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W" Y .

A large number of studies have. been conducted to investigate the nature and

. impact of trait communication apprehension. Recent research has begun to R

examine the staté (or situational) manifestatidn of communication apprehension.

The purpose of. this study was to replicate with improvements some early
‘research attempting to identify stgnificant prelictors of communication appre-
, hension when considered a state variable. It was hypothesized that dimensions
of homophily, attraction, and situational self-esteem would bé significant
predictora of situational: apprehension in the acquaintance context of relation-
ships., * A survey of .261 college students was analyzed via multiple regression.
Results indicated that situational self-esteem, physical attraction, and .

- attitude homophily were signiflcant predictors of appreliension. D19cussion
concerned possible explanations for the dimensions which did not enter the

~ . model as well as some conceptual indications and methodological qualifications.
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. . - HOMOPHILY,” ATTRACTION, AND, SELF-ESTEEM-AS ‘PREDICTORS OF
" . "SITUATIONAL' JOMMUNICATION APPREHENSION. IN THE ~ »
: , . ( t ACQUAINTANCE CONTEXT ' . ) e B

3 .

<

o
L)

A number of recent investigations have been conducted tQ examine

* &

’ the notion of situational cOmmunication Ebprehension. While a large

body'of research has established _the atuqe'and_impéct ofathe trait
X ) - CER

aspect of communication apprehéngion (CA), relativelv'little research

has been conceTned with situatiéhal communication apprehension (SCA)

L8 '-".
While CA anects only some: people, SCA conceptually may impac\5a large

percentage of the population, given the appropriate circumstances. Lfgﬁp'
. o . \/\ “
;?' S is, regardless of the level of ‘trait CH pindividuals may find some situ-

o ’ w
h % tions ‘moke apprehensive than others. Richmond (1978) has speculated

\

1 . - a & K‘ ’ i . . .
oo § L _that some relationships may‘sxist between the two typesﬁbf apprehension.
i i : <
¢ =

A . Thus, a person with'highftrait CA will find:-many more situations to be

threatening than will. the low CAlperson. : .

McCroskeyﬁ(l977L reviewed "the research and concluded that trait cA . ..

forces the individugd to withdraw from and avoid communication, resulting
. raw . : .

! : . .
. \

in unfavorable perceptions by others. -It~§hould be expected that sta

communication apprehension would have similar (relationship—specifi oo
effects. Initial research into this area has attempte’ to identify pre-

&£
_dictors and correates of SCA. - If some relationships Jtimulate more gppre—.

.

‘ nsion than others, what factors help explain this difference? One of
) —t® .l-»x
' the first studies(in this area,(Snavely, Merker, Becker ‘& Book, 1976)
4 : ' : ,
v focused on the acquaintance stage ‘of relationships and concluded that ~

ﬂu . : social attraction, background homophily, and;;eljwesteem were predictive

N © of state apprehension. That is, ‘individuals “in their study were less
‘l’@‘ " apprehensive when the acquaintance was socially attractive and’ of .a similar
background, and when they felt'a'higher level‘qf self—esteem._ Richmond (1978)

A | ‘ o
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. , . . (
also found/that state CA was related to attraction and peer credibility.

s

The goal gf this study/&as to replicate the efforts ‘of Snavely’ et. al

(1976), emplOying different measurement and analysis techniques, a

different sdbject pooL and additional predictors.q

L ’». . ) ) ) 4
. . . v . .,

Homophily/Similarity D _ A

4

. . . . 3 .“
: Lazarsfeld and‘Merton (1954) CDncluded‘that when a person .has the.

Q .
option of interacting with any one of a number of different others, there

‘

is a strong tendency for the person to Belect another who is similar (or'

i -

homophilous) Having selected the homophileus other, the amount and

depth of interaction increases which tends to create greater consensus

and homophily between them. éince\communication"apprehension is relatedl
" to amount and depth of interaction;;there islreason'to expect:that homo-

phily would be. predictive o: si'uational apprehension.. This. relationéhip

between homophily and interaction was supported by Homans (1950) and

‘_Wheeless (1973) . Rogers and Bhowmik (1970) concluded that when gqeater

homophily is present, communication fs also likely to be more effective.

- Snavely, et.al. (1976) found:’ specifically that the background dimension .

s
i

of homaphily was predictive of situational apprehension. In their review "

of the homophily titerature, McCroskey ‘and’ Richmond (1979) concluded that

»7

\
\\here are two significant dimensions of homophily. background and attitude.

I .

-

This literature suggests the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1: 'Attitude and/or background homophily will be‘
gignificant predictors of situational commuri-
cation apprehension in the acquaintance context,

T -

N - R .
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Attragtion : o ‘ o . ,;p
. -Snavely, ek.al. (1976) i;yhd liking (or sgcial attraction) tq/be a
: s ' S N

gignificant predigtor of SCA Tmong acquaintances. The work of Berger and

.

/I ‘x.

’
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y Calabrese (1975) suggests that liking is negatively related to uncertainty.
In turn,'fhe reduction of uncertainty through communication leads to even

o) greater social attraction. Lallju and Cook (1973) found in part that as'_v

T .communication between people increases, the uncertainty between them de-

v -

~ . creases and vice versa. Thus, in those dases where apprehension is high

and their communication level is low, unce%tainty shbuld ber high, leading

1] ) ~ . )
to lower perceptions of social attraction. As®2people see one another as

more attractive,. communication aﬁbrehension should lessen, the amount of
‘ o .

communication should thus increase, Ieading to reduction of uncertainty.
. Several investigatidns‘have supported a relagionship.betWéen 1liking and ',
amount of communication (c.f. Se:mat and Smyth, 1973; Shaw, 1971).

| 4

. McCroskey and McCain (1975) and McCro kéy-and Richmond (1979) have .

-

. Lo

supported a muitid}mensional view of att ction. In additifn to social
‘ "

attraction, people make perceptions'of-éask attraction and physical

attraction. While little research is directly supportive of a‘link be-

tween these dimensions and apprehension, it seems reasonable  to expect

>

.some tie. Those we find task attractive would seem.more-approgchab;e.than.

¢ )

the reverse, at least iq task-relevant situations, and appro7chability is
: sy . .

conceptually quite close to the notion of situational communication appre-

hension. The relationship between physical attraction and apprehénsion

\ remains an empirical question. Among acquaintances, an early stage in

%Wrelationship development, physicél attraction can béya major determinant .
: 1 i . .

initial contact and i’pntinued interaction.- Thus, the following hypothesis:

)

\ l// . Hypothesis 2: Social, Physical and/or Task Attraction will be
‘ ) ‘ significant-predictors of situational communica-
tion apprehension in the acquaintaqfe context.
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Self- Estgem ‘ :

A number of studies (Fitts, 1972, Brandsg\ l969 Gergen, 1971;

- %
and critical variable in human behavior.

“

Kwal and Fﬂeshler, 1973) have established that self—esfeem is a central
Fith.suggested.that it is
perhaps the most essential ‘element of interpersonal communication.

i

! f The
specific relationship between communication apprehensibn ‘and self-esteem
1 4 .
is also- well essablished (c.£f: /McCroskey,

1977)
that low esteem speakers reactsd to the é
e strain, or anxiety.

Ferullo (1963) found
8 eaking situation with tension,
Both Hare (1962) and Kwal and. Freshler (1973)

f; -
demonstrated that in group situatlons high self-esteem was posrtively

related to amount, of communication.

.

While Snavely, et al

(1976) found
‘utilized

A ' ¢
self esteem to be significantly predictive of situationdl'appr hen
their findings were problematic, since a non-situational measure was’

Based .on this body of research, the following hyporhesis can
be)auggesﬁxd, - ‘

-

Hypothesis 3:

| T
Situational Self-Esteem will be a significant o
-predictor of situational communication apprehensibn “\.
) . in the acquaintance context. = - . v
x . - ) ' '\ [
As' noted above, measurement ih the Snavely, et.al (1976) gtudy was ' \ .
' ~ \
B somewhat problematic. The present investigation attempts to replicate those |
. »
. [ .
efforts, including more dimensions of attraction and refined measureme;ty/ \ :
. N K’ - .- |
and analysis techniques. The followidg section describes some of the B
measurement issues. _
- v.( “ :, | ’ | s ‘. .
, Measurement

~¥

T
‘.

-y

)

\
. \
cjjoskey, 1977), state CA has only reoently
been operationalized in the lit rature.

\
\~While,the measurement of trait CA can be accomplished with a reliable
and valid<measure, the PRCA (M
Snavely,<é& al. (l977)‘de
their own measure (MICA).* Théir three items achieved a Cro

—

ev, sed o &
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fo revised measure. mond (1978)'pperatfbnalized state CA via the

L
ielberger (1966)'Stat

\ ' .
- general state. anxiety r:

—Trais Anxiety Inventory. This scale tapped

th than appr?ﬂension about "interpersonal

communication. Spavel vanF Phelps (1979) developed‘n w scales fo tap

this phenomenon. Th ir “situatiohal communication apprehensi measure '

’ " ‘ ‘. " . . .
(scaM) exhibited_predicgive and face validity and -achieved an average

reliability of .81 (.809 - ..811).. A subse%uent.investigation (Fairhurst

nd Snavely, 1980) found the reliability of'SCAM in, their study to be

M u'.f.s 4 )
* .92 and further established predictive validity.
K3 . -t -

. .. Only one .-dimension of .attraction (social attraction) was examined-
. ) . ) ) H : | .
by Snavely,,and.\his associates. The fneasure utilized (Sull‘lvan, Garrtson,

& Merker, 1975) achieved a reliability of .822 but has not been properly

v reported or utilized since. McCroskey/and Richmond él979) examine e

reliability and validity of the mqst commonly used attraction scales

‘ P .
(McCroskey & McCain, 1974). ile~the measures were found to be -

- ’

moderately reliable,'new measures were developed to increase.reliability.

-

T In their study, McCroskey and.Bichmond found a rbliability of 95 - .96

\ )

for -task attraction and fr p#ysical attraction. The validity of the
.

social attraction dimension was addressed by Snavely and Collier (1979)

_' - who developed new scales for social attraction whihh were apPropriate forl

relationships that are past “the stranger stage and which achieved face
S .

validi&y. Reliability ?f the Snavely and Collier measure was .93
-~ . Homophily has been measured in recent years via scales by.McCroskey,,

L . ‘Richmond, and Daly (1975). Thesg scales were utilized ihithe Snavely

et al. (1976) study, ré}hlting/in reliabilities of 86 .70, and 61 co
] ‘ k .
‘v’éor the attitude, backgrQund, and value dimensions, respectively

- L 1
' D Yo
ot . - M .
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. McCroskey and Richmond (1979) also revised these meahures, both concep-
L 4 .

tually and operationally. TWO-dimensioés of homophilyiwere»measured:

~

bac.kground'(Alpha = .81 - .84) apd attitude (Alpha = .97 - 95)

Self—esteem mLasurement was especiallf problematic for Snavqu
4

. et al. (1976) sipce they used A generalized measure of Belf esteem rather

: '.ihan‘a situational measure. Kt this, time, however, ther4 does not appear

TR ' ~ s
to be a reliable or valid measure of situational self-esteem available.
b - 14 . .
. ) . . »
Analzsis . ~ ] ; ’ ‘ @

N + .One of the problems wit\wthe Snavely et al. study was data analysfb
The 3-item MICA was split in orderlto form 2 groups, high and low appte—
{ -3 N it -
hension. The predictors were then measured ‘and analyzed,through discrim-

.inant analysis. While theyf rationale for doing. so may have been cdncep-

.tually reasdnable, a great deal of variance wa‘?tost through artificial9

. . r’ K
‘ dichotomization of the apprehension data... Regression would/probably have
) :

>

) been;more appropriate to allow for'prediction of actual ariance in
’ situational gommunication apprehensiong ' 4 ) : ' B ’
." ‘ | v . ., | ‘ ‘ . .
*, “Method- - o : I
. ubjects. This study mas cohducted during the fall z§,1979 in a
midweBteérn tgte university in two basic speech communication courses.
E Appendix A provides demogﬁaphic data relstive td the 261 Student subjects.
) ' Most. Subjects were 19 - 20 years old{ either sophombres or juhiors
and were about 472’male, 53% female. ~//, “ukie
Administrati:n of Research A questionnaire wﬁs‘administered during

. .. —_—
regular class periods. Each subject_gas given a:definition of an

\/// acquaintance and asked to specifically choose one acquaintance, write

v

. A} -
that person's first name on the answer Jheet; 3nd to respond to the
. .'. -l !
\;t )tv Y 8 o ! .

- ; . & ‘ (‘- - * . . Q - . ) ‘ ud

it

i,

X
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»
‘rcxles which followed with that relationship in mind. An acquaintance

’ \ . ' .
\ was defined as "someone you know, byt woitld nét‘cdqsider a close friend.

While you may or may not like \th\i%,person, he or she is not yet a close

. »
friend in whom you would confide." -The items for %ach of the scales ’

t were randomly sgelected for order, comprising a 79—item‘battéfy, followed
< 3 . "
byffive'demographic questions.

~

:

Operational Definitions. Aside from self—esteem, the scaleJ.tof :

measure each of the variables in this-<study were discussed in a previous

- Z_ section of the paper.‘® Since no scales for situational self—esteém were
‘ ’

< found, a number of potential\ scale items were generated by.the,rééearchers
and adapted from a non-situafional measure, the Janis-Pield feelings

& <, of inadequacy scale (Robinson & Shaver, 1973). A‘féctor aﬁalysiquas

[8

< performed  on the resulting data which suggested a 7-item measure (Appendix

Y 1 - N .
; . . B). Factor analyses ot all 7@her scales were also performed, resulting

¢ 1in the.elipination of some of the items for each of the variables in .

. , ,,,J the study. - }\‘ D o

’

'

4 Statistical Design.’ The hypothéses were tested via a multiple
- , : [éilgressfoﬁ where situational app}ehension (SCAM) wéé the dependent
. ) ' {,»

variable and the predictor variables were attitude similarity (ATTSIM),.
\ .

x background‘similarity (BACKSIM), 'self-esteem (ESTEEM), task attraction
» ! P N

. ‘ . ‘
(TASKATR), ph%sicatrattraction (PHYATR), %Pd social attraction (SOCATR).

\

\\\ . Q Prior to their entry into the regression model,)\ it was determined .that

the intercdrrelations among the predictors be checked for multicolline-
L . . 4 - e = .

arity. (Table 1). The results indicated that social att;action should 0,

«

Vs

N

,' nbt en:ervi)f modéf, since it was highlyvcorrelatéﬁ with attitude

5 Lo
ST \1 similarity «.72) and physical attraction (.51).




. Insert Table 1 about here

Secondly, it was determined that all variables,mu7g achieve acceptable
internal reliability in order_to ¥e entered into the analysis. An examina-

tion of Table 2 reveéals that ‘all variables ware reliable as measured éy\ Py

Cronbach's standardi(eftj}em Alpha via SPSS.

NazZ —_— " . —_— ) '
Insert Table 2  about here

; ‘Results ° L] /
' —_— /
- The initial regression analysis (via SPSS) was pexrformed with 5

predictors, since social attraction was eliminated due to multicollinear-

-

ity. The resulta (Table 3) suggested that two of the variabl’b (back-

. ground similarigy and task atrraction) were not -significgnt predictora ,
. . )
and should be dropped from the model. - , )

~ ’
*

- . Insert Table 3 about here -~

2

.
A re-analysis with th}ee predictors was then performed. As indicated

-

"& . by T“le lo, the atrongest fredictory (F = 165. 2(12) was situational self-

‘ : esteem. followed by physical attrac ion (F = 22.641) and attitude
X v |
similarity (F =*5.5%0).
- ’ Y
. : b -/
‘ Insert Table & hbout here -

s

>
The entf&e mod:¥ was qignificant, as indicaseg/by the analysis of varignce

R __ﬁ\— ~ f’

“ . ‘ w N

’ | summary in Table 5./ ) : : \ -
[ S / : : .
¢ Z/" . ) i .
_ e . Insert Table 5 about here '
B A , 1 - ,
\ . L 10 .
. : A i )




Discussion ' : ) '

The original goal of this investigation was [to replicate (with

v

modifications) the efforts of Snavely et gl. (1976) to-specify the

predictors of situational communication apprehension (SCA). Of the

. - ’ ,. 2
three predictors in that study, only one (self-esteem) was a significant
' ' AY

v

predictor in this investigation. Because of measurement 4mprovemenﬁs and

more appropriate statistical treatment, the authors of this study feel'

. /‘\ - ,
more confident with the present results.
' 4

The first hypothesis posited that dimensions of homophily would be

significant predictors of SCA in this study. While the background dimen-
’ ' *

sion was not sigiificant, fttitude similarity did emerge as a significant

-

»
predictor in the model. This should not suggest that background similarity

is unrelated to SCA, however, Forwheuristic purposes, an analysis was

el
tude similarity. The results were

~

run substituting background®Por

nearly identical, with the background beta significant in the model with

self-esteem and [physical attraction (F= 3. 879) However, Sin:i\ij;f}ﬂ"
)\

ground homophily did' not enter the overall model, it appears that; gliven

infof/ tion about attitude similarity, the additional contribution of

2 \ m 1y 1*-
backgrouﬂdﬁiiyilarity is insignificant. . . \

The second hypothesis posited that dimensions of attraction would

be significant predictors of SCA. Results indicated that one dimension

of e(traction (physical) was a strong predictor while task Was not. !

Ve
Social attraction was eli? nated due to multicollinearity!.ith othef
predictors. Explanation for ghe failure’oﬁ/task attractlon to predict
SCA can be found in the fact that this study'did not involve a task-
relevant situation. It is possihig that in co-worker relationships
AN

-1.1 o .. ' e



<beta beights would indicate that wher our self-esteem is high and;we

.
\ /

® ' ~ -10- . /
. > .

1
. - e

task attxnct&on ‘would be more relevant and ' thus perhaps predictive of ,’

' SCA This remains dn empirical question.. Social attraction was highly

correlated with both attitude similarity and physical‘attraction. When ‘ )
entered in a regression model with self-esteen only, social attraction is
non-signtficant (F = 0.344). This finding ‘contradicts the results of
Snavely et al. (1976).- Aside from scaling, ongk}iievant difference
between the two studies was the dopplation sampled.. While the earlier .
study used people from.a church group, this iavesti ation used a sampie
of college students. It may be that these people reacted differently.'

4

In any case, further investigation seemé'waﬁranteﬂ-given the strong con-

ceptual link in qhe literature. : ' ’ |

. The thir /hypothesis posited that situational sélf-esteem - would be . e

a signific7ht\pr ctor of SCA. .A major improvement over the previous ° .

. < . V' ‘
study was that a situational measure Gaé\ntiliied in this investigation. s

- [

~
The results confirmed pPrevious research, both in the areas of trait and

.

state communication apprehension, that self—esteem is a very strong . T
\ : o

predichn(/f apprehension. The R?2 for self-gsteem was .39, while physi—

a

cal attraction added 04 and attitude similarity added :01.

~
.

s .
"

When taken together, these findings sugﬁfst that during early stageS‘

- .
Y -t ~

of relationships, people ma&e a. number of perceptions and experience

T

7fee1ings of self- e/;eem which® predict the amhudt of communication appre- 1

~

'hension they will experience in a given sitﬁation. &Examination of the -

L 9

perceive the other persdn to be less physically attractive and to hold '

‘-
similar aititudes, we will have low apprehension. while only 16Z'of the
variance in applghension was explained by Snavely et ai‘ (1976), this ) L

- < 1 . 4 ' \



(1]
>

. . y . \- . < ‘ ) B -.v‘ _11_ - ' . .
s E . . . : :" , f o . ,>/\

24 A t. \ ’
% o o . \ , e ,
, 4\ rl L” ,~ .,’. . “.o . - D , ] ; . .
P e -**combination of variables explainedxfai of the variance in SCA for these
., ’ subjects. g o - e »
¢ e = . ¢ ' . C = : .
. {“f»?, .* ‘Some qualifications are<in order when considering these results.._”
. The:first is generalizability. The subject %ool was quite homogenous,
e suggesting that generalizability be limited to college sophomores. « "

. _ Future research should beyond simple replication, also employ other
4 ’ N
' population samples. Secondly, it should'be reupmbered that this effort

represents the indications of preliminary research in this area, not $-
-

> N

Coa final_conclusions.. Finally, it should be noted, that some of the measures

oo L. . ) ‘
: 'used'dontained too=many‘items. SOm:Qé;/éhe subjects complained of the
length of the questionnaire (84 questions) and - factor analyses could not

support the use of all itéms.- (The_final SCAM dimension used included

\

< -~
some, items generated by the researcheEs which loaded_well'in factor 7

e -

- SR - anaAysis. Appendix C lists’{hose items .} Future research should SR
‘ '_ consider sﬁﬁ}ect fatigue in multivariate research and trim scales down

. to the best 5 =~ lO items. This applies-especially’to similarity and

. : . . B ) -
attractiOn‘scales (McCroskey and Richmond, 1979). Background similarity
had 10- items, 3 of which loaded; attitude similarity had 17 items, 7
a - of which loadedy physical attraction had 12 items, 8 of which loaded;

task attraction had 14 items, 10 of which loaded; and Snavély and

~

"L i
- Collier's- (1979) ‘social attdﬂction measure had 10 items, 6 of which

.loaded highly in this study.

o ' o Snavely and his associates concluded that research with a revised

s

situational communication apprehension measure would hold great promise
for interpersonal communication theory and research The present
authors, using such a measure, agree. It is.erbable that SCA affects

Ll

'S

/._..
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. k ‘t'l x S . ! . . ~)kc
‘ .o people on a daily basis and certainly has ramifications for a number of
Y ‘ ' relevant cqmmunication variables such. as amount and depth of interaction,

o 2 :
: '/ selfhdisclosure, etc. If an individual ‘experlences apprehension about

. .cémmunicating with someone else, that'individual 1s likely to avoid such
an encounter if possible‘ If that someone else is an interviewer (low

similarity, low self-eeteem) for examplg3 the results could be damaging.

When the enfounter cannot be avoided, it is likely that -communication

f . -

~effectiveness would be low and that negatiVe perceptions would befall

‘ . Co the high SCA individual. [These percepfions would’ reinforce the ‘SCA,

-

leading to a cyclically dysfunctional situation. The present authors . feel

{ﬁ ‘ that research in this area*of dommunication apprehension is wdrthy of «
& - further investigation. V o ¢
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‘Backsim  , .078 = . - | o 'N\J/~" T
Attsim | 192 . .354 . . T
Esteem 629  .036 . 264 S | S
Taskatr . 068, 140 .478 N ‘ o
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Socatr .285 . .190 - p .723. W,
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.J | _.‘ , ’ ’ ) o . s
: Variable - . {f Items Mean__ . SEd.Dev. ) _._Alpha '
" Scam i 7 - 26.67 © osa2 rvan
. Atteinm’ 7 . el . 4Je8  .885
Backsim . - 9.72 7 \ .-, 2.39 . -901 .
_Esteem - .. 1 , 27.58 4.1 - D 850
Taskats - : '13/ s Y a8ttt 920 7T
Phyatr " 8 28.79 ‘.1 - . .932 L.
Socatr 6 20.34 488 - .895 -
— Table 3 ‘ |
' Initial Beta Wéighps. : | .
/ o " Beta k F
_ - .§  Backsim .129 1.549 g
* | Attsim . .136 4.539 % ° f"iiﬁ
Esteem  .829 175.695 *
g Taskaty ~-.467 1.160 N
Phyatr . -.198 . . 21.651 %

(Constant) 7.074
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Appendix A . I
AN N .
iptive Statistics . . ?
a ) . . . ‘\/ .
' * Cat ' 4 I Categ A
. ategory \ ‘*&T a erory
' , 1. AGE: 18 or younger 9.3 2. YEAR IN SCHOOL: Frosh . ‘3.1
e ! ve 19 - 49.1 Soph =~ 58.5
e 20 25.3 : I - %27.3
21 | 11.0 Sr 10.8
22 or older ©+5.3 ¢ Grad - 0.4 -
' r - ‘ . . N v ' .
3+ SUBJECT SEX: Male 46.9- - -4. \TARGET SEX; = Male  46.1
Female 53.1 ' | ' Female | 53.9,
g { N L . 5. LENGTH OF ACQUAINTANCE L
re : oot  less than one week 6.2 . »
oo ; ' 4 . one week - one 'month 27.9 ' T
_ . - . " ' one month - one year 29,8
T : o . .one year - two years _ 20.5 % .
_ i more than/two years 15.5
\_ s 4 ’
4 A - ‘j"s
(¥4
- B4
' - - A S
o -
. . - 4 N
Fa) . 7 :
e -. .
s . T
‘ 1 ' Ll
t - ™ ' ) 2
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d i L ' C ‘Appendix B

Self-Esteem Scale

-

Situational Self-Esteem Items )

'1~

‘*'5 L ]
*6.

'\"J ' -8.

“WhQ,
,*510.

- . worthless individual when ( . ’

. when I am with this person.

[

*In a principle components factor anaﬂysis (varimax.rotation)
variables%in this study

/ o ' . - . ¢ - !

fo ’thinlg of .me.

*7,

"I 1ike pyself when I am with

Primary.Loading
Sométimes I feel like a .55297 .1 .37351

I am with this person. St

.27556

I find that I dislike myself 62720

When I'm with this person, 1 ’.67438 .14021
feel so discouraged with myself .
that I wonder whether anything

is worthwyhile. '[‘ w
I usually ‘feel like I've . .53539 :
handled myself well around ‘ S
this. sperson., .’ o . .

A . : ' :
When I am with this‘person, ©33613 - !
. N

.38928

\

I feel sure of myself B
.31115

60943

.sgiéo'
]

this person. ‘ , ‘ ' .

I am confident of my abilities
when I am with this persen.

.30487,

th other_

s

g (

\ 3
Appendix ,
Situational‘Cpmmunication pprehensiﬂh Measure

- . .

When com,pnicating with this persgn, 1 feel neryous. ' "”ﬁ
\ - )

When cq..nnica;ing witpathis pergon, I feel shy. S /-

When communicating with this person, I feel intimidated.‘ ‘

-~

When éommunicating with this person, 'I' am afraid of what he/she will
’ F
i ~ A

Hhen Iéﬁm-@alking to this person, I feelfA{:aid or worried. ¢

1 feel self-consciq:s when I am with this person.
I am: troubl&d with.shyness around thisnperson. )
I rind'it ditficult to talk with, this person. ) .

When communicating withithis person, 1 feel relaxed. T
When commtnicatiq‘ with this person, he/she makes me: feel good.

'® items generated in this’ study which loaded highly

** original SCAM items which did not

LQ\S as well on this factor

20

Highest Sedoddary Loading*

|



