1977) and Beatty, Forst and Stewart (1986)
found low but significant correlations between amount of
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verbal behaviour and CA. Remland and Jones (1985)
reported that high CA's talked significantly less than
low CA's. High CA's used shorter words, were more
repetitious, and used a higher proportion of adjectives
and adverbs (Jordan and Powers, 1978). They used more
rhetorical interrogatives (Powers, 1977) and had higher
rates of disfluencies (Booth-Butterfield and Booth-
Butterfield, 1986). Burgoon and Koper (1984) found that
high CA's nodded less, were less facially animated, and
tended to lean away from their conversational partner.

Ayres and Suek (1987) studied the impact of CA on _
behaviour in initial interactions. They found that high
CA's had fewer disfluencies than did low communication
apprehensives, a finding at odds with that of Booth-
Butterfield and Booth-Butterfield (1986). In his 1982
review, McCroskey (1982a) had claimed that, whilst the
behaviour of high and low CA's would differ with respect
to avoidance and withdrawal, it would not differ with
respect to disrupted communication and overcommunication.
People with low CA would display similar levels of
communication disruption and overcommunication to high
apprehensives, but for different reasons. For instance,
communication disruptions may arise from "pushing too
hard" (McCroskey, 1982a, p.165) rather than from anxiety.
Whilst this may be correct, acceptance of this
proposition would at best lead to the prediction of
inconsistent findings, such as those of Ayers and Suek
(1987) and Booth-Butterfield and Booth-~Butterfield
(1986), and at worst would render this aspect of the
theory of CA untestable and unfalsifiable.

Enjovment of Communication:

Self-reports of behaviour (Cell 5)

Several studies document CA as a predictor of state
anxiety during communication. For instance, Beatty and
Andriate (1985), Beatty and Behnke (1980), Behnke and
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Beatty (1981), Booth-Butterfield (1986), and McCroskey
and Beatty (1984) all showed relationships bétween CA and
anxiety experienced during public speaking. McCroskey and
Beatty (1984) and Richmond (1978) showed relationships
between CA and anxiety experienced during interpersonal
encounters. Biggers and Masterson (1984) found that high
apprehensives reported less pleasure in communication
situations than did low apprehensives. Rubin and Rubin
(1989) found that CA was negatively related to scores on

a measure of communication satisfaction.

Enjoyment of Communication: Cells 6, 7 and 8

There are very few studies which explore enjoyment of
communication other than those using self-report

measures.

Desire to change Communication: Cells 9, 10, 11 & 12

There appear to be no studies appear which have asked
high communication apprehensive if they wish to change
their communicative style, and if so, in what ways, and
which have compared the replies of high and low
apprehensives. Nor are there any studies which use other
kinds of evidence to explore this question.

Communicative Competence: Cells 13, 14, 15 and 16

McCroskey (1982a) distinguished between communication
competence and communication skill. Communication
competence is within the cognitive domain, whilst
communication skill lies within the psychomotor
(performance) domain. Communication competence, following
Larson, Backlund, Redmond and Barbour (1978), is defined
as "the ability of an individual to demonstrate knowledge
of the appropriate communicative behaviour in a given
situation". Communication skill, on the other hand, is
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the ability of the individual to perform those
appropriate communicative behaviours in a given

situation.

Most of the work investigating the relation of CA to
communication competence relies upon either self-report
or other-reports. For instance, Cegala (1981) suggested
that high apprehensives are likely to exhibit low
interaction involvement and that others would therefore
see them as being less competent. Wheeless and Duran
'(1982) found that communicative adaptability was related
to low CA. A number of studies show that high
apprehensives, when compared with their low apprehensive
counterparts, consider themselves to be less competent,
less confident and less well understood in communication
settings (Freimuth, 1976; Prisbell, 1982).

Downs (1986) examined the relationship between PRCA-24
scores and scores on the Interaction Involvement Scale
(Cegala, Savage, Brunner and Conrad, 1982). The IIS
assesses three cognitive dimensions of communicative
competence (Attention, Responsiveness and Perception),
and is best considered as a measure of self-reported
cognitive communicative competence (Spitzberg and Cupach,
1989). CA correlated significantly with all three
dimensions, and a canonical correlation of -0.73 between
PRCA-24 scores and the IIS dimensions. Downs (1986)
suggested that these results were consistent with a model
in which self-perceived competence impacts, but is not
the only determinant, of CA. In turn, anxiety about
communication impacts willingness to communicate, but is
not the only determinant of this predisposition. It
should be noted that the relationships may also operate»
transitively, that is, anxiety may impact self-perceived
communicative competence ("If I were competent, I
wouldn't be feeling this anxious, therefore I must be

incompetent..").
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Personality correlates of traitlike Communication

Apprehension

In addition to communication-related characteristics,
other correlates of CA have also been researched. Several
~studies have used multidimensional inventories of
personality, seeking to describe the overall personality
of high CA's. McCroskey, Daly and Sorenson (1976)
compared CA scores with scores on Cattell's Sixteen
Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF). They found that
CA was inversely related to self-control,
adventurousness, surgency, emotional maturity,
cyclothmia, dominance, and confidence. There was no
relationship with sophistication, self-sufficiency,
sensitivity, eccentricity or radicalism. Butler (1986)
extended this research, and found that highly
apprehensive subjects, when compared to their low
apprehensive counterparts, were characterised by
emotional instability, restraint, submissiveness,
timidity, low self-assurance, and tension.

Other studies have focussed on the relationship between

CA and specific aspects of personality.

General Anxiety: Moderate positive correlations have been
reported between CA and general anxiety (Beatty, 1986;
Beatty and Andriate, 1985; McCroskey, Daly and Sorenson,
1976; Porter, 1979) ranging from 0.39 to 0.66. McCroskey
and Beatty (1984) found significant correlations between
CA and Spielberger's State-Trait Anxiety measure
(Speilberger, Gorsuch and Lushene, 1970), supporting the
notion that trait CA is an accumulation of state anxiety
experiences, and that anxiety about communication is a

contributor to general anxiety.

Beatty (1986) examined the causal relation between CA and
general anxiety using a cross-lagged panel design.
Variations in CA scores had a significant effect on
subsequent levels of general anxiety (r=0.32, p<0.05),
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but general anxiety had no such effect on CA (r=0.07,
nsd). These results are consistent with the inductive
view of general and specific anxiety, that is, that
general anxiety is a summary of specific trait anxieties
(Zuckerman, 1976), and that specific traits are in turn a
summary of specific experiences (Mischel, 1973). In this
model, general anxiety is an operationalisation of, and a
consequence of, variations in specific trait anxieties.
That is, variations in specific trait anxieties will
cause variations in measured generalised anxiety, but
variations in generalised anxiety have no implications
for variations in any specific trait anxiety. In the
earlier, deductive view of anxiety (eg Taylor, 1953),
anxiety was seen to function as an intra-psychic .cause of
negative reactions to threat across all situations, and
hence fluctuations in generalised anxiety would have been
seen as a cause of fluctuations in more specific
anxieties, such as CA. Biggers and Masterson (1984)
suggested that CA is centrally related to specific
emotional responses to oral communication situations.
Rubin and Rubin (1989) note that CA may influence the
ability to effect positive outcomes when communicating,
and the most important outcome is taken to be
communication satisfaction . Indeed, internal
comfort/discomfort is now the only outcome of CA expected
to be universal across persons and situations (McCroskey,
1982a). This issue is explored in greater depth later in
this chapter.

Introversion-Extroversion: The definition of

extroversion-introversion (Eysenck, 1970; 1971) is
communication oriented. Introverts tend to be
introspective and inner-directed. They are less dependent
on other people's evaluations, and tend to be less
sociable than extroverts, with the introverted individual
feeling little or no need to communicate, and placing
little value upon communication. Introverts are often
characterised as quiet and withdrawn. Whilst verbal
activity and extroversion-introversion should therefore
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be related, this relationship would be because of lack of
need rather than anxiety. Thus, no significant
correlation would be predicted between CA and
introversion-extroversion. However, both Huntley (1969)
and McCroskey.and McCroskey (1986a) found significant
correlations (r=0.33) between introversion and CA.

Self-esteem: A person's self-esteem is that person's

evaluation of their own worth. One component of this
evaluation is likely to be their opinion of their ability
as a communicator. A person with low self-esteem may be
expected to hold a low opinion of their ability as a
communicator, and may therefore expect other people to
react negatively to them as interlocutors. They may
therefore be expected to be anxious about communication.
Daly and Stafford (1984) note that an inverse
relationship is found between both global and specific
aspects of self-esteem and social-communicative anxiety.
This relationship is quite strong. McCroskey, Daly,
Richmond and Falcione (1977) found significant
correlations between self-esteem and CA, and Duran (1983)
found links amongst social composure, self-esteem and CA.
McCroskey and McCroskey (1986a) reported a correlation of
r=-0.45 between CA and self esteem. (It should be noted
that many of the commonly used measures of self-esteem
include items which appear to index anxiety about
communication, and therefore there is some overlap of the
measuring instruments used to test this relationship.)

Assertiveness: Kearney and McCroskey (1980) found that
high apprehensives considered themselves to be less
assertive than other people. Deffenbacher and Payne
(1978) found that CA was associated with 1low ability to
be assertive in social situations, as well as fear of
negative evaluation by others. Soares (1984) argued that
the relationship between high CA and low assertiveness
was such that they could best be considered as part of a
larger construct he termed "communication confidence".
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Significance of Personality Profiles

McCroskey (1982c) summarised this research by suggesting
that the high CA tends to experience high levels of
general anxiety, to be introverted, to lack emotional
maturity and self-control, and to have low self-esteem

and to be unassertive.

McCroskey (1982a) argued that much of the research
concerning the correlates of CA has been subject to over,
if not actual mis-interpretation. He noted that
relationships observed in aggregate data should be
extrapolated with considerable caution to individual
cases. He also argued that the "the only effect of CA
that is predicted to be universal across both individuals
and types of CA is an internally experienced feeling of
discomfort" (McCroskey, 1982a, p.163) According to
McCroskey, CA should be viewed from a cognitive rather
than a behavioural perspective, and whilst CA may have
some behavioural implications, its most important impact
is internal. Thus, according to McCroskey (1982a), the
only potentially valid indicator of CA is an individual's
self-report of their experience. (Note that McCroskey
uses the term "cognitive" to refer to the distinction
between behaviourist and non-behaviourist (ie
cognitivist) approaches to psychology, and is not using
"cognitive" as simply referring to learning or
information processing. That is, "cognitive" is not used
in contrast to "affective", and in fact includes

affective reSponses.)

Cross-Cultural studies of communication apprehension

The CA concept was developed within the US context, and
the vast majority of empirical research has been
conducted within the US. It is therefore important to
examine the extent to which the construct is
generalisable to other cultures, both in terms of
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specific comparisons, for instance, of the distribution
of CA as a function of, say, age and sex, ahd also in
terms of the underlying dynamics, as indexed, for
instance, by an examination of the correlates of high CA

scores.

McCroskey (1982a) suggests that the American culture
places a relatively high value upon communication, and
upon the skilled communicator. However, whilst some
cultures place a lower value on communication (eg some
Asian and African cultures), in general, all cultures
place a relatively high value upon communication. Within
the American culture, high levels of communication
activity, and communication competence, are associated
with a variety of positive perceptions of the speaker,
whilst reduced communication activity is associated with
less positive perceptions (Hayes and Meltzer, 1972;
McCroskey and Richmond, 1976). This relationship holds
across a wide variety of cultures. For instance, Hayes
and Meltzer (1972) showed that this relationship held
within the Mexican, Chilean and British cultures.

A limited number of empirical studies have reported
cross-cultural comparisons of the distribution of CA
scores. Hansford and Hattie (1979) found no significant
differences between US and Australian samples in CA
levels, and confirmatory factor analysis indicated that
the structure of the CA measure was the same in both
cultures. Klopf and Cambra (1979) reported little or no
difference between Australian and US norms, but higher
norms amongst Hawaiian Americans and a Japanese sample,
and lower norms amongst Koreans. In later reports, no
significant differences were found between US and
mainland Chinese norms (Klopf and Cambra, 1980).

McCroskey (1982a) notes that CA research has been
reported from Australia, Canada, China, Guam, Korea and
Japan. He also noted that research was underway in
Finland, West Germany, India, Puerto Rico, the Soviet
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Union and South Africa. In general, however, there has
been a lack of empirical cross-cultural data. In
particular, it should be noted that no published studies
have reported normative data for UK samples, although an
unpublished study of 147 UK uhdergraduates by Harris
(personal communication, 1990) gave a mean of 62.10
(sd=14.54) for the PRCA-24.

Causes of Communication Apprehension

Whilst there is no definitive list of causative factors
and/or developmental correlates, and a surprising
absence of empirical research, a number of mechanisms
have repeatedly been suggested as related to the
development of differing levels of CA. According to Daly
and Stafford (1984) they are:

1: genetic predispositions
2: reinforcement
3: skill acquisition

and 4: modelling.

Most writers on CA suggest that, whilst susceptibility to
anxiety has an inherited component, the role of this in
the overall development of an individual's level of CA is
probably minimal. The other three factors are probably

much more important.

The most common explanation for differences in levels of
CA is the history of reinforcement an individual has
received for the communication attempts they have made.
Based on general learning models, it is predicted that a
history of unsuccessful (but not necessarily traumatic)
experiences will lead both to the internalisation of
these negative expectancies and to the avoidance of the
situations which have brought them about. A history of
unsuccessful experiences can arise from a number of
causes, such as an inadequate knowledge of social rules,
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a lack of necessary skills, and a mismatch between the
individual's skills and the characteristics of the medium
of communication. McCroskey (1982a) suggested that, in
addition to people holding negative expectancies due to a
history of negative experiences (a strict reinforcement
model), they may have experienced apparently random
responses to their communication attempts, resulting,
over time in a sense of helplessness (Seligman, 1975),
and this will lead them to avoid communication.

A third explanation is the failure to develop adequate
communication skills. This explanation points to the
relation between social anxiety and poorer social and
communicative skills, and between popularity and enhanced
skills (Van Kleeck and Daly, 1982). Inadequate skills

then lead to negative experiences and expectations.

A final explanation emphasises the importance of
imitation of role models for the direct learning of
anxiety. That is, children not only imitate their
parents' communicative styles, and thereby learn
inadequate communication skills, but they may also adopt
their parents' low expectations vis-a-vis communication
outcomes, and their parents' anxiety concerning
communication.

No single explanation provides a complete account of the
development of CA, and each explanation overlaps the
others. However, these mechanisms have important
implications, for instance, for the planning of
intervention programmes designed to alleviate high CA.
The lack of an adequate developmental explanation of CaA
obviously applies to the sub-category of CA central to
this thesis, namely telephone apprehension. It should
also be noted that this lack of explanation also applies
more generally, in that no adequate model of the
mechanisms underlying CA has been proposed by McCroskey

or his colleagues.
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The Reconceptualisation of Communication Apprehension

In two recent and important reviews, McCroskey (1982a,
1984) proposed a reconceptualisation of CA in terms of a
continuum of more-or-less traitlike versus more-or-less
statelike conditions. This reconceptualisation has
important implications for the conceptualisation of
telephone apprehension vis-a-vis CA. McCroskey has
proposed a four-point continuum:

1: CA as a trait

2: CA in a generalised context

3: CA with a given audience across situations

4: CA with a given individual or group in a given

situation

McCroskey (1984) states that "this continuum can be
viewed as ranging from the extreme trait pole to the
extreme state pole, although neither the pure trait nor
pure state probably exists as a meaningful consideration"
(pl5-16).

Traitlike Communication Apprehension

McCroskey defines traitlike CA as "a relatively enduring,
personality-type orientation toward a given mode of
communication across a wide variety of contexts"
(McCroskey, 1984, pl6). (As noted, in practice
discussions of CA tend to limit themselves to
consideration of people talking in face-to-face
situations.) Richmond and McCroskey (1985) suggest that
some 20 percent of the population (of the USA) experience
high traitlike CaA.

Implicit in this definition is the proposition that
traitlike CA is consistent over time, that is, across
occasions. McCroskey explicitly notes that traitlike CaA
"cuts across context, receiver and time" (McCroskey,
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1982a, p.150). Traitlike CA implies that, in cases of
very high or very low CA, the level of CA experienced
will be independent of the specifics of the situation. In
the case of individuals with moderate CA, their response
will vary, and will be dependent on the specific features

of any given situation.

According to McCroskey (1982a) the most common measures
of CA, such as the original PRCA-20, are measures of a
general predisposition or trait. The vast majority of
research, and particularly the earlier research conducted
during the 1970's and early 1980's, studied traitlike Ca,

General ised-Context Communication Apprehension

Generalised-context CA, or Context-based CA is seen as "a
relatively enduring, personality-type orientation toward
communication in a given type of context" (McCroskey,
1984, pl6). McCroskey notes that this type of CA "relates
to generalised types of situations" (Richmond and
McCroskey, 1985). Context-based CA is that which is
associated with "a single type of communication context
cutting across receiver and time (McCroskey, 1984, pl9).
Within this conceptualisation, telephone apprehension can
be seen as one kind of generalised-context CA, with
variations in telephone apprehension contributing to
variations in overall traitlike CA.

The forms of context-based CA most commonly discussed in
the literature are stage fright and public speaking
anxiety. McCroskey suggests that "... while only (sic)
20% of the population experience high traitlike
communication apprehension, estimates run as high as 80%
of the population for generalised-context communication
apprehension - over 70% for the public speaking context
alone" (Richmond and McCroskey, 1985). Thus, the vast
majority of the population will experience high levels of
CA in at least one generalised communication context. A

48



report by Bruskin and Associates (1973), cited in Lewis

and Reinsch (1982), indicated that the mostkcommon fear

of Americans was the generalised-context apprehension of
speaking before a group. Similarly, as will be noted in

Chapter Four, fear of the telephone appears to be

widespread.

In the original statement of the revised formulation of
CA, it is not clearly specified what the expected
relationship between degrees of CA of different kinds
within a level, such as generalised-context, is thought
to be. A number of different models exist; essentially
uncorrelated (second-order factors), ordered in some
fashion, or essentially uni-factorial, displaying
moderate to high levels of correlation. Similarly, it is
not clear what the exact relationship is expected to be
between lower and higher levels, such as between lower-
order generalised-context apprehension and higher-order
traitlike apprehension. In his original presentation of
this revised formulation, McCroskey suggests that, "It
should not be surprising, ... to find moderate to
moderately high correlations between the two types of
measures. To the extent that a traitlike orientation
towards communication actually exists, an appropriate
measure of that orientation should be at least somewhat
predictive of orientations within generalised contexts."
(McCroskey, 1982a, pl48). This statement suggests that
McCroskey misunderstood the inductive conceptual
relationship between different types of CA. Simply as a
function of subsuming generalised-context CA within
traitlike CA, and the dependence of the latter on the
former in measurement schemes, it would be expected that
the two would be correlated. The correlation exists
because of the measurement dependence between the two
types of CA, with traitlike CA being a summary of a
series of generalised-context CAs. Another way of
expressing this relationship is that it would be expected
that generalised-context CA would be somewhat predictive
of traitlike CA, but not the other way around.
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Levine and McCroskey (1990) examined each of the models
specified above, and found that the second-order factor
model gave the best fit to the data available.

see figure CO02F01

This second-order factor model is consistent with the
inductive conceptualisation of state-trait relationships
outlined by Zuckerman (1976). According to this model a
personality construct can be considered a trait to the
extent that the stimuli evoking the response are clearly
specified, and that the person refers to several previous
experiences when describing their response. The model
predicts that any specific trait measure should
correlate, at least moderately, with other trait measures
of the same construct, and correlate to a low degree with
individual state responses to the same referent stimulus.
The trait measure should, however, correlate moderately
with the mean of individual state responses. Trait
measures should also have high internal and test-retest

reliabilities.

Audience-based Communication Apprehension

Audience-based, or Person-Group, CA refers to a person's
reactions to communicating with a given individual or
group of individuals across time (on a number of
occasions). McCroskey defines audience-based CA as "a
relatively enduring orientation toward communication with
a given person or group of people" (McCroskey, 1984,
p.17). It is associated with "a single receiver or group
of receivers cutting across context and time" (McCroskey,
1984, p.19). Richmond and McCroskey (1985) suggest that
almost 95% of people will report having high CA with
respect to some person or group.
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McCroskey proposed that for any given person or group,
the relationship between traitlike CA and person-group CA
is likely to be a function of the person's familiarity
with that person or group. In the early stages of a
relationship, the level of apprehension experienced is
likely to reflect generalised, traitlike levels of CA. As
the relationship develops, the person's response to the
other is likely to become more differentiated, and to
become more dependent upon the specific situational
conStraints created by the other person or group.
Richmond (1978) demonstrated that, whilst in the early
stages of a relationship generalised personality
orientations were somewhat predictive of experienced CA,
in the later stages of a relationship, situational
constraints became more predictive. Presumeably, this
pattern of findings should also apply to the use of the
telephone, although this has not specifically been
studied.

Situational Communication Apprehension

Situational CA is viewed as a transitory orientation
toward communication with a given person or group of
person on a particular occassion. It is the most
statelike of the types of CA identified by McCroskey. It
is not seen as personality-based, but as a response to
the situational constraints generated by the other person
or group. Situational CA is expected to fluctuate widely
as a function of the changing constraints introduced by
the other person or people. Situational CA has received
little research attention (McCroskey, 1982c).

Tests of the Reconceptualisation of Communication
Apprehension

In addition to the Levine and McCroskey (1990) study
noted above, several empirical tests of this
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reconceptualisation have now been reported. McCroskey,
Richmond and Davis (1986) tested the proposition that a
measure of traitlike CA will be decreasingly predictive
of other types of CA as the other type approaches the
situational end of the continuum. They tested one of the
linkages within the proposed continuum, namely the link
between traitlike CA and audience-based CA. The results
indicated that traitlike CA was a significant predictor
of audience-based CA, but that aspects of the situational
context were much more predictive of audience-based CA
than were traitlike dispositions.

Booth-Butterfield and Gould (1986) reported a study which
focused on the relationship between context-CA and state-
CA. In two separate studies they demonstrated that, on
average, 50% of the variance in state CA was explained by
one, and occasionally two, context CA scores. They argued
that the results overall provided strong support for the
construct validity of McCroskey's reconceptualisation.

Booth-Butterfield and Booth-Butterfield (1986)
investigated the influence of trait CA upon state CA.
Other predictors examined were reticence, task structure
and evaluation level. Trait CA accounted for 31% of the
49% explained variance in the model, and was by far the
greatest single predictor. Reticence was also a
significant additional predictor, both alone and in
interaction with evaluation level, accounting for some 5%
of the variance. Task structure and evaluation levels did
not contribute significantly to the prediction of state
CA.

A Critique of Communication Apprehension

Whilst the reconceptualisation offered by McCroskey
(1982a) represents a significant broadening of the
original concept of CA, and introduces a number of useful
distinctions, it is both confusing and inconsistent in a
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number of respects. It is important to look closely at
these inconsistencies because of the implications they
have for the conceptualisation of telephone apprehension.

Anxiety as Problematic

Fundamental to the concept of CA is the proposition that
anxiety is problematic. Anxiety is seen to be an
unpleasant and unwanted emotional response to
communication situations, leading to avoidance and
withdrawal, and if this is not possible, to interference
with, and deterioration of performance. It is
unnecessary, and reduction or removal of anxiety will
lead to enhanced performance.

A number of qualifications of this view should be
considered. The first is to note that anxiety is an
intrinsic and perhaps necessary part of human existence.
This is recognised by McCroskey and his colleagues in
their discussions of CA. However, whilst it is true that,
for instance, McCroskey (1982a) explicitly comments on
the pathological nature of very low CA scores, this
acknowledgement does not appear to be matched by
practice. There appear to be no published studies in
which low communicative apprehension scores have been
treated as abnormal or pathological. It would be expected
that studies of CA would include three groups of
subjects: high, medium and low communication
apprehensives, with both the high and low groups being
compared against the '"normal" medium CA's. Instead, high
apprehensives are usually contrasted with low
apprehensives, with low apprehensives being treated as
the "normal" and evaluatively positive group. Similarly,
treatment programmes are not normally designed and
implemented for low communication apprehensives.

The second qualification is that there is little evidence

that the removal or reduction of anxiety in and of itself
will improve performance. As Stewart (1968) notes, in the
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context of public speaking performances, there seems to
be no clear relationship between anxiety and performance,
except that some arousal or anxiety appears to be

necessary for effective performance.

The third qualification is that subjects who have
successfully completed programmes designed to deal with
high CA do not report reduced anxiety levels (Metzger,
1974; Oerkvitz, 1975). Rather, they report changed
perceptions of the significance of the anxiety associated
with communication, seeing it as a necessary and non-

impairing part of the process.

The fourth qualification is to note the extensive.
research which shows that avoidance behaviour is not
controlled by anticipatory fear (Bandura, 1986a; Bolles,
1975; Betz and Hackett, 1986; Hernstein, 1969; Leland,
1983; McAuley, 1985; Schwartz, 1978, Williams, Dooseman,
and Kleifield, 1984; Williams, Kinney, and Falbo, 1989;
Williams, Turner, and Peer, 1985). Rather, avoidance is a
function of other factors, such as low self-perceived

efficacy expectancies (Bandura, 1989).

The Problem of Pathological Scores

The CA literature assumes that both very high and very
low CA is pathological, although as just noted, this is
not translated into practice. McCroskey equates
"pathological" with extremes of response (see McCroskey,
1982a, p.151). However, he discusses extreme responses in
terms of the frequency, rather than the magnitude of
response. He suggests, for instance, that a person who
never experienced CA would be seen as "evidencing
pathological behaviour", since "fear is a natural human
response to a truly threatening situation". In a later
discussion of pathological CA he seems to equate
pathological with inappropriate, and suggests that
pathologically high CA occurs when "the person won't talk
when they should" and low levels when the person "talks
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when they shouldn't" (Richmond and McCroskey, 1985,
p.40).

Within the CA literature, pathological is defined in both
conceptual and in empirical terms. Conceptually,
McCroskey views abnormal or pathological levels of CA as
those which are "nonadaptive, nonresponsive, or
nonfunctional"” (McCroskey, 1982a, p.1l51). He suggests the
following formulation:

"Experiencing fear or anxiety in a threatening situation
and adapting by withdrawing or avoiding the threatening
situation is normal. Experiencing no fear or anxiety in a
nonthreatening environment and continuing to function in
that environment is normal. The reverse responses are
abnormal. Experiencing low communication apprehension in
the face of real danger and experiencing high
communication apprehension when no real danger is present
are both abnormal responses. If such responses become
characteristic of the individual, the individual may be
regarded as pathological..." (McCroskey, 1982a, p.1l51)

McCroskey notes the extent to which the judgment
"pathological" is one of degree, and suggests that if
abnormal responses occur in only one or a small number of
circumstances, then this should not generate a judgment
that the person experiences pathological levels of CA.
"Oonly when such behaviour is a consistent pattern of the
individual would such a judgment seem warranted”.
(McCroskey, 1982a, p.1l51)

Thus, McCroskey equates pathological with abnormal, but
it is not clear whether abnormal refers to responses
which are extreme in magnitude as well as frequency, and
he also appears to assume that all such extreme responses
are likely to be unusual and inappropriate. It is clear
that McCroskey sees withdrawal or avoidance as
appropriate responses to fear or anxiety producing
situations, and proposes that withdrawal or avoidance are
normal responses (in both the "usual" and "appropriate"
senses of the term) to such affective states.
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McCroskey is also clear that the use of the term
"pathological" should not be restricted to just one end
of the CA continuum. "Extremely low communication
apprehension can be just as abnormal as extremely high
communication apprehension" (McCroskey, 1982a, p.151).
This seems to imply that the concept is bi-polar rather
than uni-polar, with the ability to respond
appropriately, e.g. to choose whether or not to talk,
being a non-linear function of CA. A truely uni-polar
scale would imply that the ability to respond
appropriately, e.g. to choose whether or not to talk,
would be a linear function of CA, with decreasing levels
of CA being associated with increasingly appropriate
communicative behaviours. These alternative
conceptualisations have quite different implications for
the relationship of CA to other variables such as
communication competence, willingness to communicate, and
communication satisfaction. They also have clear
implications for the conceptualisation and
operationalisation of telephone apprehension.

When discussing the empirical treatment of pathological
levels of CA, McCroskey (1982c) endorses the procedure
adopted in most of the CA literature, namely, that scores
one standard deviation or more above the mean are
identified as "high communication apprehensives", whilst
scores one standard deviation or more below the mean are
identified as "low communication apprehensives". Most
commonly used CA measures approximate to a normal
distribution. Thus, some 68% of scores fall within +1
standard deviation, with some 16% of the scores being
classified as high and 16% being classified as low CA
scores. Such a procedure means that comparisons across
samples are relatively meaningless, if not impossible.
This procedure also implies a very broad use of the term

"pathological®.
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The Problem of Communication Modes

Whilst McCroskey's definition of traitlike CA appears to
include a wide variety of contexts, it does so with
respect to only a single mode of communication, that
being the channel-like one of "oral communication" (which
is in fact face-to-face oral communication, and appears
to exclude the telephone). Logically, the most general,
traitlike definition of CA should include a variety of
both contexts and modes of communication. McCroskey
(1982a) discusses this issue but does not appear to offer
a satisfactory resolution. He notes that the original
definition of CA clearly focused upon oral communication,
and that the original PRCA-20 was a measure of
apprehension in oral communication situations. He also
notes that research investigating other modes of
communication, such as writing (Daly and Miller, 1975)
and singing (Andersen, Andersen and Garrison, 1978)
demonstrated only low correlations between oral CA and

apprehension in other modes.

The revised conceptualisation of traitlike CA permits
apprehension about talking, writing, or singing (and
presumeably the telephone) to be encompassed. However, as
of 1982, no suitable measure of this enhanced view of
traitlike CA existed and McCroskey argues that "While
generation of a general communication apprehension
instrument would probably be possible, efforts in that
direction might not be particularly useful." (McCroskey,
1982a, pl38)

Referring to the research instruments used to investigate
apprehension in writing and singing, and their low
correlations with the measure of oral CA, McCroskey

suggests:

"The research .... clearly indicates the multidimensional
nature of the general construct. Thus dimension scores of
the new instrument would be the product of major concern.
Since measures of those dimensions already exist, little
would be gained by generating additional ones. If a
unidimensional measure could be generated, it would, of
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necessity, have to be composed of items so general as to
make the likelihood almost certain that the ultimate
measure would be nothing more than a new general anxiety
measure." (McCroskey, 1982a, pl38)

There are several problems with this argument. A
generalised measure of traitlike CA can, and should, be
constructed by including items which explicitly sample
all modes of communication, rather than by creating non-
specific (and hence ambiguous) items. Such a measure
would not, and should not, be conceptually equivalent to
a measure of general anxiety, for it would explicitly
limit itself to apprehension related to communication,
whereas measures of general anxiety would also include
anxiety associated with other, non-communicative
situations. The most problemétic element in this argument
is however, that the revised PRCA-24, which is presented
as a measure of traitlike CA, and which is used in this
way in a number of studies testing this
reconceptualisation, is, in terms of McCroskey's own
definition, not a measure of traitlike CA at all. Rather,
it is a measure of "generalised-context CA". McCroskey
himself notes that "current instruments labelled as CA
measures are restricted to oral CA, specifically
apprehension about talking to or with others" (McCroskey,
1982a, pl38).

A measure of telephone apprehension would be a measure of
the generalised-context CA associated with mediated oral
communication, and would be one element in a measure of
traitlike CA, alongside current measures of CA in oral
face-to-face communication (such as the PRCA-24), writing

apprehension, etc.

The Problem of the Conceptual Continuum

The treatment of audience-based CA, and its
differentiation from context-based CA, is confused and
unsystematic. In defining audience-based CA McCroskey
appears both to define it in terms of constancy over
time, and to suggest that length of acquaintance (ie
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time) is a correlate of audience-based CA levels. For
instance, in Richmond and McCroskey (1985, p37) he notes
that audience-based CA is "produced by the situational
constraints more than by the personality of the
individual. Hence, length of acquaintance should be
considered here." At the beginning of many relationships
the nature of the relationship will change rapidly and
hence the associated levels of audience-based CA will
also change rapidly. Indeed, as already noted, Richmond
(1978) found that while stable orientations such as
personality characteristics and traitlike CA were
predictive of CA levels early in relationships, in later
stages of the acquaintance the specific situational
constraints were better predictors of the level of CA
experienced. It would appear therefore that rather than
defining audience-based CA in terms of the identity of a
given individual or group, it would be better to define
it in terms of the relationship with that identified

individual or group.

There is a more general problem with the distinction
between audience-based and context-based CA. The
distinction, and the specification of the relationship,
between audience-based and context-based CA does not
appear to draw upon other, more systematic, analyses of
communication situations. McCroskey (1982a) proposed that
state, audience, context and trait levels of analysis
form a continuum. In such a scheme, the progression from
state to audience to context to trait would be an orderly

progression of increasing generality.

State State State State State State State State
Al A2 Bl B2 C1 c2 D1 D2

n

Audi?nce-A Audi?nce—B Audi?nce—c Audifnce-D

Cont$xt—x Cont?xt-Y

Trait
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Yet analyses of the components of communicative and
interactive situations, such as that suggested by Fraser
and Brown (1979), have argued for a multi-level,
hierarchical analysis. Such analyses show that the
factors on which McCroskey focuses (audience and context)
are only two of a larger number of factors which
constitute the components of a communication situation,
and these are not ordered in the way McCroskey assumes.
The analysis suggested by Brown and Fraser (1979) is far
more subtle, as illustrated:

See Figure CO02F02

Even this detailed analysis is incomplete. For instanqe,
with respect to "interpersonal relations", Wish, Deutsch
and Kaplan (1976) suggest that the most important
dimensions of relationships within an interaction are:
Dimension 1: Co-operative vs. Competitive
Dimension 2: Equal vs. Unequal

Dimension 3: Intense vs. Superficial
Dimension 4: Socio-emotional vs. Task-oriented

However, it can be seen that within the analysis offered
by Brown and Fraser (1979), "scene" and "participants"
(which are synonymous with "context" and "audience" in
McCroskey's scheme) are at equivalent levels of analysis.
That is, rather than "context-based" and "audience-based"
being points along a continuum, as McCroskey proposes,
they are at equivalent points on the continuum, with the
progression being not one of monotonically increasing
generality as the analysis moves from state to trait, but

bifurcated:

Stat?-Al Stat?—Az Stat?-Bl Stat?-Bz

Audience-based Context-based

Trait
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As an alternative to McCroskey's conceptualisation,
consider three possible variables for describing, and

distinguishing between, communication situations:

channel/mode (which would include the telephone)
task/topic
relationship between participants

These variables can be positioned within the analysis of
situations offered by Brown and Fraser (1979). Within
"scene" they distinguish between "setting" and "purpose".
Within "setting" the channel or mode of communication
would constitute a sub-category of "locale". Within
"purpose" they distinguish between "activity type" and
"subject matter", with task or topic constituting the
sub-categorisation of "subject matter". The relationship
between partners would be positioned within
"participants", as a sub-category of "relationships
between partners". It can be seen that the Brown and
Fraser scheme implies that this variable is not
adequately specified, in that a further distinction,
between "interpersonal relations" and "role/category
relations" needs to be made. The three variables can be

respecified as follows:

channel/mode
task/topic
role/category relationship between participants

Further variables could be added to this scheme, such as
time, interpersonal relationships, etc. Clearly, a
complete specification of any given situation would be
highly complex, and the specification of even general
variables in terms of which situations might be described
would involve an extensive set. Each of these variables
would need to be at equivalent levels of analysis, (or
"gspecificity", to use the terminology of Fishbein and
Ajzen (1975)) and together either define a specific
"state" in terms of specific values for each variable, or
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define a general "trait" in terms of the summation of

values within and across each variable.

see figure CO02F03

In this approach, Dimensional CA could then be defined as
referring to apprehension with respect to a given value
of a particular variable, summing across all values of
all of the other variables. In such a scheme, the
progression from state to dimensional to trait would be

an orderly progression of increasing generality.

St?te—Al St?te-Az St?te—Bl SE?te-Bz

Dime?sion-A Dimension-B
)

Trait

The Problem of Measurement

There are a number of problems created by these
confusions for the measurement of CA. Whilst the PRCA-24
samples levels of CA across a number of "generalised
contexts" (all of which, however, are oral face-to-face
contexts) it does not do so across a number of different
audiences/relationships, nor across a number of different
topics/tasks. Examination of the PRCA-24 shows that the
identity of the audience and the nature of the
relationship with them is in general unspecified ("other
people"), and where it is specified this is done in terms
of "a new acquaintance". In the terms presented above,
the PRCA-24 is therefore in reality a measure of
dimensional CA, that is, of Stranger CA, with much of the
necessary variation across the dimensional matrix being
ambiguous and/or poorly specified. A true measure of
traitlike CA would specify a number of channels/modes,
audiences/relationships, tasks/topics and so on.
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The importance of including other channels/modes in a
measure of traitlike CA is indicated by studies of
listening apprehension (Wheeless, 1975) and writing
apprehension (Daly and Miller, 1975), which show only
moderate correlations with oral face-to-face CA. Phillips
(1968), in a study of people identified as severely
inadequate oral communicators noted that one of their
identifying characteristics was that they "preferred to
communicate in writing where possible and most had
achieved a fairly high level of skill at writing"
(Phillips, 1968, p4l). A similar point can be made with
respect to the difference between speaking and listening,
where correlations between measures of CA, which focus on
speaking, are shown to have only moderate correlations
with measures of listening apprehension (Wheeless, 1975).
This point applies in two senses to telephone
apprehension. The first is that it may be an alternative
channel/mode of communication, bearing the kind of
"trade-off" relationship with communication using other
channels/modes described by Phillips (1968). Secondly,
within telephone apprehension, the difference between
speaking and listening may also be presumed to apply, a
point explored in Chapter Nine of this thesis.

The Problem of Testing the Reconceptualisation

The empirical tests of the reconceptualisation reported
above have a number of cohceptual and methodological
difficulties. The study by McCroskey, Richmond and Davis
(1986) is presented as a test of the proposition that a
measure of traitlike CA will be decreasingly predictive
of other types of CA as the other type approaches the
situational end of the continuum. Such a proposition can
only be tested, in a single study, when there is a
comparison of the ability of a measure of traitlike CA to
predict two different types of CA. If two different types
of CA differing in their position with respect to the
situational end of the continuum are considered, it is
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possible to identify not only a difference in the
predictive ability of traitlike CA, but also the
direction of difference. If, as in this study, only one
other type of CA is included it is not possible to test
this predictibn.

Booth-Butterfield and Gould (1986) suggest that the
construct validity of the reconceptualisation is
supported by a study which shows that on average, some
50% of state CA variance can be explained by one and
occasionally two context CA scores. It is not clear why
combining context CA scores would improve predictions of
state CA, and how the proposed reconceptualisation leads
to such a procedure. Such a prediction only follows if
there are assumed to be conceptually distinct types of
context CA, which tap different dimensions of any
particular state. This is the conceptualisation proposed
here, but is explicitly not offered by McCroskey.
Construct validity of McCroskey's (1984)
conceptualisation would, instead, be provided by a
demonstration that a significant proportion of context CA
was explained by a measure of state CA, and that
increasing proportions were explained by additional
measures of state CA. It seems then, that apart from the
Levine and McCroskey (1990) study, no adequate test of
the proposed reconceptualisation has yet been published.

Measures of Communication Apprehension
Measures of Traitlike Communication Apprehension

Having examined the conceptual underpinnings of research
on CA it is now appropriate to look at measures of CA.
Gilkinson (1942) first developed a 104 item measure of
Personal Report of Confidence as a (Public) Speaker
(PRCS). From this Paul (1966) developed a shorter, 25
item version, which is the version that has been used in
almost all subsequent research on public speaking
anxiety. The Personal Report of Communication
Apprehension (PRCA) published by McCroskey (1970) was
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designed to measure apprehension experienced in a wide
range of situations, including but not primérily that of
public speaking. According to Porter (1981), one or other
version of the PRCA has been used in over 80% of the

published research on CA.

The original 20-item version of the PRCA (PRCA-20:
McCroskey, 1970) was developed to be specifically
appropriate for college students. It was claimed to be
uni-dimensional, and to possess high inter-item
reliability (of the order of 0.90) in most studies.
Scott, McCroskey and Sheahan (1978) developed a version
of the PRCA specifically for use by adults working in
organisations. This was a 20-item scale drawn from a pool
of 50 items, and selected on the basis of factor analysis
of the items. The PRCA-OF provided greater face validity
when researching in organisational settings, and has been
widely used with adult samples. It is regarded by the
authors as a form of the PRCA rather than as a unique
instrument, with results generated from the two scales
being considered as interchangeable. (Scott et al, 1978,

pl09)

Porter (1979, 1981) noted that the PRCA-20 has an over-
emphasis on public speaking situations, to the near
exclusion of other types of communication settings. For
instance, Wheeless and Crouse (1973) used a thirty-item
instrument to measure CA. Twenty-two of the items loaded
on two separate dimensions of "public speaking" and
"interpersonal communication", and they note that their
instrument contained more items clearly related to
interpersonal contexts of communication than the standard
PRCA. Partly in response to this criticism, McCroskey
(1976) added five more items to the original PRCA-20, all
of which focus on interpersonal contexts (PRCA-25).

Porter (1981) demonstrated that both the original PRCA-20

and the expanded PRCA-25 were primarily measures of
anxiety in public speaking situations, and that the
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additional interpersonal items constituted a separate
component of the PRCA. He argued that they should not be
treated as equivalent items in terms of scale additivity.
Porter (1981) therefore proposed a shortened, 13-item
form of the PRCA-20 which consisted of just the public
speaking focussed items. This scale had high inter-item
reliability and greater construct validity than the
original PRCA-20, but is a measure of public speaking

rather than generalised CA.

In association with the reconceptualisation of the CA
concept, McCroskey (1982c) developed a new 24-item
measure that includes items assessing CA in four
settings: public speaking, dyadic conversation, meetings
and classes. This measure provides an overall CA score
and four sub-scale scores. McCroskey (1982c) reported the
internal validity of the PRCA-24 as 0.94, and total
scores on the new form correlated 0.90 or greater with
earlier forms. McCroskey (1986) published a (slightly)
revised version of the PRCA-24 scale, the PRCA-24B.
However, as argued above, whilst the total PRCA-24 score,
summed across the four generalised-contexts, is taken by
most researchers to be a measure of traitlike CA, it
should in fact be considered to be a measure of
generalised-context CA, that of oral face-to-face CA.

Measures of Generalised-context Communication

Apprehension

The revised conceptualisation of CA requires the
operationalisation of all four levels, from trait to
state. A number of scales exist to measure generalised-
context CA. For instance, with respect to public
speaking, Gilkinson's (1942) Personal Report of
Confidence as a Speaker (PRCS), and McCroskey's own
(1970) Personal Report of Public Speaking Anxiety
(PRPSA) . Other scales have been developed to measure
apprehension in contexts of writing, listening and
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singing.

McCroskey and Richmond (1980, 1982) developed a measure
(Communication Apprehension in Generalised Context) of
context-basedACA, which provides four separate measures
of CA: in interpersonal conversations, in group
discussions, in meetings, and when speaking in public. As
noted above, it can also be argued that the PRCA measures
should themselves be treated as measures of generalised-
context CA.

However, in neither the Communication Apprehension in
Generalised Contexts measure nor the PRCA-24, is an
adequate definition or description of the contexts given -
to the respondent, either in the instructions or within
the scale items. Ambiguity almost certainly exists,
therefore, concerning the specification of the contexts.
For instance, the differences between meetings and group
discussions, between meetings and public speeches, and
between group discussions and conversations are not
specified. These contexts seem to overlap quite
considerably. The overlap exists not only conceptually,
but also in reality. It is difficult to envisage,
assuming that the respondent actively participates in the
situation, a meeting that is not either an interpersonal
conversation or a group discussion or a public speaking
situation. Strohkirch and Parks (1986) noted that the
terms and phrases used to specify the different contexts
within the PRCA-24 are so brief as to be ambiguous and so
broad as to prevent the detection of precise situational
differences. Their results showed that, for instance,
subjects did not generally discriminate between the

discussion and meeting contexts.

McCroskey (1984) suggested that no taxonomy for
generalised-context CA had received consensual acceptance
in the literature, but proposed that the taxonomy based
on types of communication settings, as advanced by
McCroskey and Richmond (1980) and incorporated in the
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revised PRCA-24, was adequate. As noted above, widely
accepted taxonomies, such as that proposed by Brown and
Fraser (1979) are available, and could be applied in the
development of measures of CA, although this has not yet
happened. It may be that the taxonomy used by McCroskey
simply specifies the number of people involved, and
simultaneously, specifies increasing formality, from
informal conversation through to the formality of a

public speech.

Informal
conversation = 2 (one-to-one)
group discussion = 3-7
meeting = 8-12
public speech = 12+
\/
Formal

However, this continuum is not made explicit, nor is
there any explicit mention of channel, such as the use of

the telephone or other mediated communication.

Measures of Audience-based Communication Apprehension

Richmond (1978) used a modified version of Spielberger's
(1966) measure of state anxiety as a measure of audience-
based CA. The most recent measure of audience-based CA is
the Situational Communication Apprehension Measure (SCAM)
(McCroskey and Richmond 1982). This is 20-item, 7-step
scale which allows the specific situation or audience to
be specified e.g. "Please complete the following
questionnaire about "how you felt the last time you
interacted with someone who had a supervisory role over
you." (Richmond and McCroskey, 1985, pll19). Whilst
ciearly allowing the audience to be specified, this
measure does not appear to conform to the definition of
audience-based CA proposed by McCroskey (1982a). That is,
it asks subjects to respond in terms of a particular
occasion rather than in terms of the same audience across
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a number of different occasions. That is, it is in fact a
measure of statelike, and not of audience-based, CA.

Measures of Situational Communication Apprehension

Situational or Statelike CA is a transitory response to
the specific demands and constraints of a particular
situation. It is "specific to a given context with a
given receiver at a given time" (McCroskey, 1984, p.19).
McCroskey (1982c) noted that the measurement of
situational CA had received little attention, and
suggested that the measure of state anxiety (Spielberger,
1966), as modified by Richmond (1978), appeared to be a
satisfactory measurement device. Since that date, the
SCAM inventory (McCroskey and Richmond, 1982a) has been

developed to measure levels of situational CA.

One way of summarising this review of CA measures is to
suggest that, despite the 20 years of research in this
area, and the enormous number of published studies, at
the present time there appears to be no completely
satisfactory instrument available for operationalising
the concept of communication apprehension, except
possibly at the Situational or Statelike level. As Porter
(1981) has argued, precisely because of its massive
application, the adequacy of the PRCA is of enormous
concern. It is clear that the PRCA must be used with
caution, and any additional measures, such as those
developed for use in the specific context of telephone
apprehension must be examined with great care before

widespread application.
Areas for Future Examination
This review has demonstrated that at present, and despite

an enormous research effort, the study of CA suffers from
a number of conceptual and empirical limitations and
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confusions. To the extent that telephone apprehension is
properly conceptualised as a context-specific, channel-
specific sub-category of traitlike CA, an appreciation of
both the existing work within CA, and its limitations,
must constitute the starting point for research on this
topic. In Chapter Four the available research
specifically dealing with telephone apprehension will be
reviewed. Before this, in Chapter Three, those areas of
research sﬁch as reticence, shyness and willingness to
communicate which are closely related to CA and to

telephone apprehension will be examined.
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CHAPTER THREE
CONCEPTS RELATED TO COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION

SYNOPSIS

In this chapter concepts related to communication
apprehension, and hence to telephone apprehension, were
reviewed. These concepts, such as reticence, shyness, and
unwillingness to communicate, all involve at least three
components: negative affect, behavioural avoidance, and
inadequate communication competence. The terms differ
conceptually in the emphasis given to these elements.
Whilst it has been argued (Kelly, 1982a) that in practice
the terms cannot be differentiated, in this chapter,
following Leary (1983a), they have been reviewed

separately.

Reticence is defined in terms of people who do not, in
the opinion of themselves and others, communicate
competently. The empirical support for this
conceptualisation was reviewed, and problems with this
conceptualisation noted. The relation of reticence to
telephone apprehension, and the implications of the
concept of reticence for the study of telephone
apprehension were explored.

The varying definitions of shyness were reviewed, and it
was suggested that the distinction between the social
anxiety (affective) and social inhibition (behavioural)
components of shyness is important, and the proposal that
shyness is a psychological syndrome that includes both
subjective social anxiety (affect) and inhibited social
behaviour, placing equal emphasis on both the internally
experienced discomfort and externally observable
behaviour, is seen to be the most acceptable definition
of shyness. It was noted that men appear to be more shy
than women, that the proportion of shy people does not
vary greatly across cultures, and that most shy people
consider shyness to be a problemn.
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The unwillingness to communicate concept and scale was an
explicit attempt to broaden and integrate the concepts of
communication apprehension and reticence. It is concerned
simply with the extent to which an individual is
unwilling to communicate, without specifying particular
causes or affective correlates. The scale was found to
consist of two independent factors, measuring affect and
behaviour. The willingness to communicate construct,
developed as a purely behavioural concept, is derived
from the observation that consistent individual
differences in behavioural tendencies with regard to
frequency and amount of talk have repeatedly been noted
in the research literature. The relation of willingness
to communicate with communication apprehension,
communication behaviour, and self-perceived communication
competence were explored, and the implications of
research on willingness to communicate for telephone

apprehension noted.
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CHAPTER THREE

CONCEPTS REIATED TO COMMUNICATION APPREHENSTION

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter a number of concepts closely related to
CA will be examined, such as reticence, shyness and
social anxiety. Concepts which appear to be the converse
of the CA concept, such as willingness to communicate are
also examined. Finally, the parallel notion of receiver
or listening apprehension is examined. The implications
of each of these concepts for the study of telephone

apprehension are explored.

Constructs related to Communication Apprehension:

Same or Different?

In the psychological and communication literatures there
are a number of constructs which appear to be very
similar to, or are the converse of CA. They include
shyness, reticence, unwillingness and willingness to
communicate, and predisposition to verbal behaviour. More
specific concepts, at the level of generalised context
CA, include stage fright and public speaking anxiety, and
receiver or listening apprehension. The more general
concept of social anxiety is also clearly relevant.

In his 1982 review, McCroskey discusses several

constructs related to CA. He notes:

".. the communication apprehension construct is neither
the largest nor the smallest of the group. Communication
competence, or reticence, seems to be the broadest
construct. Unwillingness to Communicate and PVB
(Predisposition to Verbal behaviour), seen as parallel
but not fully isomorphic constructs, are viewed as
constructs purporting to explain parts of what is seen as
reticence. Communication apprehension is seen as one of
the elements leading to unwillingness to communicate or
negative PVB. Stage fright and audience anxiety are seen
as representative subconstructs of communication
apprehension. Shyness, depending on how the label is
employed in a given case, can be employed as an
equivalent term for constructs at each of the descending

76



conceptual levels." (McCroskey, 1982a: p.1l44)

The most general term appears to be social anxiety.
Whilst social anxiety and CA are distinct concepts, the
two terms are clearly related. In this thesis social
anxiety is taken to be the more general concept,
referring to anxiety associated with all social
situations, including both communicative and non-
communicative social situations. However, given that
social situations typically involve communication, the
degree of overlap is likely to be considerable.

In addition to differences in scope, these terms are also
distinguished in terms of their discipline of use. The
literature on social anxiety is primarily psychological
in origin, whereas the literature on CA is almost
exclusively from communication scholars.

At the same level of specificity (Fishbein and Ajzen,
1975) the terms reticence, shyness and unwillingness to
communicate are used. These concepts all involve at least
three components: negative affect associated with
communication, avoidance of communication and inadequate
communication competence. Each term focuses on one of
these elements as primary, normally by identifying it as
the casual element (Kelly, 1982a). The original
conceptualisation of CA illustrates this; communication
was avoided because of anxiety. Reticence (Phillips,
1968, 1980) is defined in cognitive-affective terms, and
is seen as a characteristic of people who avoid
communication because of inadequate communication skills,
and who also feel anxious because of their inadequacy.
The term shyness is used to refer to a wide range of
behavioural and affective problems, including inadequate
social skills, apprehension about social situations, and
low self-esteem (Zimbardo, Pilkonis and Norwood, 1975),
but is most commonly taken as referring to a combination
of negative affect and behavioural inhibition.
Unwillingness to Communicate (Burgoon, 1976) is defined
in purely behavioural terms, and is characteristic of
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people who avoid communication regardless of the cause,
and who may or may not feel anxious. In general,
definitions in this area are fuzzy and establishing
differences and similarities amongst concepts is
difficult. Kelly (1982a) noted that the result is
confusion over how many distinct problems exist and the
extent to which the diversity of labels reflects a real
diversity of problems. She argued that in practice the
distinctions made do not result in operational
differences, and that these concepts should be treated as
synonymous. However, Leary (1983a) has argued that the
conceptual differences do make a difference, and in the
following review of the literature this more conservative
approach will be followed. Each of these concepts will be
examined separately, and the implications of each for the
study of telephone apprehension will be commented upon.

RETICENCE

Originally reticence and CA were virtually the same
construct. They both represented an expansion of the
earlier concept of stage fright to include other oral
communication contexts, and both referred to anxiety
about communication or anticipated communication.
Phillips defined the reticent person as someone "for whom
anxiety about participation in oral communication
outweighs his projection of gain from the situation."
(Phillips, 1968, p.40)

Phillips (1968) studied a sample of 4500 students and on-
the basis of this and other questionnaire studies,
estimated that at least 5% of the American university
population experience a severe and generalised problem
with oral communication. Other estimates (Pedersen, 1970)
suggest that approximately 25% of the American population
can be described in this way. '
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Clarification of the Reticence Concept

In addition to the primary definition of reticence noted
above, Phillips (1968) elaborated his description of
reticence, and confounded self-reported anxiety about
communication with the behavioural characteristic of the
avoidance of communication, and the cognitive
characteristic of communicative incompetence. Phillips
suggested that this was a necessary characteristic of the

reticence syndrome:

"Mere quietness is not the problem! .. The reticent
person .... cannot participate even when he needs to or
when he feels strongly enough to want to. He has become a
prisoner of his technique of avoidance..". Phillips
(1968, p.45)

Sokoloff and Phillips (1976) later acknowledged the
problems of definitions using loosely linked multiple
criteria. They noted that the original definition of
reticence was "an imprecise designation for an aggregate
of problems" (Sokoloff and Phillips, 1976, p.331) and
that the use of different labels by other investigators

had produced considerable confusion.

Phillips (1980) and Sokoloff and Phillips (1976) offered
a revised definition of reticence in terms of people who
do not communicate competently. That is, reticence is the
reverse of communication competence. It involves
"ineffective speech performance, normally stemming from
incapacity, ineptitude, or ignorance relating to one or
more of the rhetorical subprocesses of the speech process
and relationship. 'Ineffectiveness' refers to the failure
to accomplish common goals for which speech is the
normally accepted method of achievement" (Sokoloff and
Phillips, 1976, p.332-333). They also distinguish between
self and other ratings of incompetence, and insist that
an individual's self-perception of incompetence is not
sufficient, but it must be confirmed by others (for
instance, by an expert judge) that such incompetence
exists. Whilst clarifying the centrality of competence to
reticence, Sokoloff and Phillips (1976) maintain another
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confusion. They equate incompetence with being
uncommunicative:

"Reticence ... refers to a choice by an individual to
refrain from participation in required or desired

communication experiences because he is aware of his own
ineptitude." (Sokoloff and Phillips, 1976, p.345)

According to this definition reticence is merely a sub-
set of communication incompetence, and the incompetences
of over- and/or inappropriate communication are ignored.

The identification of reticence with interpersonal
incompetence is challenged by two studies by Kelly
(Kelly, 1982b; Kelly and Copeland, 1983). Kelly (1982b)
asked reticent and non-reticent subjects to interact with
a confederate, with judges observing these interactions.
Judgments were made in terms of fluency, displayed
nervousness and speech activity. Judges did not see
reticent subjects as less competent than non-reticent
participants. Kelly and Copeland (1983) examined the
availability and adequacy of the relationships of
reticent and non-reticent subjects. Contrary to
expectations, reticent subjects reported neither fewer
relationships nor less adequate relationships. In fact,
reticent subjects identified more close attachment
relationships, and reported greater adequacy of these
relationships. They also reported more people with whom
they had other relationships, and more people who

provided relational requirements.

Kelly and Copeland (1983) note that individual
differences in reticence may not have a particularly
powerful impact on the actual behaviours of those
individuals, but may instead have a considerable impact
on the individual's perceptions of their behaviours, and
on other people's perceptions and judgments of their
behaviours and competences, etc. It may be that this is
because reticent people do not differ in terms of the
formal (ie temporal-structural) characteristics of their
communication e.g. how much they talk, hesitations,
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interruptions, etc. Instead, they may be different simply
in terms of what they say and how they say it (ie
stylistics), such as using more uncertainty markers, tag
questions, qualifiers, etc. This difference may be
related to the expressed confidence of what they say; in
particular what they say about themselves. Thus, when
judges are asked to focus upon communicative competence
per se, no differences are found. However, when judges
are asked to evaluate the person, then differences do

appear.

Some evidence to support this proposition is available
from the CA research literature. CA's are more negatively
evaluated as job applicants (Daly, Richmond and Leth,
1979; Richmond, 1977) and are less likely to be offered a
job on the basis of an interview (Daly and Leth, 1976).
High CA's are seen as less socially attractive than low
CA's (McCroskey, Daly, Richmond and Cox, 1975; McCroskey
and Richmond, 1976; Richmond, 1978). These negative
judgments may result from speakers using a style
expressing low self-confidence. The impact of such
stylistic devices is documented by studies of persuasive
impact (London, 1973), of powerful-powerless speech
(O'Barr, 1982) and of language intensity (Bradac, Bowers
and Courtwright, 1979)

Thus, reticent individuals may not initially differ in
‘their formal communication skills, but they may differ in
that they see themselves as unskilled. That is, their
problem is primarily one of unrealistic expectations and
destructive perceptions, and these may then lead to
particular choices and behaviours. This approach to the
understanding of social anxieties and avoidance has been
explored by writers such as Sutton-Simon and Goldfried
(1979), and will be returned to later in this thesis.

Reticent individuals may also differ in their appraisal

of the affective correlates of interaction. Streibel
(1978) noted that both reticents and non-reticents
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reported tension when communicating. However, reticents
believed that the tension was a significant part of their
problem and that they would perform better if they did
not feel it. On the other hand, non-reticents, although
they found the tension unpleasant, did not feel that it
had a significant negative effect on their performance,
and did not see its absence as essential to improved
performance. Follow-up studies of participants in a
programme for reticent students showed that whilst
considerable improvements in the ability to communicate
was reported, reported levels of communication anxiety
had not been reduced. Rather, such tension was no longer
seen as an impairment (Metzger, 1974; Oerkvitz, 1975).

Relation of reticence to communication apprehension

McCroskey (1982a) has suggested that reticence represents
the broad range of communicative incompetence, with CA
representing a subset of that broad construct. CA relates
to communicative incompetence stemming from anxiety or
fear. (McCroskey, 1982a, p.140). However, it seems more
accurate to see the behaviour of avoidance of
communication as the most general term, with both
reticence and CA being subsets, distinguished in terms of
their identification of specific causes for this
avoidance. In the case of reticence, avoidance results
from self-perceived incompetence, which may then have the
additional consequences of both anxiety and incompetence
as judged by others. In the case of CA, avoidance is due
to anxiety, which then has the additional consequences of
both self-perceived and other-perceived incompetence.

Implications of reticence for the study of telephone
apprehension

The reticence concept leads to a number of propositions

concerning telephone apprehension and use.
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1: Self-perceived telephone communication incompetence
(telephone reticence) will lead to avoidance of use of

the telephone.

2: Self-perceived telephone communication incompetence
(telephone reticence) will be associated with high
levels of telephone apprehension

3: High telephone reticents will not be perceived as any
less competent with respect to telephone communication
than people who experience moderate or low levels of

telephone reticence.

4: When using the telephone, high and low telephone
reticents will not differ significantly in terms of
the structural characteristics of communication, such
as the amount of time spent communicating, but they
will differ in terms of the stylistic characteristics
of communication, such as what is said and how it is

said.

5: High and low telephone reticents will have different
expectations concerning the effectiveness and
efficiency of telephone communication. That is, high
telephone reticents will see themselves as incompetent
because their expectations of what would constitute
effective and efficient telephone communication are

(unrealistically) high.

SHYNESS

Zimbardo (1977a) acknowledged that shyness "is a fuzzy
concept", while McCroskey (1982a) noted that the term

does not represent a single construct. Rather, it has

been applied to a variety of disparate constructs, and
does not seem to have any property that is either
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universal, nor that is unique to it and is not referenced
by other related constructs. Further, there is a tendency
to define shyness in terms of multiple elements. Some
definitions emphasise the internal discomfort experienced
by the shy pérson (eg Zimbardo, 1977b), others focus upon
the observable behaviours of the shy person (eg avoidance
of interaction), others identify shyness as inappropriate
interaction (ie inadequate competence), and some see
shyness as the combination of some or all of these
elements. Many definitions also include, or imply, a
specification of one or more possible causes of shyness.
The definitions offered demonstrate the varying emphasis
on behavioural, affective and a combination of these
elements in the definition of shyness.

Zimbardo (1977a) viewed shyness as characterised by
apprehension and nervousness in interpersonal encounters.
Buss (1980) locates shyness within a more general
construct which he terms "social anxiety". This sees the
discomfort experienced in the presence of others as
primary. Buss (1984) defines shyness as "discomfort,
inhibition, and awkwardness in social situations,
especially with people who are not familiar" (Buss, 1984,
p.39). However, Buss also notes the behavioural
correlates of this discomfort. He emphasises the lack
rather than the inadequacy of behaviour, and explicitly
restricts shyness to interpersonal contexts. Leary
(1983b) also uses the "social anxiety" concept, but
suggests that this refers only to the affective component
of shyness. He defines shyness as a psychological
syndrome that includes both subjective social anxiety and
inhibited social behaviour, placing equal emphasis on
both the internally experienced discomfort and externally
observable behaviour (see also Crozier, 1979; Jones and
Russell, 1982).

Pilkonis, Heape and Klein (1980) focus upon the

behavioural component, in terms of the avoidance of
interaction and its inappropriateness. Shyness is
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characterised by avoidance of social interaction, and the
failure to respond appropriately to other péople.
McCroskey and Richmond's (1982) definition of shyness
focuses exclusively on the behavioural element. Shyness
is "the tendency to be timid, reserved, and most
specifically, talk less". Their conceptualisation is
equivalent to the unwillingness/willingness to
communicate constructs discussed later. They note that CA
may be one of the causes of shyness, but that there may

be other causes.

The problem with these varying definitions is that the
same term, shyness, has been used in the literature to
refer to radically different psychological phenomena, and
that the result has been conceptual and empirical

confusion.

All definitions of shyness, as compared to CA, appear to
include both a more general and a more specific term. The
more general term refers to the discomfort and anxiety
that is caused by the actual or anticipated presence of
other people, not necessarily just by communication with
them. The more specific term is that shyness tends to be,
implicitly or explicitly, restricted to interpersonal
contexts, and does not include the other social-

communicative contexts referred to by CA.

In this thesis the concept of telephone apprehension will
initially be defined in terms of the affective element,
that is, as the "anxiety or fear associated with the
anticipated or actual use of the telephone as a
communication channel" (Steele and Reinsch 1983). As
such, it will be defined in a manner analogous to CA, and
will assume that the behavioural correlates should be
determined empirically rather than assumed or
incorporated in the definition itself. This approach is
analogous Zimbardo's (1977a) definition of shyness, and
the definition of social anxiety proposed by Leary
(1983a, 1986) and Crozier (1979).
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Because of these varying definitions of shyness, caution
must be exercised when presenting accumulative reviews of
the findings of shyness research. However, three findings
are particularly relevant to the telephone research
reported later in this thesis. Men appear to be more shy
than women (McCroskey, Simpson and Richmond, 1982;
Talley, 1979; Zimbardo, 1977a) These findings are unlike
those for CA, where no consistent sex differences have
been found, and this may be due to the greater emphasis
on the behavioural aspects of the shyness syndrome. It
suggests, as will be noted later, that, if there are sex
differences in telephone apprehension, then telephone
apprehension may be expected to be higher amongst men

than amongst women.

The majority of research on shyness has been conducted on
North American populations (Richmond and McCroskey,
1985). Relatively little research has been conducted in
most other cultures, although it might be expected that
cultural differences would be found in both the incidence
of, and of reactions to shyness. However, the available
research suggests that the proportion of shy people is
essentially the same across a wide variety of cultures
(Richmond and McCroskey, 1985). The implications of this
work for telephone apprehension are to suggest that it is
unlikely that there will be significant cultural
differences in levels of telephone apprehension.

Most shy people consider their shyness to be a problem
(Zimbardo, 1977a). Similarly, high CA's consider
apprehension to be a problem. It can therefore be
predicted that most pedple describing themselves as
experiencing high levels of telephone apprehension will

consider this to be a problem.

There is a further implication, which is that, whilst not
all high telephone apprehensives may be shy, in that
their apprehension may be limited to situations involving
communicating by telephone, all shy people would be
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expected to experience high levels of telephone
apprehension. That is, shyness concerns anxiety and
avoidance of all interpersonal interactions, including

the telephone.

UNWILLINGNESS TO COMMUNICATE

Burgoon presented the unwillingness to communicate
concept, and an associated measurement scale as an
explicit attempt to broaden the concepts of both CA and
reticence (Burgoon, 1976). The construct is concerned
simply with the extent to which an individual is
unwilling to communicate, without proposing causes, nor
specifying particular affective correlates. Burgoon
described this predisposition as "a chronic tendency to
avoid and/or devalue oral communication". Burgoon (1976)
suggests that possible causes of unwillingness to
communicate may be high CA, low self-esteemn,
introversion, anomie and alienation.

The measure of unwillingness to communicate (UCS)
developed by Burgoon (1976) included two separate
factors, one labelled "reward" and the other labelled
"approach-avoidance". Daly (1978b) reported that scores
on the "approach-avoidance" factor were highly correlated
with the PRCA-20 scale (r=0.88), to the extent that the
two measures were virtually interchangeable. Scores on
the approach-avoidance factor correlated significantly
with measures of communication activity such as total
participation in a small group, and amounts of
information-giving and information-seeking in a small
group. On the other hand the "reward" factor was
uncorrelated with the PRCA-20 measure (r=0.01). Scores on
the reward factor were significantly correlated with
satisfaction with the group, attraction to group members,
and perceived integration into the group.
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Burgoon (1976) commented that these results were
disappointing, in the sense that they do not provide
support for a general predisposition of unwillingness to
communicate. Subsequent research using this concept and
scale is very limited. However, these results are
consistent with findings from the study of shyness and
social anxiety, and suggest that a conceptual and
empirical distinction between the behavioural and
affective dimensions should be maintained. That is,
positive and negative affect associated with
communication (the "reward" factor) is not necessarily
correlated with the behavioural characteristics of
approach/avoidance. Rather than assuming their
association, the relationship must be established
empirically. It is also necessary to develop models which
predict and explain the relationship between affect
(apprehension) and behaviour (avoidance). This general
problem has been explored most thoroughly within the
field of attitude-behaviour consistency (see, for
example, Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975), but has not been
pursued within the study of CA.

WILLINGNESS TO COMMUNICATE

The willingness to communicate construct (WTC), and the
very similar predisposition towards verbal behaviour
(PVB) (Mortensen, Arnston and Lustig, 1977) and verbal
activity constructs (McCroskey, Andersen, Richmond, and
Wheeless, 1981; McCroskey and Richmond, 1982) appear to
be the logical opposites of the unwillingness to
communicate construct. The willingness to communicate,
predisposition towards verbal behaviour and verbal
activity constructs are purely behavioural, that is, they
refer to observable communicative behaviour. (Whilst this
is the stated intention of their authors, it should be
noted that the most widely used measures of these
constructs are in fact self-report measures, and hence
are likely to be cognitively/affectively mediated.) These
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constructs all derive from the observation of consistent
individual differences in behavioural tendencies with
regard to frequency and amount of talk (eg Chapple and
Arensberg, 1940; Goldman-Eisler, 1951; Borgatta and
Bales, 1953; see also Biggers and Masterson, 1984 and
Giles and Street, 1985). Mortensen, Arnston, and Lustig
(1977) argue that "the more global features of speech
tend to be consistent from one class of social situations
to another", and suggest that there is a characteristic
predisposition of an individual to talk a given amount,
and that this predisposition operates within, and across

the constraints of particular situations.

The Willingness to Communicate (WTC) scale was developed
by McCroskey and colleagues (McCroskey and Baer, 1985;
McCroskey and Richmond, 1985) and aims simply to measure
a behavioural tendency. WTC is not viewed as a unique,
independent aspect of personality, but is seen as a
summative dimension substantially related to, and
generated by a variety of other personality variables,
amongst which are introversion, anomie and alienation,

self esteem and CA.

The statement of the WTC construct and the development of
the associated scale derives directly from the trait-
state conceptualisation of CA (McCroskey, 1982a). That
is, the tendency to communicate should be consistent
across a variety of communication contexts and types of
interlocutors. Consequently, the WTC Scale (Trait Form)
includes items referring to four communication contexts
(public speaking, talking in meetings, talking in small
groups, and talking in dyads) and three types of
receivers (strangers, acquaintances, and friends).

A validity study of the WTC Scale (McCroskey and Baer,
1985) reported high internal reliability (Alpha=0.92).
The mean correlation amongst the four communication
context sub-scores was r=0.58, and amongst the three
interlocutor sub-scores, r=0.58, demonstrating the

89



existence of a high level of consistency across both
different contexts and different types of interlocutors.
Factor analysis indicated that the scale is essentially

unidimensional.

McCroskey and Richmond (1982) presented a measure of
verbal activity which they termed the "Shyness Scale'",
developed from work by McCroskey, Andersen, Richmond, and
Wheeless (1981). They derived a scale which was
factorially distinct from, yet substantially correlated
with a measure of CA. This scale was initially labelled
the Verbal Activity Scale (VAS), but was later (McCroskey
and Richmond, 1982) renamed the Shyness Scale. It is a
self-report scale of the amount of talk in which the
individual typically engages, and as such appears to be
closely related to both the PVB and WTC constructs
described above.

'Zakahi and McCroskey (1986) found that subjects
classified as high or low on the WTC scale behaved very
differently in terms of agreeing to participate in
communication. Although they did not measure actual
communication behaviour, this provided strong support for
the willingness to communicate construct and the WTC
measure. Chan and McCroskey (1987) studied students who
scored one standard deviation above or below the mean on
the WTC measure. Fewer low WTC students participated in
classroom discussions than those who scored high on the
scale. A higher proportion of all of the participations
in each class came from students with high scores on the

scale than from those with low scores.

McCroskey and Richmond (1982) looked at the relationship
between respondents' self-reported VAS scores and reports
of their communication behaviours by observers, in this
case, people who were untrained observers, but who were
friends of the respondents. VAS scores were significant,
but not perfect predictors of observers' reports of
communication behaviour (r=0.53). Evidence from diary
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studies suggests that self-reports of communicative
behaviour typically underestimate the amount of informal,
and overestimate the amount of formal communication.
These results suggest that respondents are able to report
accurately relative differences in communicative
behaviours, and imply that self-reports of telephone
behaviour can be used to explore relative, if not
absolute, differences in the use of the telephone as a
function of differences in levels of telephone

apprehension.

A number of investigations have examined the relationship
between self-reports of communication behaviours, as
measured by scales such as the WTC, PVB and VAS, and
apprehension associated with communication, as measured
by scales such as the PRCA. Mortensen, Arnston, and
Lustig (1977) report a significant correlation of r=-
0.67, and Daly (1978b) reported a correlation of r=-0.66
between PVB scores and PRCA-20 scores. As noted earlier,
the Verbal Activity Scale is factorially distinct from
the PRCA-20 scale (McCroskey, Andersen, Richmond, and
Wheeless, 1981), but correlates significantly with it
(r=0.55). McCroskey and Baer (1985) report a significant
correlation of r=-0.52 between WTC and PRCA-24 scores for
a sample of 428 college students. Clark (1989) reported
that the WTC scale correlated significantly with the PRCA
scale (PRCA version unspecified, but presumed to be the
PRCA-24) with r=-0.538 (n=101, p<0.0001).

McCroskey and Baer (1985) note that the two constructs
appear to share some 25-30% of the data variance, and
whilst CA may therefore be expected to be reasonably
predictive of willingness to communicate (and vice-
versa), there is still substantial variance which must be
accounted for by other variables. It should also be noted
that both kinds of scales are self-report scales, and the
tendency for the individual to over-estimate the
consistency of their affective and behavioural
predispositions may be at least partially responsible for
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the observed correlations.

If this pattern of results generalise to the study of
telephone apprehension, moderate rather than high
correlations may be expected between scales measuring
telephone apprehension and scales measuring willingness
to communicate using the telephone. Similarly, a person's
self-reports of telephone behaviour should be reasonably,
but not perfectly related to objective data describing

that person's telephone usage.

To date, there appears to be no published study of the
relationship between willingness to communicate and
objectively-measured communication competence. It may be
predicted that if a person is not competent to perform a
particular type of behaviour then their experience of
performing that behaviour and its consequences will be
unrewarding or even punishing, and they are therefore
less likely to perform that behaviour in future.
Observation of a range of human activities suggests that
this relationship is not perfect however. People do
engage in activities at which they are not particularly
competent, often whilst believing that they are highly
competent (e.g. car drivers). On the other hand, other
people will refrain from activities because they believe
that they are incompetent even when they possess adequate
or even high levels of competence. The research reported
above concerning the poor relationships between reticence
and both competence and communication behaviours |

illustrates this.

The key relationship appears to be that between a
person's actual communication competence and their
perceived communication competence, and there are good
reasons for believing that these may often be only
loosely related (see Ingram, 1989). Whilst there may bé
little or no relationship between actual communication
competence and willingness/unwillingness to communicate,
there is likely to be a relationship between self-
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perceived communication competence and willingness to
communicate. McCroskey and McCroskey (1986d) report a
partial test of these relationships. They examined the
relationship between WTC and the Self-Perceived
Communication Competence measure (SPCC). This used twelve
items to ask respondents directly to estimate their own
competence as communicators in four situations and with
three different types of interlocutors. The correlation
between WTC and SPCC scores was r=0.59, indicating a
substantial relationship between self-perceived
communication competence and willingness to communicate
(approximately 35% of variance in common).

Downs (1986) examined the relationship of both PRCA-24
and WTC scores of 323 students to their scores on the
Interaction Involvement Scale (IIS: Cegala, Savage,
Brunner and Conrad, 1982). The IIS is a measure of self-
reported cognitive communicative competence. Canonical
correlation analyses, using WTC and PRCA-24 scores as
predictors of.the three IIS dimensions of attentiveness,
responsiveness and perceptiveness, produced a canonical
correlation of 0.38 between WTC and the IIS dimensions,
and a correlation of -0.73 between PRCA-24 and the IIS

dimensions.

According to Downs (1986), these results are consistent
with a model which suggests that self-perceived
competence impacts on anxiety about communication, but is
not the only determinant of such anxiety. In turn,
anxiety about communication impacts on the willingness to
communicate, but is not the only determinant of this
tendency. However, these results also seem to be
consistent with a model in which self-perceived
competence impacts directly on willingness to
communicate, and on anxiety. It should also be noted that
as with all correlation analyses, the relationships may
also operate transitively, that is, anxiety may impact on
self-perceived communicative competence ("If I were
competent, I wouldn't be feeling this anxious, therefore
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I must be incompetent..") and willingness to communicate
may impact on CA ("I don't want to communicate, perhaps

this is because it makes me anxious?").

Research on willingness to communicate has a number of
implications for the study of telephone apprehension.
Perhaps the most important is to note the distinction
between self-reports of affective reactions to
communication and self-reports of behavioural tendencies.
Whilst affective reactions may be significant
determinants of behavioural tendencies they are unlikely
to be either the perfect or the sole predictor. In turn,
affective responses may be partially (although not
completely) determined by self-perceived competence,
which may also directly influence willingness to use the
telephone. It is also clear that there is a need to
examine any proposed scale of telephone apprehension to
identify separate factors of positive and negative
affective response to the telephone, behavioural
tendencies and consistencies, and self-perceived

telephone compétence.

In the following chapter, the available research dealing
directly with telephone apprehension will be reviewed.
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CHAPTER FOUR

TELEPHONE APPREHENSTION

SYNOPSIS

In this chapter the concept of telephone apprehension is
introduced and defined as "anxiety or fear associated
with the anticipated or actual use of the telephone as a
communication channel" (Steele and Reinsch 1983). There
is very little research which explores people's anxieties
and fears with respect to the telephone. Most writers
concerned with the telephone have stressed the sense of
security and reassurance experienced by users of the
phone. However, the frequent and widespread anecdotal
evidence is noted which suggests that telephone
apprehension is often intense and is certainly widely

prevalent.

A number of studies are reviewed, including Wurtzel and
Turner's (1977) study of New York subscribers whose
access to the telephone was eliminated by a telephone

‘ exchange fire, and Noble's recent (1989) study of
telephone uses. These provide descriptive evidence for

negative evaluations of the telephone.

The work of Reinsch and his colleagues (Lewis and
Reinsch, 1982; Steele and Reinsch, 1983, 1984; Reinsch
and Lewis, 1984a) is reviewed. Their development of the
Telephone Apprehension Inventory is outlined, and the
preliminary attempts to demonstrate validity are
described. Findings are reviewed which show that whilst
telephone apprehension may be related in some way to
trait-like communication apprehension, it does not appear
to be related to other specific aspects of communication
apprehension, such as apprehension of public speaking and
writing apprehension. Other data is noted which lead to
consideration of alternative explanations for variations
in reported telephone apprehension, such as generalised
evaluation apprehension or anxiety about communication in
informal and spontaneous situations.
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A second group of studies is reviewed which indicate that
the telephone in general is seen as a less pleasant and
more anxiety-provoking medium than face-to-face. The
telephone is not the preferred medium for the majority of
interactional tasks, although there are a limited number
of specific situations where the telephone is preferred.
However, evidence is also noted that shows the extensive
use that is made of the telephone, that shows that most
people enjoy using the telephone, and that shows that
people claim that the telephone is important to the way
they lead their lives.

The relation of telephone apprehension to apprehension
about information technology and the new media is
outlined, and the interdependence of ‘attitudes to both
old and new communication technologies is signalled. The
claimed significance of telephone apprehension is
outlined, not only in terms of its immediate impact upon
patterns of telephone use, but also its more general, and
more profound impact upon the way that people lead their
lives, and the opportunities available to them and the

outcome of those opportunities.

Finally, the chapter considers and outlines the research
issues to be dealt with in the remainder of this thesis.
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CHAPTER_FOUR

TELEPHONE APPREHENSION

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, existing research examining the specific
problem of telephone apprehension is reviewed, and an
overview of the issues which will explored in this thesis

is presented.

TELEPHONE APPREHENSTION

Telephone apprehension refers to the idea that a person
may be markedly uncomfortable about communicating when
using the telephone. It can be defined as "anxiety or
fear associated with the anticipated or actual use of the
telephone as a communication channel" (Steele and
Reinsch, 1983). It has been hypothesised that telephone
apprehension may influence individuals to avoid the use
of the telephone, to prefer other modes of communication
when they are available, and to hinder, or at least
affect, performance the telephone is used.

As noted in the preceding chapters, extensive research
effort has been devoted to defining, operationalising,
and exploring the precursors and consequences of
communication apprehension. Recently, with burgeoning
interest in information technology and "The New Media,
attention has been given to the concept of "computer-
phobia" in particular, and to the concept of "technology-
phobia" in general. Within psychology, there has long
been an interest in the problem of anxiety, and within
clinical psychology, an interest in the problem of
phobias. Considerable attention has been given to the
problem of social anxieties and shyness. However, with
the exception of the work of Steele and Reinsch (1983,
1984) almost no attention has been given to telephone
apprehension, which may be seen to be related to, and
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relevant to, the anxieties and apprehensions noted above.
Within the generally neglected field of telephone
research (see Chapter One), an indication of this
specific neglect is given by an examination of recent
review volumes by Rutter and by Pool (Pool, 1977, 1983;
Rutter, 1987) In none of these volumes is the topic of
telephone anxiety (or the related terms telephone
apprehension, fear and phobia) either indexed or
mentioned. The topic is mentioned in passing in a number
of review essays, but only to note its existence rather
than to explore the topic more fully (see for example
Aronson, 1971; Ball, 1968). Harris (1957) does tackle the
subject, but from a psychoanalytic rather than

communications perspective.

Rather than apprehension, in most reviews and
commentaries on the telephone, the relation of the
telephone to feelings of increased security and
reassurance are stressed. For instance, Aronson (1971)
proposed that, at the psychological level, the telephone
reduces anxiety and loneliness, whilst increasing

- feelings of security as a result of its role in
maintaining "psychological neighbourhoods". Maddox (1977)
quotes Marilyn Monroe as saying: "Do you know who I've
always depended on? Not strangers, not friends. The
telephone! That's my best friend."

Despite this tendency to see the telephone as !'friendly!'
and unproblematic, telephone apprehension is a phenomena
frequently referred to in casual conversation, and
discussions of this topic generate considerable anecdotal
evidence attesting to its prevalence and importance. For
instance, in a very early review, Casson (1910) noted
that a common early reaction to the telephone was fear:
"The very idea of talking at a piece of sheet-iron was so
new and extraordinary that the normal mind repulsed
it....People who talked for the first time into a
telephone box had a sort of stage fright. They felt
foolish." (Casson, 1910, p44). Kleinfield (1981) noted
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that "therapists have encountered certain personality
types who can't at all cope with the 'phone. They
literally fear making a call." (Kleinfield, 1981, plé).
Goodman (1982) referred to such people as "phono-
phobics", and many anecdotal references exist in the
popular and training literature to this problem. For
instance, descriptions of "tele-sales" have noted that
selling by telephone "is inappropriate for phono-phobics,
people who fear the telephone". (Tulsa World, 1982).
Rakow (1988), in her ethnographic study of telephone use
in a rural American community, noted that individual
dislike of (and also, of a particular liking for) using
the telephone was frequently commented on. Interestingly,
disliking the telephone is most frequently said about
men, and is offered as an explanation of the relatively

greater use of the telephone by women.

Existing Telephone Apprehension Research

Existing research examining telephone apprehension is
limited. Much of the available evidence is incidental,
and is reported as secondary to the major focus of the
original study. For instance, Wurtzel and Turner (1977)
studied an area of New York which had been affected by a
fire in its telephone exchange, putting the local
telephone system out of action for 23 days. As part of
their larger study of the effects of the fire on the
lives of people living in the area, they looked at
anxieties surrounding the use of the telephone. 190
individuals took part in their survey. Each individual
was asked to select one of four statements which most
nearly represented their attitude to the telephone. The
four statements, and the percentage of respondents

selecting each statement, were:
I enjoy using the telephone and use it at every
opportunity: 33.2%
I use the telephone whenever I have to: 51.5%

I dislike using the telephone but use it when
necessary: 11.6%
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I avoid using the telephone as much as
possible: 3.7

oo

Clearly, there are problems with extrapolations from such
a small and unsystematic sample, but they do suggest that
the problem of telephone apprehension is of some
.importance. They suggest that nearly 4% of an American
urban population experience significant, and that a
further 12% experience some degree of telephone
apprehension. If similar rates and levels of apprehension
were found throughout the USA, then, with a projected
population of 248.4 million in 1990, some 9.94 million
people would be classified as experiencing significant,
and a further 29.81 million would be classified as
experiencing moderate telephone apprehension. If similar
rates and levels of apprehension were to be found in the
UK, then, in the population of 50.4 million (mid-1988),
some 2.02 million people would experience significant
levels of telephone apprehension, and a further 6.05
million experience moderate levels of telephone

apprehension.

It should be noted that Wurtzel and Turner's (1977)
survey had a number of limitations. It was itself
conducted by telephone, and was therefore likely to have
missed people who were very high in telephone
apprehension, who either do not have telephones, or who
have them but insist that other people answer the
telephone. These factors suggest that the level of
telephone apprehension identified was likely to be an
underestimate of the actual situation. It is also likely
that there were demand characteristics associated with a
telephone survey ingquiring about telephone usage, and
these would have affected responses to the questions,
although the direction of bias is uncertain. There may
aiso have been other factors, such as convenience and
cost, which influenced people's responses to questions
asking about their telephone usage, and therefore not all
negative responses should be attributed to telephone

apprehension per se.
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In a study of 100 Australian telephone users, Noble
(1987) developed a set of scales to assess "telephone
obedience". Nine scales were designed to assess the -
extent to which people felt compelled to answer a ringing
telephone (even when the phone is in a call-box, and is
unlikely to be for them). The scale items used were:

1: I always feel that I have to answer the telephone
whenever it rings.

2: I would like someone to screen my calls. (R)
3: I can ignore a ringing telephone. (R)
4: I always answer the telephone as soon as possible.

5: I feel guilty if the phone rings and I don't answer
it.

6: I often feel like taking the telephone off the hook.
(R)

7: I take my time to answer the telephone. (R)

8: If I don't or can't answer the telephone I worry in
case I miss out on something.

9: I answer the telephone even when I know the call is
not for me.

He found that most people felt that they had to answer a
ringing telephone (73%), even when they know that the
call is not for them (59%). 55% of people reported
feeling 'guilty if the telephone rings and I don't answer
it', and 58% worried 'in case I miss out on something if
I don't or can't answer the telephone'. Noble (1987)
found that telephone obedient people were in general more

anxious (r=0.25, p<0.006).

In a later study, Noble (1989) reported a preliminary
analysis of a 'uses and gratifications' approach to
understanding telephone use. The study, which involved
interviews with nearly 1000 respondents, included four

questions:
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1: Why I like to use the telephone.

2: Why I sometimes dislike the telephone.
3: Why I like receiving phone calls.

4: How I feel the phone "uses" me.

These questions provide some insight into possible
reasons underlying telephone apprehension. Illustrative
reasons cited by Noble (1989) include:

Why people sometimes dislike the telephone:

'Because you get wrong numbers and bills.'

'Can't tell who is on the other end.'!

'Some people talk too long on the phone.'

'Impersonal, and hard to transmit exact feelings.'
'Allows me to be disturbed when I don't want to be, or by
people I don't want to.'

'It is too convenient: it's too tempting to call friends
when I should be studying.'

'Inconvenient calls at inconvenient times.'

'Obligation to answer the phone.'

'Business people ring up at home.'

How I feel the phone "uses" me:

'I hate waiting for an important call.'

'I hate it when people hunt me down with a phone.'

'TI can't stand getting stuck on the phone for too long.'
'I always feel I should answer the phone for feér of
missing out on something.'

'Intrusion of privacy.' »

'People ring up and ask favours, and put you on the spot,
and often you reply without having properly considered.'
'I feel annoyed when people don't ring, which affects my
emotions for the day. It also stops me from doing things
and from going out.'

'People ring at inconvenient times.'

As Noble (1989) notes, these comments make it clear that

psychologically the telephone is seen as very much a
"double-edged sword". The benefits of the phone, such as
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convenience, time-saving and the overcoming of problems
of distance and dispersion, are accompanied by

complementary disadvantages.

Noble (1989) also presented a preliminary classification
of uses of the phone. This classification was based on
the analysis of a small sample of the total number of
interviews conducted (No details are given of the size of
the sample, but it appears to have been based on the
analysis of approximately 40 interviews). Noble (1989)
divided the reasons people gave for disliking the phone

into 11 categories:

What people dislike about the telephone

1: Expense

2: Interruptions (time inconvenient)

3: Invasion of privacy (caller inconvenient)

4: Nuisance calls (topic unwelcome eg obscene calls,
sales calls)

5: Unwanted availability (caller unwelcome)

6: Failure to connect (wrong number, no reply, engaged,
wrong person, answer machine)

7: Problematic communication (medium creates
difficulties for effective/efficient
comnmunication)

8: Over-convenience (user over-uses phone)

9: Obedience (obligation to answer)

10: Impersonal (difficult to communicate feelings)

11: Brings bad news

Whilst a number of the categories suggested by Noble
appear to overlap or duplicate (eg 3 and 5, 7 and 10)
this is a useful initial categorisation of the reasons
underlying dislike of the telephone.

A preliminary classification of the ways in which people
felt the telephone "used" them was also presented, which
showed considerable overlap with the classification of
reasons for disliking the telephone:
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How people feel the phone 'uses' them

1: Obedience (obligation to answer)
2: Time damage (interruptions, time wasted, invasion of
privacy)
3: Nuisance calls/callers (unwanted calls)
4: Powerful persuasive medium (manipulated via phone in
unwanted ways)
5: Cost of convenience (too convenient leads to too
costly)
6: Too enticing (over-use)
7: Insensitive callers (callers don't take account of
‘ receiver's situation)
8: Unpleasant anticipation (uncomfortable waiting for
important incoming call)

9: Pressure to acquire telephone

Whilst detailing a number of reasons underlying negative
attitudes towards the telephone, these classifications
focus upon "rational" reasons for such negative
evaluations. They do not include anxiety about the
telephone per se, except in their reference to the
problematic nature of telephone communication, either in
creating barriers to effective and efficient
communication (Items 7 and 10 in "What people dislike
about the telephone") or in facilitating particular kinds
of communication (Item 4 in "What people dislike about
the telephone" and Item 4 in "How people feel the phone

'uses' thenm").

Lewis and Reinsch (1982), working in the USA, collected
data from 58 business communication students, 52 high
school teachers of business communication, and 16 college
professors. Each subject was tested using measures of
communication apprehension (PRCA-OF: Scott, McCroskey and
Sheahan, 1978), speech apprehension (PRCA-13: Porter,
1981), writing apprehension (WAT: Daly and Miller, 1975),
and telephone apprehension. Telephone apprehension was
measured with a set of three Likert-type scales. Lewis
and Reinsch found that telephone apprehension, as
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measured by their 3-item scale, was significantly
correlated with communication apprehension (PRCA-
OF:r=0.383, n=126, p<0.001) but non-significantly
correlated with speech apprehension (PRCA-13:r=0.141,
n=126, ns) and non-significantly correlated with writing
apprehension (r=-0.052, n=126, ns). Lewis and Reinsch
also found that responses to the four-part question used
by Wurtzel and Turner (1977) were significantly
correlated with their 3-item scale of telephone
apprehension. (The internal reliabiiity of their 3-item
scale was only 0.692.)

This very preliminary research appeared to indicate that
telephone apprehension is related to overall
communication apprehension, but not to apprehensions
associated with specific kinds of communication such as
public speaking and writing.

The significant positive correlation of telephone
apprehension with communication apprehension could be
interpreted in a number of ways. Firstly, telephone
apprehension may simply be a component of general
communication apprehension in the trivial sense that the
Scott, McCroskey and Sheahan (1978) scale could include
questions which refer directly or indirectly to telephone
use, and to telephone apprehension, and thereby
duplicates Lewis and Reinsch's (1982) measure of-
telephone apprehension. The observed correlation would
then derive merely from this duplication of questions.
Examination of the Scott et al (1978) scale shows that
this is not the case. The scale makes no reference to the
use of the telephone (which, in a scale attempting to
assess communication apprehension in an organisational

setting, might be seen as a significant failing!).

There are in addition two non-trivial senses in which
telephone apprehension may be a component of
communication apprehension. The first, as argued in
Chapter Two, is that communication apprehension as a
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generalised measure should tap apprehension associated
with a range of communication situations and channels of
communication, such as face-to-face conversation, public
speaking, and use of the telephone. As such, telephone
apprehension is necessarily a component of communication
apprehension, and measures of telephone apprehension
should correlate to some degree with measures of overall
communication apprehension. However, the
operationalisation of communication apprehension used by
Lewis and Reinsch (1982) did not adopt this approach to
communication apprehension. Reinsch and Lewis (1984a)
clearly identify telephone apprehension as an example of
Generalised-Context apprehension, but they also note that
people who are quite comfortable in other contexts may
experience heightened apprehension when called upon to
communicate by telephone, and vice-versa, implying that
they would expect inter-context correlations to be low,
and correlations between scores with respect to this
context and generalised trait measures to be modest.

The second sense in which telephone apprehension and
communication apprehension may be related is that whilst
communication apprehension in
organisational/interpersonal contexts and telephone
apprehension are conceptually and operationally
independent, in practice, people who are likely to
experience one are also likely to experience the other,
and vice-versa. This may be because the same dynamics
underlie both telephone apprehension and
organisational/interpersonal communication apprehension.

In addition to the significant correlation between
telephone apprehension and communication apprehension
scores, Lewis and Reinsch (1982) also reported non-
significant correlations between telephone apprehension
scores and measures of speaking and writing apprehension.
Two different explanations of this pattern of
correlations are possible. One explanation is that the
pattern reflects differences between pre-meditated and
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spontaneous communication situations (and possibly,
closely allied to this, between formal and informal
situations), and that telephone apprehension may be
related to the spontaneous nature of telephone
communication. (As noted in Chapter One, Goddard (1973)
found that most telephone calls are not pre-arranged,
whilst most face-to-face meetings are.) A second
explanation is that the pattern reflects differences
between situations where personal evaluation is salient
versus those where it is not. If this were the case, the
possibility that telephone apprehension might merely be a
reflection of more generalised evaluation apprehension

could be rejected.

The first explanation of the pattern of correlates is
that telephone apprehension is related to the spontaneous
nature of telephone communication. Lewis and Reinsch
(1982) assessed communication apprehension using the
Organisational Form of the PRCA developed by Scott,
McCroskey and -Sheahan (1978). This measure consists
primarily of items which refer to one-to-one or small
group, face-to-face interactions. These are situations
where conversation is likely to be relatively informal
and spontaneous. On the other hand, the measure of speech
apprehension used Porter's (1981) short form of the
original PRCA (McCroskey, 1970). This scale taps
anxieties about speaking in public, that is, about
situations where one person is called upon to present a
relatively formal, premeditated speech to a multi-person
audience. Similarly, the measure of writing apprehension
(Daly and Miller, 1975) used by Lewis and Reinsch (1982)
taps anxieties about producing text. This is, by
definition, a relatively formal, premeditated activity.
Thus, this first explanation seems to be consistent with
the data available.

The second explanation of the pattern of correlates is

that telephone apprehension reflects a difference between
situations where personal evaluation is salient versus
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those where it is not. To the extent that Porter's (1981)
short-form of the PRCA taps anxieties about speaking in
public, it is also likely to be tapping anxieties about
situations where evaluation of the speaker is likely to
be highly salient to all participants. (Indeed, Porter
(1981) criticised the validity of the PRCA, argquing that
it measured evaluation apprehension rather than
communication apprehension.) Similarly, measures of
writing apprehension are likely to be tapping anxieties
not only about producing text, but also about the
evaluation of that text by an audience. Thus, evaluation
is likely to be a salient aspect of both public speaking
and writing situations. On the other hand, evaluation per
se is likely to be a less salient aspect of the one-to-
one or small group, face-to-face interactions referred to
in the PRCA-OF (Scott, McCroskey and Sheahan, 1978). This
pattern of results is therefore consistent with the
suggestion that telephone apprehension is not merely a
specific manifestation of a more generalised evaluation
apprehension. Overall, these results suggest that
telephone apprehension is apprehension associated with a
situation where conversation is relatively informal and
spontaneous, and where speaker evaluation is not a

salient cause of anxiety.

The Telephone Apprehension Inventory

In a later study, Steele and Reinsch (1983) attempted to
develop a reliable measure of telephone apprehension.
They produced an initial pool of 92 5-point Likert items.
These items were taken from a variety of previous general
communication and speech apprehension scales (Beatty,
Kruger and Springhorn, 1976; Burgoon, 1976; Gilkinson,
1942; Lewis and Reinsch, 1982; McCroskey, 1970;
Mortensen, Arnston and Lustig, 1977; Taylor, 1953; Watson
and Friend, 1969; and Wheeless, 1975) as well as being
generated by the authors and colleagues. Responses from
81 American undergraduates were used to test for internal

108



reliability, and 62 items were eliminated on this basis.
The wording of the remaining was refined,and in some
cases reversed in polarity. The resulting items were
presented to a further 371 undergraduates. Responses were
obtained from 333 subjects, and analysed for reliability
and a factor analysis performed. Correlations between the
composite score for the 30 items and the individual
scales were examined, and the items with the lowest
correlations systematically discarded until only 20 items
remained. The overall reliability for these 20 items was
high, with an alpha (Cronbach, 1951) of 0.940. An
unrotated factor analysis "strongly indicated the
presence of a single major factor" (Steele and Reinsch,
1983, pll). Every scale had its primary loading on the
first factor, and every primary loading was 0.56 or
greater. The item-composite score correlations for each
of the items are presented in Table 1, together with
similar data from a replication study by Steele and
Reinsch (1984).

Table 1: Item-Composite score correlations

ITEM ITEM-TOTAL CORRELATION

STEELE & REINSCH 1983 1984

1: I look forward to telephone conversations

.652 .623

2: I feel it is difficult to converse over the phone

.627 .689

3: I avoid speaking on the telephone whenever possible

.602 .657

4: I find speaking on the telephone pleasant
.710 .707

5: I take pride in my speaking ability over the phone
.546 .499

6: It is easy for me to express myself on the telephone

.547 .544
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Table 1 (cont'd): Item-Composite score correlations

ITEM ITEM-TOTAL CORRELATION
STEELE & REINSCH 1983 1984

7: I thoroughly enjoy speaking on the telephone
.661 .714

8: I feel rushed and pushed when I use the phone

.675 .572

9: When I have to talk on the phone, I grow nervous and

uncomfortable
.618 .585

10: I hurry to finish the conversation when talking on
the telephone
.568 .650

11: I feel misunderstood when
I use the phone .677 .615

12: I have problems expressing myself over the telephone

.575 .659
13: I do not like to talk on the phone

.716 .783
14: I feel inhibited using the phone

.563 .658
15: I feel relaxed and comfortable when speaking on the

telephone

.725 .667
16: I dread speaking on the phone

.713 .652

17: I feel calm and comfortable using the telephone

.714 .692

18: I do not feel comfortable using the telephone

.745 .684

19: I have feelings of frustration after most phone calls

.661 .484
20: I avoid using the phone
.587 .653
Alpha .940 .938
N 333 434
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Overall scores on the final 20 item, 5-point scale could
range between 20 (minimum apprehension) and 100 (maximum
apprehension). For this group of 333 subjects the actual
minimum score was 20, and the maximum score was 83. The
mean was 40.862, (mode = 42, median = 40) with a standard
deviation of 11.636, skewness was 0.884 and kurtosis was

1.304.

FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE: C04F0l1.GEM

Using the normative conceptualisation of problematic
apprehension adopted by McCroskey and other communication
apprehension researchers, Steele and Reinsch (1983)
suggest that some 22.2 % of this group experience
moderate to severe levels of telephone apprehension. They
report that 12.3% (41) respondents scored more than one
standard deviation above the mean, and 7.8% (26) scored
more than 2 standard deviations above the mean. Only 7
respondents (2.1%) scored more than three standard
deviations above the mean. In broad terms these figures
correspond well with those obtained by Wurtzel and Turner
(1977).

In a replication of their 1983 study, Steele and Reinsch
(1984) reported a mean of 42.956 and a standard deviation
of 11.518 (N=434), with an alpha of 0.938. The range of
scores was from 20 to 93. In this replication, 14% of
respondents scored one or more standard deviations above

the mean.

The relatively high levels of telephone apprehension
indicated by these three studies (Steele and Reinsch,
1983, 1984; Wurtzel and Turner, 1977) are to some extent
surprising. The telephone is apparently a dyadic,
interpersonal medium of communication, and Strohkirch and
Parks (1986) have shown that people experience most
communication apprehension in public speaking contexts,
less apprehension in small-group contexts such as
meetings and group discussions, and least apprehension in
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dyadic contexts.

In their 1984 replication, Steele and Reinsch explored
various aspects of the validity of the scale. Kerlinger
(1973) cites three criteria of validity: content
validity, criterion-related validity, and construct
validity. Content validity of a scale refers to the
judged relevance of the scale items to the property being
measured. Criterion-related validity refers to the
ability of the scale to predict behaviours or attributes
specified by an underlying theory. This type of validity
can be established by external verification of the scale,
or by the use of already established scales with known
properties. Construct validity is concerned with the
relationship of concepts to each other i.e. it involves a
determination of how variance is shared amongst a group
of related constructs. Steele and Reinsch (1984) examined
content validity by asking judges to comment on the items
comprising the scale; criterion-related validity was
examined in terms both of other measures of attitude to
the telephone, and of (self-reported) telephone usage:;
construct validity was examined in terms of the
relationship of the scale to measures of other kinds of

communication apprehension.

Judges evaluated the content validity of the scale in
terms of the apparent relevance of the scale items to a
definition of telephone apprehension. Steele and Reinsch
(1984) concluded that the scale did possess content
validity. Criterion-related validity was evaluated by
comparing scale scores with self-reported telephone
behaviour. People with higher scores reported initiating
and receiving fewer calls than people with lower scale
scores. The correlation between telephone apprehension
and number of calls initiated was r=-0.2704 (p<0.001),
whilst the correlation with calls received was lower but
still significant (r=-0.1412, p<0.002). It should be
noted that the number of calls were self-reported, and it
might be expected that this self-report measure might
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correlate with self-reported telephone apprehension for
reasons other than objective variation in the number of
calls, and is likely to correlate more closely than an

objective measure of actual behaviour.

Respondents were also asked to choose the single item in
the four-part multiple choice question used by Wurtzel
and Turner (1977) which best described their use of the
telephone. These items are again self-reports of
behaviour, rather than objective, independent measures of
behaviour, and each item appears to tap a mixture of both
self-reported behaviour and attitudes towards the
telephone. Results showed a significant negative:
correlation (r=-0.6014, p<0.001l) between answers to this
item and the scale, such that people with higher scale
scores were more likely to report avoiding the use of the

telephone.

Construct validity was explored by examining the
correlations between scores on the scale and measures of
communication apprehension, speech apprehension and
receiver apprehension. Communication apprehension was
measured using the PRCA-OF (Scott, McCroskey and Sheahan,
1978), with two items deleted to give an 18 item scale.
Speech apprehension was measured using Porter's (1981)
13-item short form of the PRCA. (The two items omitted
from the PRCA-OF were exact duplicates of items in this
short form of the PRCA.) Receiver apprehension was
measured using the Receiver Apprehension Test (RAT)
developed by Wheeless (Scott and Wheeless, 1977,
Wheeless, 1975). Results showed that TAI scores were
significantly and positively correlated with
communication apprehension (PRCA-OF, r=0.2740, p<0.0001),
speech apprehension (PRCA-13, r=0.1268, p<0.004), and
receiver apprehension (RAT, r=0.4576, p<0.0001).

The significant correlations between communication

apprehension (PRCA-OF) is consistent with the Lewis and
Reinsch (1982) findings, and the correlation with
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receiver apprehension is consistent with the fact that
using the telephone involves both speaking and listening.
(Note, however, that the TAI itself focuses almost
exclusively on speaking on the telephone, and none of the
twenty items included refers specifically to listening.
See Chapter Nine for further discussion of this point.)

The correlation between telephone apprehension and speech
apprehension (PRCA-13) is however inconsistent with the
results reported by Lewis and Reinsch (1982). Given that
the PRCA-13 focuses primarily upon apprehensions
associated with public speaking, the correlation is also
somewhat unexpected. This correlation was explored
further by Steele and Reinsch by means of partial
correlations. The correlation between telephone
apprehension and speech apprehension with communication
and receiver apprehension removed was r=-0.05 (p=0.15), a
negative and non-significant relationship, suggesting
that the apparent correlation between TAI and PRCA-13
scores was an artifact resulting from the high
correlations of the PRCA-13 with both the PRCA-OF and
RAT.

Overall, these results were taken by Steele and Reinsch
as supporting the construct validity of the telephone
apprehension measure. As Steele and Reinsch (1984)
comment: "Persons who are apprehensive about receiving
messages or about oral communication should experience
some telephone apprehension since telephone communication
requires listening and speaking." On the other hand,
there is no reason to expect that telephone apprehension
‘should be related to fear of public speaking, the primary
focus of the PRCA-13 measure used to tap speech
apprehension. However, Steele and Reinsch (1984) do not
provide data which allows clear conclusions to be drawn
concerning the correlates of telephone apprehension, nor
to eliminate other plausible explanations of variations
in telephone apprehension. In particular, the validation
of the scale is not based upon an appropriate trait-state
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model such as that outlined by Zuckerman (1976), and
Steele and Reinsch's conclusion that validity has been
demonstrated is strictly unwarrented.

Steele and Reinsch (1984) also examined levels of
telephone apprehension as a function of differences in
subjects' age and sex. They found that younger students
reported lower levels of telephone apprehension, and that
men reported higher levels of telephone apprehension than
women. However, examination of their sample indicates
that it consisted largely of 18 and 19 year-olds, and the
reported age and sex differences may not be
generalisable. It is not clear, therefore, that this
measure is appropriate for use with non-student samples
with a wider distribution of ages, nor with samples from

other cultures.

Steele and Reinsch (1983) suggest that the 20-item TAI
constitutes "a reliable and unidimensional scale which
can be used to assess telephone apprehension" (pll) and
their replication and extension of the 1983 study (Steele
and Reinsch 1984) supports this proposition. However,
this may not be as clear-cut as Steele and Reinsch
maintain. Nor is it clear, if telephone apprehension is
multi-dimensional, what the components of telephone
apprehension are. Porter (1981), in his highly critical
assessment of the psychometric nature of the PRCA noted
that "If the PRCA does not measure what it purports to
measure, it may be neither a conceptual nor a
methodological contribution" (Porter, 1981, p58). Given
the troubled history of measurement within the general
field of communication apprehension, it would seem
necessary to thoroughly investigate the psychometric
nature of the Telephone Apprehension Inventory at an

early stage of the research process.
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The Etiology of Telephone Apprehension

Telephone apprehension may stem from a number of
different causes. Amongst possible causes which have been
suggested by Reinsch and Lewis (1984a) are traumatic
experiences, defective learning, and inappropriate
communication skills. Heightened énxiety when
communicating by telephone may stem from one-trial
learning associatedlwith a traumatic call. Inadequate
learning of the rules associated with telephone use may
result in uncertainty and associated anxiety. Reinsch and
Lewis (1984a) reported an attempt to test the third
possibility, namely, that a poor fit between the skills
needed to conduct successful telephone calls and the
skills actually possessed by the person would lead to
negative experiences of telephone calls, and
consequently, to high levels of telephone apprehension.
On the basis that the telephone places a premium on vocal
non-verbal skills, whilst visual non-verbal skills would
be at a discount, they explored four hypotheses which
specified relationships between non-verbal abilities and
telephone apprehension. In a study of 84 employed adults
they found a significant negative correlation (r=0.257,
df=82, p<0.01) between telephone apprehension and vocal
leakage (the extent to which the person could not control
the encoding of information in the vocal non-verbal
channels, such as voice rate, pitch and volume). However,
there were no significant correlations with vocal
perceptiveness (the extent to which the person could
control the decoding of information in the vocal non-
verbal channels), visual (facial) leakage (the extent to
which the person could not control the encoding of
information in the visual non-verbal channels, such as
facial expression) and visual (facial) perceptiveness. It
must be noted, however, that the measures used in the
study were contemporary rather than sequential, and self-
report rather than objective behavioural measures were
used. Thus, it is possible only to conclude that people
who see themselves as high telephone apprehensives also
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see themselves as being high on vocal leakage, but do not
see themselves as significantly different to low
telephone apprehensives in terms of vocal perceptiveness,
and visual leakage and perceptiveness. The data do not
support inferences concerning the relationship between
telephone apprehension and objective differences in non-
verbal competences, nor to the direction of the causal
relationship between telephone apprehension and non-

verbal competences.

Apart from this single study, no other research has been
identified which addresses the question of the causes of
telephone apprehension. Hence it is not known what
communicative and psychological processes underlie
telephone apprehension, and how anxiety concerning use of
the telephone 1is related to other constructs.

It is possible to speculate, based on analyses of the
developmental correlates of communication apprehension.
As noted in Chapter Two, four general and overlapping
causes are generally cited as underlying high levels of
communication apprehension. They are:

1: genetic predispositions
2: reinforcement
3: skill acquisition

and 4: modelling.

Whilst susceptibility to anxiety in general may have an
inherited component, and this may play a part in the
development of a given individual's level of telephone
apprehension, the significance of any genetic
predisposition specifically to telephone apprehension
must effectively be zero. The other three factors are
likely to be much more important.

It is possible, indeed probable, that the history of

reinforcement and punishment an individual has received
for their attempts to communicate by telephone will
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