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negatively interpret their own actions, and unwillingness/inability
to self~disclose. Video feedback focuses attention on self and
magnifies communication performance difficulties and so might
increase fear of communication, reinforce negative self-perceptions,
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Video Feedback in the Classroomx

' Possible Consequences for the Communication Apprehensive

[
LY

Abstract |

Research reviewed here suggests that use of video pliybfck of .
classroom assignments is potentially harmful to thosq~students'who-
';rocommunication appgohonslvo, shy, or unassirfloo. TVpIcailY.. |
thoso_uith high anxiety about coﬁmunicgtlon are charactorizoq by
excessive fear of evaluation, irrational beliefs about being the
4ocu§ o4lattontlon, low self-esteem, negative oxpoctatidﬁs,o!'
success, inability to accept success evaluation, tendency to
negativel’ ingorprot own actions, and unuillingnqss)inabilitr,to
self-disclose. Video feedback focuses attention on self and
magnifies communication por‘ormanéo dlfficultios so might increase
fear of communication, roln‘orco.nogatloe self-perceptions, anq
further reduce self-esteem and expectations of success in
communication. Stress roqctions té video feedback have been found

in a few studies. Research implications and guidelines for videu -

feedback with the high anxious are suggested.
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bearning research has demonstrated,that a8 certain level cf arousal . . ;
is necessary for learning; excessive arcusal can inhibit learning (Hulse,’
Deese, & Egeth, 1955; Krohne & Laux, 1982). The video and/or verbal feed-
back we typically employ in csmmunication classrooms generates'arousal as
well as provides necessary performance feedback and evaluation required'
for learning and skill deselopment. Generally, research suggests that for
most students feedback increases satisfaction with instruction, increases
interest, and facilitates learning (Joyce & Weil, 1980' Wittrock & Lumsdaine,

-1977) However, for some students feedback--especially feedback perceived
.. to be evaluative—-generates excessive anxiety which interferes with learning !
and with desire to continue instruction (Krohne & Laux, 1982).

A growing body of research suggests that a significant number of people
experience debilitating anxiety about social interaction_and/or specific
communication:situations (see Daly &.McCroskey; 1984, for review of research).
Although many will avoid our classes, a number are iikely to be enrolled in |
our basic courses. The nature of required communication performances, the
type of experienced anxiety, and the nature of instruction and evaluation.
could determine whether we help or hnrt these social-communicative anxious
students., |

Some of us try to help the anxious student with either informal in-class
attention or formal programs designed to reduce anxiety and develop communi-
cation skills. Many, or possibly most, of us do'not or can not provide this

| attention. A national survey found that only 6.87% of responding departments
offered special programs for the social-communicative anxious (Hoffmann and

Sprague, 1982). This finding suggests that, in spite of the research




attgnti_on,ot'he problems of the anxibua minority in our ciﬁsses appear to
receive little attention. This apparent inattention might lead us to |
employ'tehcb;ng and evaluation metﬂods whiéh are aversive or ;ven harmful
o to these sghdénts. Although ic‘1; generally agreed ;hat'thé anxious are |
'lesé succeésful with classroom communicaﬁion assigmments and that anxiety
| | tregtment should occur in an evaluhtiqn-free ?nvirdnmgnt, there is less
- - attention to the consequences of "mainstreaming" these studénts in our
classes. Foss concluded an examin:stion of treatment programé with an‘.'
expression of concern "that highly anxious students may be hurt;athe; than
) . helped by required oral presentations, the assigment of grades for Eldss
pérticipation; and the like" (1982, p. 200). I | 3 
Thésg anxious stqunts hgve little expectation of success andrfind |
that the attention’focused on fhen and their pérformance is aversive so are
likely to find that commﬁnication'hssignments reinforce or even“intensify%;
anxiety. Although largely unexamined in the speech communication educati;h
literature, it is possible th;t some uses of verbal and video feedback
e . prompt deleterious-intensification of anxiety. Video feedback is likely to
be especially risky because it is self-confrontational.

‘Og the various instructional}evaluational:methods which might be t '
harmfu} to the unprepared high anxious student, this paper will focus on a °
video feedback bec;use of its enthusiasgic_and widespréad'adoption. The -
high an#ious student might have difficulty avoiding it because it is used’
in education, business, psychology, parenting, engineering, as well as in
communication classes. We need to examine the limited research to determine
whether a concern aéSut video feedback as an intensifier of anxiety is
warranted. Much of the research to be examined here is only indirectly
relevant so we need more research which direptly seeks to identify how the

anxious respond to feedback in our classes. In addition tc tentative com-

-“réfhsiéhs about how the anxious mizht respond to feedback, an attempt will
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bo ndo to suggest to tho teacher some pouibh ways of offer:gug feedback
to both the high and low anxious students. .

Not all of the feedback effects are likely to be negative. For
example, Phillips (1984) probably would argue that properly used video
feedback should help many students by showing them that they are making
skill improvements. In addition, it is also likely that some uses of
video could even help to reduce the ;nxiety.of the high anxious; We need

to ideﬁtify conditions of apprépriate and inappropriate use of video %eéd-

back.

Social-Communica;iQe'Aﬁxietyw

To make manageable a discussion of the'éifferent but related éon- '
ceptuqliz;tiops of communication anxiety/avoidance problems, I qhafl ihtend
"social-communicatiQe anxiety" as an inclusive label (Daly, 1978: DalyE&
Stafford, 1984). The reader is referred elsewhere for descriptions of
the various conceptualizatioqs of the problems: communication apprehension
(McCroskey, 1970, 1984);, reticence (Phillips, 1968, 1984), shyness (Buss, N
1984, Zimbardo, 1977. 1982), social anxiety (Leary, 1983), unwillingness to
communicate (Bu;éoon, 1976), audience anxiety (Daly & Buss, 1984), stage
fright (Clevenger, 1959), social reticence (Jones_& Russell, 1982), social-
communic;tive anxiéty (Daly, 1978; Daly & Stafford, 1984), and unassertive-
ness (Adler, 1977; Lazérus, 1973). Although they differ, each of these
conceptualizations recognize the inhibiting presence of anxiety. With

communication apprehension, for example,-anxdety is the problem. However,

with reticence and unassertiveness, lack of communication skills rather than

anxiety is seen as the primary problem.

Although speaking only of communication apprehension, McCroskey's
(1982, 1984) description of an anxiety continuum reveals that we are working

with a range of experienced arnxiety. He suggested that for some (a) the

.®
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' anxiety is relatively endurips and is present regardless of cohtext,’recieve;;
or time (tfait-like anxiety),.for others (b) the anxiety is also relatively
;eﬁduring but occdri'onlj in certain communication Eonte;ts'regardless of
receiver or-tine (gqneralizeq anxiety), still ;thers (e) Eonsistently
experience anxiety on;y when communicating with specific peﬁple (pefeon-
group anxiety), and finally others (d) experiencé a transitory anxiety when
communicating with a specific receiver at a specific time (situational
-anxiety);' : Lo
. Most of the research on’communication app;ehension (McCroskey, 1977)
and on mos?[of the-other cuﬂﬁepiuakizétions of social-communicative anxiety
(Daly & Stafford, 1984) have fpcused on traiﬁ anxiety. The resulc, of cpq;se;%
1s that we Hﬁve a better underséanding.of trait anxiety consequences for
communicators than of trans{téry anxiety. It is possible for exémple, that
those alre&d; disposed to anxiety might also experience reactive anxiety (a
transitory anxlety) when confronted with the video camera. éﬁae students _
with low trait anxiety might also experience rea;tive anxiety in Ehe éamé
situation but are likely to bring the anxiety under control. High trait
anxious, who already have little expectation of success with the communication
assignment, could experience a further decrement in performance caused by the
elevated physiological arousal of reactive anxiety:‘ The communication litera- -
ture offers little guidance here but the communication problem intensification
arising from reactive anxiety is a disquieting possibility. An analogous .
situation would be the highly anxious child receiving emergency medical
treatment who becomes hysterical at the sight of a‘petson in a surgical mask
(reactive anxiety). The child might have been able to endure the frightening
treatment if reactive anxiety could have been avoided.
Clevenger (1959, 1984) reminds us that there are three anxiety response
domains--cognitive, behavioral, and physiological. Cognitive responses

revealing dhxiety include expressed expectations of being uncomfortable or

7
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inept while communicating. Behniiota; responses include such overt

manifeaﬁatioﬁs'of anxiety as bodily tension, disf’-iencies, and nervous

P

actions. Physiological responses include accel . - :art rates, sweating,

L]

and changes in skin tanperature;which alertathe pe.son that "something is

wrong." Later we will consider how each responsggdomain.mi;ht affeéﬁ

success or failure when using video in the classroom.

&

(Character{stics of social-communicative anxiety

\

Reviews of causes and consequences of social-communicative anxiety
_are available elsewhere (see Daly & McCroskey, 1984, for review; and Payne
. & Richmond, 1984, for bibliography).- Here we will focus only ‘on those

characteristics which suggest potential reactivity to video feedback.

Evaluation Anxiety. While“many people seek evaluation even when it

-

p:oduces arousal, there are some who are seriously handicapped by anticipated
evaluatiqn. Appérgntly in each of the,éonceptioﬁs of social—coﬁmunicative
anxiety, anxiety'arises._at least in part, from self or other°evaluation of

. anticipated or actual communication. In fact the agxioué are Jikely'to be
excessivgly preoccupied with evaluation (Leavy, 1980; égith, Ingram, & Brehm,
1983; Watson & Friend, 1969). Phillips (1984) found that most reticents
fear that others will evaluate them és "stupid fools". Fear of disapproval
was found to be related to unassertiv;ness (Lefeurg & West, 1981). Zimbardo
describes the shy person as one who seés himself/herself as a performer
“sugrounded by an audience of overly eager critics" (1982, p. 468). Buss
(1984) concluded tﬁat being the subject of focused social attention (evalu-
ation) is aversive for the shy. At least for the shy, unrcalistically high
performance standards are held so one either avoids situations leading to

evaluation or engages in self-debasement to prevent evaluation (Zimbardo,

1982). Development of low self-esteem can be the conscquence.



quences 6£'low self-esteem are considered in },later section. .

6.
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Self-Esteen, Daly and Stafford concluded in their revie; of research .-
that “regatdless-of how either anxiety or esteem is operationalized, the

1nverse-ielatiqnship holds" (1984, p. 132). A negative anxiety—egteém

-relatiopship is not surprising, but is part;éuiarly troubling when conse-~

%

-

K :ACauracz of Self-Perceptions. Video feedback often requires the
student to engage in self-evaluation either alone or assisted by instructor
an@/or clgsémates. Phillips (1§84) a-gued that we need to pefsuade the.
retiéent gtu{?nt that he/she is improving. Findings that anxious students
ghgage.iﬁ negative &1st0ttiops of self-perception (Arkin, Appelman, &
Burger, 1980;;Burgio, Glass, & Merluz;1,1981;£F1ark & Arkowitz, 1975;

[

Qur}an, Wallander, & Fiqche§ti, 1980; Gilkinson, 1943; Smith & Saraéon,

1975;.Teglasi & Hoffman, 198;; Trower, O;Mhhony, &:Driden, 19825 suggest

that video self-confrontation could intensify anxiety by reinforcing self-

perceptions of failure. Negativeaself-perceptions might also lead to re-

jectioﬂlof the video_playback ag evidence of skill improvement. Unfortgn-‘
~ :

ately, there is some tendency to attend to evidence of failure and to avoid

evidence of success thus reinforcing the .anxiety.

Self-Disclosure. The anxious seem reluctant to self-disclose and are

less skillea in disclosuré (Hamilton, 1972; McCroskey & Richmond, 1977;
Miller, Befg. & Archer, 1983; Morris, harris, & Rovins, 1981; Stacks & Stone,
1983; Wheeless, Nesser, & McCroskey, 1576). wWhat self-disclosure is offered
also tends to be more negative (Bradac, Tardy, & liosman, 1480). To the
extent that participation in Vi&eotaped assignments and self-evaluation of -
video feedback requires self-disclosure, the anxious could experience

difficulty.

Less Positive Relationshipn with Teacher. Effective teachers--especially

those with whom one has good relationships--can ameliorate many unpleasant or

3
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frizhtcning‘cldsnroon!cxphriencei..,Limifed.evidenci sbasesta ghat h;éh ] ..
compuniéation apérehénsivgd peréeive,teaqﬁerg-to ;e less friendly, :?
immediate,’ and opeéen (Andérse93'1979o an& teachers h;velless positive .
rega;d forﬁthe ankious studént (McCroskey & Daly,ﬂ}97§; Pogers & Dumnathan,

1978% Synmthe gnd Powers; 15?8). 0n§ might expect that if anxious students

felt free to discus; feelings about gesignmentsuthat at least reactive

L]

anxiety concerning class gctivities might be redﬁéed.

o

The An;iéus Student ‘in the Communication Class

The high anxious stuﬂent compared to low anxious students has been

found to have high drop-out rates, to receive lower grades on communication | -
performances, to talL les; in class, to pagtiéiéaté less and to exert less
leadership during smali group discdssions, to be less attractive to class-

mates and to have a less satisfying relationship with the instructor (Daly - - «

& Stafford, 1984; Richmond, 1984). Beyond these, we have litctle knowledge - *

©

of what conventional basic communication courses with communication perfor- -

mance and skill &evelopmenc“expeccacions "do" to students with Higﬁ SOCia;—
‘ G

ve

communicative anxiety. | . | ¢ '}

-

" . i
Specifically, we need to learn whether a high anxious, student drops '

_the class only because of low expectation of success or because the class
;ntensifies ;niiety, further reduces expeécations of success as a communicatog, -
aﬁd further depresses self-esteem. If the latter possibilities are true, chi;
means that attempts to '"mainstream' these studen€s in conventional classés |
leaves them much worse thaa we found them. In many instancgs the anxious
student has inadequate communication skills so it is not sgfprising that

he/she receiveé.}ower g;ades on performance assignments. nhe critical

question is noF whether the anxious student becomes as Succ$§;ful as the

- less anxiou§ in a single course but whether the anxious act&ally improves

and recognizes improvement in communication skills. If there is no

10
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‘ iecogﬁitién of improvement, we could be harﬁing rather than helping. the

anxious sFudent. . ' ‘

: Staéis andNStPne (1983) report the most relevaﬂt study of what}a
conventional basic course does to high communicasion apprehensive students. .
They found that se}f-reported apprehensiveneés'significantly declined but
still remained one standard deviation above the cl@ss mean for students in

‘public speaking and small group -communication classes. Self-reported

apprehensiveness for students in interpersonal communication tlasses did

not significantly improve. It 1s unclear how a 32% drop-out and data loss

rate affected the analysis. In conclusion, these students remained high

apprehensives but, at least, did not experience an increase in apprghensi?eness.
If we find studies of communicition glasses in which students became

less effective as the result of instruction, we might wonder whether aniie;y

_.was present. Ndistudy revealing a serious loss of effectiveness resulting

from instchtion was found.

F{na;ly;‘we might expect that high énxious students might suffer a
decline in self-concept as a communicator if the basic course inétructionl
was too iﬁtiﬁidatiﬂé.' Althoygh neither measured student anxiety, McCroskey

(1967) found that the basic course increased confidence in speaking aﬁility
RN . ¢

.and Furr (1970) found t%ht séif-concept increased more in a business speaking

course than in psychology ;ﬁd'bhysical education courses. Brooks and Platz

L

(1968) found that self-concept as a comuni‘cator-gimproved for 754 and de-
clined for 25% of the.sEudencs in a~baé§c.coufse. They sﬁeculated tha£
.decline was due to discovery of shortcomings”as a communicator. It‘is im-
possible fo determine whet&eg_this digcoyety was beneficial or harmful to
the students. | w

Although the communication anxiety literature suggests that continuation

in the basic course could be a punishing experience for the high anxious, 'he
. J .

i -

“amE

L J
.



liteeature does not permit confirmation of these speculations. Obviously
ve need more research on the fate of these studenta'le our elasses. Know~
1edge of what we do to these students is especially critical because it
appeare that most of us do not offer apecial'treatwent programs. They
sink or swim in our classes. |

o) | o - C :

, = Video Feedﬁfck Effects
Amonglthe video uses in communication and.other classes'froma

'elanentary school to college and adult training are the-videotaping of
speeches, scenes from drama, sales presentations, parenting role plays,
dyadic interperséhal communication, interviews, small group exercises,
fconfllct management role plays, and role blayed_responses to angry )
customers. Typically, video feedback.is offered in one of two forms.
(1) The student or trainee views the videotape pfivacely: The feedbgek
may or may‘noc be eCructured by- instructions about what to observe in the
videotaped performance. (2) The student o; trainee shares the self-viewing

with an instructor and/or classmates. The student, instructor, and class-

: ] . ~ :
mates may or may not offer an oral or written critique of the videotaped
Y L ’ * .

performance. )

Reactivity to Video Feedback

Many people are probably curious about how they appear on television

*

so it might be difficult to anticipate that sdome EOuld perceive videotaping
as aversive, 15 fact, one greep oﬂifirsc grade students improved phonics
skills in exéhange for an opportunity to-be seen by classmates solving
lm;EEvproblems on.television (Gross, T;himan, & ﬁrabman, 1980).

Any reactive enxiecy to video use could arise, in part, from the

novelty of the medium. Novelty, formality, and gqqspicuousness of speaker

T
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are said to be among the cnﬁpcl of audiihce anxiety, a transitory anxiety -

o

(Dalj & Buss, 1984), One can expect that for mopt students the video camera

is still novel. Because of time constraints many 1nstruccora'on1y use v'deo 34%

" feedback once or twice during the course so novelty reactions are never

extinguished. In addition, performance before a camera which produces a

permanent record probably inéreases the perception of foinality. Being the

focus of attention of bbgp the camera and the class during the performance

and the focus of evaluative attention dufing playback ptobably increases a
feeling of conspicuousness. Thetgfore,.it i; possible that video could
intensify audience.anxiety.-:

Othéar relevant evidence of atdﬁsalleffects of video is often anecdotal

and inconsistent. Several reports suggest that video use in the classroom

- did not significantly elevate an.iety (Bush, Bittner, & Brooks, 1972; Fiedler

& Beach, 1979; Horan, Harr, & '%- .er, 1973; Lake & Adams, 1984: Lyons, Bradley,
& White, 1984). In addition,'videoﬁppé use in speech classes teduceﬁ,non—
fluencies (a possiblé index of anxiety) (Deihl, Breen, & Larson, 1970),
increased attendance (Goldhaber & Klein, 1972), and produced favorable
attitudes tow#td video feedback kCatgn & Feather, 1965; Hendergon, 1964).

Yet, there are teachers and therapists Qho have expressed concern about
observed anxiety reactions to video. Hirschfeld wrote, "Those of us who havé
seen ourselves on film and TV are not surprised at student descriptions of the
experience as ‘'shattering' and 'shocking'. Some sensitive (anxious?)
students react with real despair, sometimes only partially mitigated by
seeing that they are not much worse than their classmates” (1968, p. 118).

A therapist suggested that video can be disturbing to patients because the
video record is so detailed, elicits stronger reactions than other patient
records, and might be permanent. 'Patients may have the feeling that their

?
]
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' . actions will never die" (Johnson, 1981, p. 307). Hosford and Mills (1983)

revieved evidence suggesting that video feedback can be strongly eﬁotiopally
arousing; In a study.of hospitalized patients, 77% experienced anxiet} dﬁring
initial video feedback.: Seventeen percent offered such immediate negative
self-descriptions as "disggsting, sickening; and heartbreaking" (Reivich &
Geertsma, 1968, cited in Berger, 1978).

. Findingq that general_populations and even experienced communicators
can react negativelx to video feedbgck should cause one to hesitate to use it
when anxious students might be in the class. For example, Nﬁssbaum's.(1984)

experience is interesting. Of 61 graduate teaching assistants (experienced

mgommunicators) asked: to participate in a study of teaching effectiveness,

ocaly 31 agreed to participate. I; is not surprising that so many of the
TA'; would be reluc;ant to have their teaching evaluated. What is surprising
is that of the 31 who were willing to be evaluajed, only 1l would agree to
hav; their teaching performance videotapéd. Did those 20 students féar the
videotaping experiehc;? Did they fear that the video would reveal more than
they wanted revtegH? 'Otﬁers have found that teachers experienced excessive
anxiety when vidéo'f;éaﬁgck was employed (Perlberg, Peri, WEinreb, Nitzan,
Shimron, & O'Bryant, 19713 Stewarf & Stewart, 1970). Studies of other
generaibpﬁpglatidés have also found that video playback can be stressful.
(Holtzman, l969; Kagan & Krathwohl, 1967: Logue, Zenner, & Gohman, 1968;
Neilsen, 1964).

In a review of the use of video and other methods of self-confrontation
in teacher training, Fuller and Manning (1973) concluded that YAVIS (young,

attractive, verbal, intelligent, and successful) types could benefit, but

HOUNDS (homely, old, unattractive, non-verbal, and dumb) might become victims.

14
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Undoubtedly, video feedback will be nﬁte pto&qctive with some students than

with others. Useful conclusions about the éotential reactivity of rideo
feedback is, however, impossible. Those who-reported no gtress increases

with video use collected data from classes in which significant numbers of
high anxious students might not have been enrolled. _Foi example, Lake and
Adanms (1984f used high school classes which had entirely elective enrollments.
In the_sﬁudies in which anxiety might have been normally distributed, '
communication anxiety levels were never-variables 80 ;e are unsure of the
responses of the anxious to the camera. On the other hand, studies revealing
anxiety resp@nses to video did not.eliminite such alternative exélanations that
teachers and others were responding to the prospect.of evaluation rather than“
to the use of video. When we are uncertain about student response, however,

we should use video feedback carefully. We need to be alert to the poss%bility
that some will e*perience excessive anxiety which interferes with instruction;

Consequences of Video Feedback s

Althoﬁgh the evidence of video reactivity is not compelling, it should
raise questions about possible hazards of video use with anxious‘stuaents;
Potenﬁial hazards might arise from this sufge of reactive anxiety, or they
might arise from such features as the self-confrontational nature of video
feedback. Is video feedback potentially harmful to our anxious students?

In fact, several recent studies found that video fecedback was no better
than verbal feedback in instruction and therapy (Brenes & Cooklin, 1983;
Brown, 1980} Hanser & Furman, 1980; Padgett, 1983; Thelen & Lasoski, 1980).
It neither helped nor narmed people. Others have found positive video
feedback effects when used to improve speech delivery (Deihl, Breen, &
Larson, 1970; Nelson, 1968; Ochs, 1968; Marshall, Parker, & Hayes, 1982;

Porter & King, 1972), to develop communication instructional skills

15
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 (Elliott & Sgith. 1975; MacLeod, 1977), to develop clumical interview skills

(Hosfoxrd & Johnson, 1933). to dévelop gelected interpersonal communication
skills (Archer & Kagan, 1973; Edelson & SQidn;n. 1975 Hartson & Kunch,
1973), to develop small groqﬁ cpmnunicgtién skills (Gerszewski, 1972;
Walter, 1978), and to develop ;§¢1a1 ski;ls (see ﬁung & Rosenthal, 1981,
for review). None of these stud;ec.rngal whether high anxious subjects -
are included so it is igpoqsible to @eterminewhether social-communicatiye
anxious students also improved as the result.of video feedback. |

.

There 1s a body of research and case'studies--mostiy with clinical

‘populations--which suggest that video feedback can have undesirable. outcomes

(see Bailey & Sowder, 1970; Griffiths, 1974; Hung & Rosenthal, 1981; Trower

& Kiely, 1983, f;r reviews). Descriptions of those debilitatéd7by eocialf'
communicati#e anxiety suggest that they share some of the vulﬁerabilities of -
clinical populations. 'As noted earligr,ltbe social-communicative anxious is .
often characterized by excesgive fear of evaluation, irrational beliefs about
being the focus of attention, low self-esteem, negative expectations of
success, inability to accept success e&aluation. tendency to negatively
interpret one‘s actions, and unwillingness/inability to éélf-disclose.
Although they may have additional problems or more inténse manifestations of

problems, many of those who seek therapy for marital, career, and emotional

‘problems share characteristics of the social-communicative anxious person.

Trower and Kiely (1983) cited research which suggested that video
feedback provoked anxiety, worsencd patient's symptoms, increased the likeli-
hood of self-blame in marital thérapy, resulted in suicides and separations
in marital therapy, reduced seLf-esteem of alcoholics, and reduced self-
efficacy expectatiqns. In one instauce, video fegdback drove alcoholics to

drink more (Schaefer, Sobell, & Sobell, 1972). McRea (1983) also cited
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studies whilh suggested that video feedback reduced positiveness of self--
descriptions, increased anxiety, caused discont.nuaticn of therapy, and led
to sujcide. Renne, Dowrick, and Wasek (1983) warned that use of video with
shy people is likely to intensify shyness. , N

A major reason for using video feedback is that it offers concrete,
de;aiied information about one's performance. It is, however, not an
objective report because it is interpreted by those who view it (Johnson, >
1981; Trower & Kiely, 1963). Each of us are disposed to see the evidence in

his/her own way. Social-communicative anxious and depresged people, for .

example, both are Likely.td have low self-esteem, to make many negative

seif-s;atementﬁl and to'ihterpret information about the self-—even‘positive
information--negatively. Video feedback which-was exﬁected to concretely
reveal personal success to depressed women in therapy actually increased their
negative self-images (Biggs, Rosen & Summerfield,.1980). These researchers
warned against futufe video feedback\yith deprasééd people. Similarly, i
Bandura (1977) concluded that video feedback,'instead of helping patients

see themselves as competenﬁ and in control, is likely to reduce selféefficacy

expectations. High anxious-high-social skill subjects underestimated their

- skills while viewing a videotape of themselves in a dating simulation (Curran,

Wallander, & Fischetti, 1980). .

In addition to self-distortions of the video record, it is possible for |
the camera to distort--a distortion potentially Croubling for those with
low self-esteem. Johnson observed that "cameras do not always tell the truth.
They tell truly, of course, what they see; but they Qon't always see the
truth. Perhaps the expressiorn on chac-person's face would look rather

different from another angle" (1981, p. 309). Further distor:ion might be

caused when a person giving a speech tries to communicate to and stay within
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the Lansgfof the can‘ra.. kggulting playback might seem to show unresponsive-

" ness to the audience and failure to move (stiffness). This could reinforce
negative attributions of those wh6 ;lteddy perce’ve a large actual behavior-
ideal.éarformance diacreﬁanc;.' During a videotaped small group discussion
a person might be caught by the cimﬁ;a“Aiaplafing agitation or coﬁfusion
because he/she is trying to remember information to coptribute to the discus-'
sion. The video record presents the aéitation "und;r" the voice of another
grdup member who is speaking. If.gppears thgt.the,person'is reaé?ing to'tﬂe
Speakér. -The shy or anxious pérson who already fears that others are:

~ constantly judging the apprbpriéteness of his/her behavior is l;kely to be-

| appalled By the obvipu; interpretation and further withdraw in class.

Video magnification of nervous or off-task behavior is a réelated problem.
Unless peOplé are trained to ignore appearance and behavior (gspecially
delivery), self-viewers are likely to'focus on these aspects. of the perform-
ance (Bock, Powell, Kitchens, & Flavin, 1977; Fuller & Baker, 1970;
Hirschfeld, 1968; Salomon & McDonald, 1970). Although others may never
notice certain behavior or attribute no significance to it, the anxious
student may be shocked by the number of vocalized pauses and by the nervous.
wringing of hands. At least two attributions might follow. (1) This
magnified behavior reinforces negative self-perceptions as a communicator.

(2) He/she believés that others also recognize and Judge theibehavior to be
evidence of incompetence. Now the student has more to worry about in futuré
performances.

Several theorists have commented on the tendency eo separate the self
into the priv#te. uqshared domain (emotions, self-perceptions) and the |
public, observable domain. Trower_ and Kiely (1983) suggest that video
feedback makes a person feel transparent. While watching the video record,

a person recognizes the emotion which caused an observable behavior.
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Suddenly, the peraon-reachea the unwarranted conclusion that others can
also see the emotion as well as the behavior. The private domain has
painfully bacome public.:'ln Goffmén's (1969) terms, the back regions of a

performance have been exposed. Trower and Kiely tbntend that this exposure

" ‘can be harmful to shy people and to others whé;ate very self~-conscious.

In summary, the social-communicative anxioﬁ§~ggrson who prohably fears'
evaluation has poor self-esteem, has inaécurate (usually more negative)
self-pcrceptions. and is reluctant to self-disclose ‘18 likely to fing the

video self-confrontation to be too intense, to reinforce negative self-

.perceptions. to lower sélf-esteem, to: cause embarrassing-self-cgnsciousnéss,

and, in general, to ;ntenéifi anxiety. These possible consequences of.

. intense self-focus could perpetuate the cycle of anxiety, communication

avoidance, énd'inadequate communication. The problem is ¢ompounded because
the anxious student does not perceive the instructor to be approachable and
the instructor is unlikely to have a high positive regard for the anxious
student (McCtoskey.& Daly, 1976; Powers S'Dunathhn, 1978; Smythe &.Powers,
1978). An unsympathetic or insensitive'handling of in-class video feedback

might be devastating to some students.

Researth Implications

1. A better undgtstanding of how'we affect anxious students in the
classroom could result from a specific 1dentific;tion of why
they drop-out. .It is not enough to assume that they dropped
because they did not expect to succeed. Why did they enroll .
in the first place? We might find that certain class activities
or instructional practices prompted withdrawal.

2. Ve know that the anxious receive lower grades on communication

assignments, but do they improve their communication skills in
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3. Do video feedback and'oth?r potentialiy anxiety-inducing -
instructional and evaiuation.practices substantially increase
. transitory anxiety of either higﬁ or iow anxious_studenta?

° 4. If video feedback induces excessivé anxiety, how are high
anxious students affected? Are they likely to experience
iﬁcreaéed‘%omnunication anxiety, loss of self-esteem, etc.?

5. Treatment programs and special class sections appear to help
the anxious students. dhfortunately,'resourées often do not

- allow specialiprograms'ét most schools and colleges. Can
instructo;s modify instructional practices to successfully

J "mainstream" anxious students in regular communication classes?

What instructional ;odifications must be m;de? In which .
courses is "mainstreaming" most likely to be successful?
4. Ve need better designed studies to coﬁfim/modify the.

guidelines for video feedback offered below.

- : Guidelines for Video Feedback
Several useful suggestions for video feedback which could apply to
ﬁny course have emeéged from the research. It is not clear wh;ther these

;111 enable the anxious student to cope more successfully with video

feedback. For the anxiouS'studént, these methods are probably bette; than

"Today we are going to see what we look like on video" and "Now do you

see what you are doing wrong'" approaches to video feedbagk.

1. Some succgss'for self-modeling has been reported (Dowrick, 1983;
llosford & Johnson, 1983). In self-modeling, instances of
inappropriate behavior are edited out before video feedback.

During self-viewing the person is more likely to see him/herself

/ .
behaving competently and is more likely to maintain the

ERIC | <0
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apprépriute behavior.,

v

Although not i;feedback method, video models of others
performing the communication or social £kill can aid skill
development (Heilveil, 1983; Hosford & Mills, 1983; Walter,

1984) . For anxious atudents, models who display coping skills

and who are revarded by others for their behavior probably are

most effective (Hosford & Mills, 1983).
Students.shoul& be prepared for videotaping and for the video -

playback. They should know what co expect and what to observe

' during the replay (Hosford & Mills, 1983).

Usually focused feedback is more effective than unstructured

'self-viewing (Hosford & Mills, 1983). That is, discussion of

the performance should accompany the video replay.

Use several videotaped exercises to reduce novelty effects.
This might enable studeats to become more coﬁfortable and to

move beyond a focus on personal appearance.

@
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