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GENERAL AND CONTEXT DEPENDENT RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN

COMHUNICATION APPREHENSION AND GENDER ROLE ORIENTATION

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to replicate and extend previous research on
the relationship between communication apprehension, biological sex, and psycho-
logical gender. We extended previous research by exploring the possibilities for
context dependent effects to a greater degree than past studies and by employing
multiple measures, thereby reducing the potential for instrument bias and broaden-
ing the scope of research. Based on a sample of 291 undergraduates who completed
a survey, we found that sex-typed feminine individuals and undifferentiated
individuals experienced significantly more communication apprehension than either
masculine or androgynous individuals. Masculine individuals were more apprehensive
than androgynous ones when the Spence measure of psychological gender was used,
but not when the Bem measure of gender was used. 1In general we found that both
measures of psychological gender were more powerful predictors than biological
sex. Moreover, we found that the relationship between communization apprehension
and psychological gender was preduminantly cross~situational rather than context
specific. The results also supported the use of Wheeless and Dierks-Stewart's
(1981) revision of the Bem scale ard compared it to the Spence scale. Finally,
suggestions for revision in the PRCA-24 are made.
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GENERAL AND CONTEXT DEPENDENT RELATIDNSHIPS BETYEEN

COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION AND GENDER ROLE ORIENNTION

Research on the link between communication apprehensionand bro=s=der
individual difference variables like gender role orientationis rich in
théafééi; and applied implications. If the two are indeed related, ==heorists,
therapists, and teachers alike would be in a better positionto appre=ciate the
broad etiology of communication apprehension as well as how gnder re>le sociali-
zation may contribute to anxiety in communicative situations, And, = f the
relationship between communication apprehension and gender role also contains
context dependent dimensions, then those concerned with treatpent gai.n valuable
insights as to the types of contexts in which the sufferer most needs= help.

The purpose of this study was therefore oriented around three gesals: (1)
to extend and replicate previous findirgs on the general relationshij= between
communication apprehension and gender role orientation; (2) tofurthe~ r search
for gender role by situation interactions that may be associated with communica-
tion apprehension; and (3) to extend and replicate previous researeh on the com—
parative power of psychological nender role vs. biological setas pre ~dictors of
communication apprehension.

We focused on communication apprehension (CA) because it taps a S>road-
based type of anxiety (McCroskey, 1977) and beciuse it is probibly the= most

widely used term. Other potential variables like reticence, shyness, unwilling-
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girehe=nsion, although reseante . 41 7., ‘1 hnw best to conceptualize the
rlatie=nship (e.g.,.Kelly, 19 “y 19&=3 _ohr at al., 1980; Parks, 1985),
(mmuni_ cation apprehensinn win:isc: ¢, .08e “ecause the measurement devices
anilab=1le for it were more sit..ic ©* .1y s.—=nsitive than instruments asseciated
vith ma ny of the other concepl. w2 805t recent versions of McCroskey's PRCA
(kCros "kcey, 1982; McCroskey elyl., \9¥85) t=—ap anxiety in four categories of
sivati =ons: dyadic/interpersml conversat—ions, group discussions, meetings,
an pub “1ic speeches. While thse categorie=s are perhaps crude from a theoretic

stndpo L nt, they do at least pwide a stac—ting point for examining the context

degende=1t aspects of communiction apprehersmsion,

Genral Association Between Geder and Comme=unication Apprehension

Sex——typed feminine and msuline roles represent extremes in sex role
sotiali=matiou., Each role equips its occupa nt with a comparatively narrow range

oiskilZ_s. Thus sex~typed rols are often _ judged to limit the self concepts
Ly judg :

anlhumemn potential of both miles and femal —es (Sprague, 1975). More specifi-

viduals limits their

L

cilly, £ he role orientation adipted by many sex—typed ind
rage of potential responses Wsituations, causing them to be rigid or inflex-
ible (Fo risha, 1978). The andugynous indiw=ridual, on the other hand, is char-
acrize—d as reacting flexiblywith situaticonally appropriate behavior rather

thin nar ~row sex-typed behavior(lem, 1974, = 977). Therefore, in comparison to
Sertype =d feminine and masculie individualss, androgynous individuals should

expriene=c=e less overall communiuation apprelmaension across situations because of

their br esader self-images and mre extensivess response repertoires.

5
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masculine, and androgynous gender

This hypothesis is also sugge=sted by the strong paralleis between
roles.

avoider, as slow to take action, ==

descriptions of high and low appre=hensives and descriptions of feminine,

The high CA individual has been

described as introverted, lov in sz ssertiveness aad cooperation, as a risk
Feminine traits (Chafetz, 1978) vk i.

go—along" person who lazcks self-esteem

self-control and emotional maturit v (e.g., Merrill, 1974; McCroskey, 1977).
1L.85,

cceur in this description ineclude:
lacking emotional maturity =and control).
often described as having lower se 1 f-esteem.

low
assertiveness, passivity, deperden ce, being quiet, insecure, and emotional

And, of course, females are

dent, and extroverted.

McCroskey (1977) characterize<d the low CA individual as adventurous, extro-
disclosiveness.

verted, confident, emotionally matcsre, high in seif-esteem, disclosive, toler-
ant of ambiguity, and willing to acccept environmental change.
traits (Chafetz, 1978) included in

this description are:

self-accepting and these qualities

les

The masculine
The feminirae trait included in this description is
masculine adult (Hartford et al,, £ 967; Mussen, 1961).

adventurous, confi-
The description a% so implies that low CA's are sensitive and
in turn are usually

associated with the less

Taken together, these

therefore hypothesized that:

descriptions imply that sex-typed mxasculine individuals may experience somewhat
but that androgynous individuals, who flexibly combine the strong elements of

s overall communication appreherz sion than sex-typed feminine individuals,
the other roles, should experience

the least communication apprehension.

We
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H,: Feminine, masculine, and androgyms individisials will
differ in their overall level of communiE cation appre-—
hension with feminine types #periencing the highest and
androgynous types experienciy the lowest— overall CA.

In testing this hypothesis we hope to repliate and ext——end previous
findings. Talley (1979), for instance, found tht androgynaous subjects
experienced lower CA and shyness than masculinemd feminipess individuals and
that masculine individuals experience somewhat les CA tham feminine
individuals. Other reszearchers (Greenblatt et i, 1980; McITXDowell et al.,

of CA.

e

1978) have reported that androgynous subjects ki generally lower level
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Gender role orientations summarize a packag of s-kjills, abilities, and
self-images. As we have already noted, this "patage" is ra _ther large and
varied for androgynous individuals, while it is unparativel— v smaller and less
varied among sex-typed masculine and feminine inlviduals. I Moreover, the
skills, abilities, and self-images of mesculige iidividuals : tend to be oriented
toward different types of social situations thanthose of fermminine individuals.
Given this, we should find that androgynous, fenitine, and ms=asculine persons
differ in terms of the types of situations in whith they feeIl most apprehensive

about communicating.
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Mc=Croskey (1982) categorized communiutive context —s into four types:
dyadic conversation, group discussion, grop meeting, amnd public speaking.
While £ hese are extremely broad classifications, they 4uHo permit us to begin
explori  mg the issue of how gender roles ansituations interact to influence
communi-<caticn apprehension.

Thee stereotypic feminine role is typiully viewed s as promoting female
inferiomrity. The communication apprahensin accompanyim ng this inferiority
ought te= be highest in situations requirinthe sex~type-ed female to assert her
ideas acmd feelings to a group. This is espeially true  of those situations

that malece her the focus of attention for a ektended per=icd of time. In such

public ssituations her speech is likely to bk viewed as ITless intelligent, less

e

serious —, and less forceful than that of hermle founter=parts (Bradley, 1980;
Lakoff, 1975). Her nonverbal communicationis likely toe> be interpreted as
being pamrticularly nonaffiliative when shels in front oef or otherwise

nore dis=tant from the audience or group (Bugoon & Aho, 1982). And, indeed,

several studies have reported that females yre more anx =ious about public
speaking : situations than males (e.g., Feldun & Berger, 1974; Bruskin
Associat.es, 1973; Clevenger, 1959; Gilkinsm, 1942; McCre—oskey et al., 1982;
Porter, 1974). However, in the more personl realm of it-ntezpersanal
communic=ation or in group discussions in which she is lilk kely to to be only one
of many =speakers who will hold the floor fo i short timee, the sex-typed female
should e:-:;gpéfience less gc;mmuﬂica’t:ign apprehesion. She = appears more relaxed
and affis iative in these situations (Burgoort Aho, 19827 ). Her greater ability

or villirmgness to express emotions and self-isclose may be more of an asset in

RIC
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such s¥ituations (e.g., Broverman et al., 1970; Chafetz, 1978; Jourard, 1971).
Becauseme of that, she should experience less communication anxiety in these more
interpe=ersonal situations (Greenblatt et al., 1980; McCroskey et al., 1982). Thus:
HE: Sex—-typed females will experience higher CA in public
speaking and group meeting contexts than in dyadie
conversation or group discussion contexts.

Tr=aditional masculine sex;faie socialization, however, calls forth
exacLly~ the opposite set of effects. 1In interpersonal situations their lower
willing—zness or ability to self-disclose, to handle sensitively a quickly
changin:=g flow of more personal information may render them less effective
(E-g;, Broverman et al., 1970; Chafetz, 1978; Greenblatt et al., 1980; Jourard,
1971). In more public situations, on the other hand, sex=typed males tend to
be more effective, owing to the fact that their speech is perceived as being
more inm telligent, serious, and forceful (Bradley, 1980; Lakoff, 1975).
Previouss studies on biological sex have already found support for this line of
reasonirmg (e.g., McCroskey et al., 1982). We extended the line of argument to
hypothessize:

H,: Sex-typed males will experience higher CA in dyad;c con—

versations and group discussion contexts than ‘-~ public
speaking or group meeting contexts.

("]
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Androgynous individudishouB2d be less likely to experience the strong
situational effect hypoihalted fcor their more sex—-typed counterparts. As we
have noted, their cgm!pafaiively br—oad and flexible response repertoire should
better equip them for comgicaticon in a variety of situations. AS 2 conse=
quence they should eXperieit smal__1 situational differences in communication
apprehension. There is lille pas =t research on this point, but the following
hypothesis flows logicallyfom th e theoretic perspective outlined above:

H,: Situatiouna}fiffere -nces in communication anxiety will

4 be swayle for . androgynous subjects than for sex~-typed
masculipand f<eminine subjects.

Biological Sex Vs, Gender jle as Predictors

The theoretic and pragdital v=alue of conceptualizing sex differences in
terms _::E psychological genit ratheser than biclogical sex depends upon what the
psychological perspective mwreve==al that the biological perspective can not,
With this in mind, we er.plo the relative predictive power of gender roles
versus biological sex. Prealus re=search findings suggested that gender role
orientation might indeed heistrocmger predictor of communication apprehension

(e.g., Greenblat et al., 1 McCr=oskey et al., 1982; McDowell et al., 1978).

Our goal was to provide a gyt exte=mnsive test with the following hypotheses:
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He: Psychological gender role orientation will be a better
predictor of subjects' overall level of communication
apprehension than will biological sex.

H.: Psychological gender role orientation will be a better
predictor of subjects' commupnication apprehension in
each of the four contexts than will Liclogical sex.

METHOD

A total of 291 subjects (124 males, 167 females) were chosen on a

volunteer basis from introductory Speech Communication classes at a large
Western university. The classes used were primarily service courses and so
drew widely from the university population. Subiects ranged in age from 18 to
46 with the average age being 21.36 (SD = 3.83). Almost all were born and

raised in the United States. 1In most cases subjects received extra course

credit for participating.

Most previous studies on communication apprehension and gender have been
limited to single instruments for each variable, usually the PRCA for communica-
tion apprehension and Bem's psychological gender scale. In our study, however,
two different instruments were deployed to measure each of the central con-

structs,
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Communication apprehension. The first measure used was the 24-item PRCA

scale developed by McCroskey (McCroskey, 1582; McCroskey et al., 1985). This
instrument devotes 6 items to each of four situational contexts: (dyadic-
conversational, group discussion, group meeting, public speaking). Items were
measured on 5-point scales and added, thus yielding subscores for each of the
four contexts and a total score across contexts. Subscores could range from 6
to 30 and the total score could range from 24 to 120.

The second communication apprehension measure was developed by modifying
Spielberger et al.'s (1968) anxiety measure "X". Our instrument, dubbed the
"MX-scale", was developed by first s2lecting six of the terms descriptive of

anxiety from Spielberger's instrument: (1) "calm and relaxed", (2) "tense and

- nervous," (3) "comfortable", (4) "overexcited and 'rattled'", (5) "self-

O

confident”, (6) "worried'. Subjects were then asked to teport how well

each of these phrases described them in each of the same four situations used
in the PRCA-24. We did, however, modify one feature of McCroskey's situational
description. McCroskey described the dyadic-conversational context simply as

a "conversaticn". We added the phrase "in which discussions of feelings and
personal matters occur" in order to more accurately tap the gender differences
hypothesized in the previous section. Responses on the MX-scale were recorded

on 5-point scales and summed to produce the same types of subscores and total
P P yp

as the PRCA-24.

s

le. Our first measure of psychological gender was based on

Gender ro

Bem's (1974, 1977) conceptualization. We chose to use a snortened form
suggested by Wheeless and Dierks-Stewart (1981). This form consists of

separate l0-item masculinity and femininity subscales. Responses were recorded

12
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which could range from 7 to 70. Next, the sample was split according to the
median masculinity score (47.5) and the median femininity score (56.4).
Following Bem (1977) we then classified subjects as androgynous (both scores
above the median), masculine (masculinity score above median, femininity score
below), feminine (masculinity score below median, femininity score above, or
undifferentiated (both scores below median).

Spence et ‘al.'s (1974) Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ) was also
used to assess gender orientation. Like Bem's measure, this measure generates
separate masculinity and femininity scores. Each scale consisted of eight
items measured with 5-point responses. Further, although the items differ from
Bem's scale, the scoring procedure and classification procedures are the same.
Thus the PAQ also classified subjects into androgynous, masculine, feminine,
and undifferentiated categories according to the median masculinity (21.2) and

femininity (24.02) scores.

The final questionnaires were organized with a cover page requesting
demographic information (e.g., sex, age, citizenship) followed by the four
instruments described above on separate pages. The order in which the four

instruments were presented was counterbalanced across the study so as to at

1]

least partially reduce the effects of responses sets and fatigue effect



Reliabilities

Cronbach's alpha was computed to check the internal consistency of the
subscales and total for each of the measures of communication apprehension and
gender role. Reliabilities for the subscales of the PRCA-24 ranged from .86
for the public speaking context to .91 for the group discussion and meeting
contexts. The reliability for the total PRCA-24 was .95. Reliabilities for
the subscales of the modified f,jielberger instrument, our MX-scale, ranged from
.85 for the public speaking context to .88 for the group meeting context, with
the reliability of the total being .93.

Wheeless and Dierks—Stewart's modification of the Bem scale also produced
acceptable internal consistencies of .86 for the macculinity scale and .87 for
the femininity scale. Spence’'s scale produced lower, but still acceptable,

reliabilities for its masculinity (.74) and femininity (.74) subscales.

Tests of Hypotheses

Tests of hypotheses are, of course, dependent upon the measures employed.
Because we had two measures for both communication apprehension and
psychological gender role, each hypothesis could be tested with a combination
of instruments and we could look for a general pattern of findings that was not

limited to uny one set of measurement choices.

General Association of Apprehension & Gender. The first hypothesis was

confirmed by a series of One-Way ANOVA's in which either Bem's or Spence's

gender measure served as the independent variable and either the total PRCA-24

ERIC
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score or the total MX score served as the dependent variable. The F-ratio's

across the four tests ranged from 13.67 to 28.10 (df 3,287, all p's <
.0001) and were significant in every case. Table 1 reports the descriptive
statistics and cell contrasts for each test. As predicted, feminine subjects
experienced more communication apprehension than either androgynous or mascu-
line subjects. This was true for both apprehension measures and for both

gender role measures. Also as predicted, androgynous subjects reported the

lowest levels of CA.

INSERT TAELE 1 HERE

Two other features of these tests warrant attention. While masculine
subjects experienced more communication apprehension than androgynous subjects
when the Spence scale was used to define gender role, there were no differences
between these two groups when the Bem scale was used to define gender role. 1In

addition the

results showed that undiffer2ntiated subjects shared the higher
levels of CA experienced by feminine subjects.

Context dependent associations The second hypothesis suggested that sex-
typed feminine subjects would experience higher CA in public speaking and group

meeting contexts than in dyadic or group discussion contexts. This hypothesis

Ty

was tested with a series of One-way ANOVA's for repeated measures. The

ratio's across the four tests ranged from were all significant at p < .0001).

15
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The descriptive statistics and cell contrasts for each test are presented in

Table 2. The general pattern of results supported the hypothesis. Feminine

subjects reported their greatest apprehension in public speaking contexts and

discussions and meerings were characterized by medium apprehension, as

redicted. However, feminine subjects reported about the same level of

o

communication apprehension in the "meeting" and "discussion' contexts in three

of the four tests.

The third hypothesis was not supported. Contrary to our expectations,

sex-typed masculine subjects reported greater communication apprhension in
public speaking contexts than in dyadic contexts. Although this pattern of

difference ran opposite our hypothesis, the t-tests used to compare these

feminine counterparts, masculine subjects experienced their greatest

apprehension in public speaking settings and their lowest apprehension in
dyadic contexts. Also like their feminine counterparts, masculine subjects did

ions in

evel of

o
—

erms of the

L]
rt

not distinguish group meetings from group discus

communication apprehension each provoked. This similarity hel i :p across all

i6
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four tests. Descriptive statistics and cell contrast results are presented in

Table 3.
INSERT TABLE 3 HERE
Hypothesis 4 also failed to gain support. Based on the notion that the

greater flexibility characteristic of androgynous individuals should equip them
to better cope with situational differences, we had hypothesized that
androgynous subjects would report smaller situational differences than their
sex—typed masculine and feminine peers. This was not the case, as the pattern
of means and cell contrast results in Table 4 illustrates. Situational
differences among androgynous subjects generally echoed those for sex—-typed
subjects. 1If anything, androgynous subjects' anxiety .eemed to be more
situationally influenced. 1In addition to the sharp difference between dyadic
and public speaking cuntexts witnessed with the other groups (Tables 2 & 3),

androgynous subjects reported greater apprehension on the PRCA-24 for meetings

than for discussions.
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Biological sex vs. Psychological gender. The pittern of resualts thus

far follows much of what wa expect for men and women. The question arises,

therefore, if either the Bem or Spence conceptualizations of psychological

gender add predictive power that could not already be realized from biol

=]

gical

o
o

sex. Hypotheses 5 and & suggested that they could and th of these hypotheses

were strongly supported by the results presented in Table S. 1In order to test

hypotheses 5 and 6, we computed a series of ANOVA's in which either bioclogica
sex, Bem's gender role categories, or Spence's gender role categories served

as the independent variable. The dependent variable was one of the anxiety

measures. Using multiple classification analysis, we then computed an estimate

of the RZ linking the independent and dependent variables. By comparing

these we can judge the relative predictive power of each variable.

INSERT TABLE 5 HERE

The results plainly showed that biological sex failed to predict either
total or situational communication apprehension. In fact all but one of the
Rg's was .00 and that one was .0l. Both measures of psychological gender
role were more powerful predictors, accounting for between 6% and 23% of the

TES .

wj

variance in communication apprehension sec inally, although their
predictive powers were quite similar, the Bem scale as revised by Wheeless and

Dierks-Stewart (1981) was a slightly more powerful predictor than Spence's PAQ

scale.

et
Go
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The purpose of this study was to replicate and extend previous research on

the relationship between communication apprehension, biological sex, and

[y

psychological gender. We extended previous research by exploring the

possibilities for context dependent effects to a greater degree than past

studies and by employing multiple measures, thereby reduc

=

ng the potential for
instrument bias and broadening the scope of research.

We believe our results have implications in three areas: (1) the
relationship between communication apprehension and psychological gender role,
(2) the way in which psychological gender has been operationalized, and (3) the
clarity of the PRCA-24 as a measure of communication apprehension in broadly
defined contexts.

First of all, we found clear differences in the overall level of communica-
tion apprehension experienced by subjects of differing psychological genders.
Feminine individuals reported higher levels of communication apprehension
across all measures than androgynous or masculine individuals. This finding
replicated previous findings (e.g., Greenblatt et al., 1980; McDowell et al.,
1978; Talley, 1979). 1In addition we found that when psychological gender was
operationalized with the scale developed by Spence et al. (1974), masculine
individuals reported greater communication apprehension than androgynous
individuals. These findings supported our general theoretic rationale which

had suggested that sex-typed individuals should experience greater apprehension
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experience the greatest overall communication apprehension. This finding

extends our theoretic perspective by suggesting that undifferentiated
dividuals are even narrower than sex—-typed individuals in their range of
competencies because they are weaker on thcse sex role based competencies that

eszarchers have not analyzed
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r androgynous. That is, the results portray a strong main effect for situa-

o

an interaction batween situational

m
]

tional differences, but little evidence o
differences and differences in psychological gender. It does appear that
feminine subjects experiencad greater communication asprehension in meetings
and public speaking contexts, but the overall pattern of findings suggests that

the relationship between communication apprehension and -sychological gender is

general rather than context-specific.
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measures of psychological gender role. Previous researchers in this area hav

restricted themselves to the operationalization developed by Bem (1974, 1977).

We employed a revised version of the Bem scale suggested by Wheeless and
Dierks—Stewart (1981) as well as a second measure of psychological gender

developed b; Spence and her colleagues (1974). Our results demonstrated that

the revised version of the Bem scale was not only slightly mere fellable than

the Spence scale, but also a somewhat better predictor of communication

betwsen androgynous and masculine individuals in terms of their overall

communication apprehension. Aside from this difference, the two scales yielded

quite similar results. The two scales were not, however, equivalent. Their
final classifications of the individuals into the four gender roles were only

moderately correlated (r = .44, p < .0001) and they only agreed 54% of the
£

time. The Bem and Spence scales appear to tap somewhat dif

L]

the rather global concept of pgyihalagical gender.

1]

The final contribution of this research is to the continuing evaluation of

the PRCA-24, the latest revision of the standard communication apprehensio

rr

measure. Perhaps the biggest limitation of the study was that our abiliry to
detect context dependent effects may have been blurr=d by the ambiguity of the
tuational cues in the PRCA-~24. The phrases and terms used to describe the

four contexts (dyadic, discussion, meeting, public speech) are so brief as to

be ambigucus and are so broad as to prevent detection of precise situational
differences. Our results showed that subjects generally did not discriminate

21
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betwaen rhe discussion context and the meeting context. Communication

]

\DLI
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apprehension levels

Ly

omparisons. Furthermore, the cor

5]
[}
i
L]

contexts tended to be higher acros

our analyses than the correlation

not differ between these two contexts in nine of our 12

elation between the scores for these two

L]
[

mong

other combinations of contexts, These findings may suggest that the two

contexts are not well specified in the instrument and, perhap

more generally,

that the clarity of all of its situational descriptions might be improved.



Table 1

4]

OVERALL DIFFERENCES IN COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION FOR GENDER ROLE TYPES

Means and (Standard Deviations)

Using the Bem Measure

Feminine Androgynous  Masculine  Undifferentiated

PRCA-24 72.46 (16.99)2 56,82 (IS,SD)b 57.71 (i4.01)P 73.52 (13.67)2

MX 66.10 (14.93)2 56,15 (13-21)b 56.53 (12.87)° 68.05 (13.66)2

Using the Spence Measure

Feminine Androgynous " Masculine  Undifferentiated
PRCA-24 69.12 (16.53)2 55.24 (15.7h)b 61.88 (15.06)¢ 71.74 (14.05)2
MX 65.03 (15.33)9 53.07 (li;??)b 59.62 (13.94)¢ 66.98 (12.60)2

Notes: Within a given row, cells with differing superscripts differ at the
p < .05 level or beyond. n's = 291

to
\w‘
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CONTEXT DIFFERENCES IN COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION FOR FEMININE GENDER ROLE

Means and (Standard Deviations)

s Feminine Role
Comm. App. . o

Dyadic Discussion Meeting ‘Speech

PRCA-24 15.04 (4.73)3 17.86 (5.68)P 18.46 (5.24)>  21.10 (4.19)F€
MX 11.80 (3.76)2 16.80 (5.39)P 16.30 (5.27)®  21.10 (4.48)¢

For Spence's Feminine Role
Comm. App. i o _ _ _

Dyadic Discussion Meeting Speech
PRCA-24 l4.64 (4.72)8 16.68 CS-D&)E 17.57 (4.96)€ 20.23 (4.7Z)d

MX 12.21 (3.67)%  16.32 (5.26)P 15.81 (5.30)® 20.68 (4.69)C

Notes: Within a given row, cells with differing superscripts differ at the
p < .01 level or beyond. Df's for cell contrasts = 69




CONTEXT DIFFERENCES IN COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION FOR MASCULINE GENDER ROLE

Means and (Standard Deviations)

For Bem's Masculine Role
Comm. App. ) _

Dyadic Discussion " Meeting ~ Speech
PRCA-24 12.45 (3.03)2  13.84 (4.18)° 13.97 (4.60)® 17.45 (5.00)¢
MX 11.74 (5.99)3  13.34 (4.53)% 12.92 (3.71)®  18.53 (4.97;¢

For Spence's Masculine Role

Dyadic __ Discussion “Meeting " Speech
RCA-24 13.12 (3.43)2 15,09 (4.76)° 14.96 (4.87)P 18.71 (5.19)¢
MX 12,75 (4.42)%  13.99 (4.50)® 13.44 (4.09)%P 19.44 (5.17)¢

Notes: Within a given row, cells with differing superscripts differ at the

p < .05 level or beyond. Df's for cell contrasts = 72 to 76.
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CONTEXT DIFFERENCES IN COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION FOR ANDROGYNQUS GENDER ROLE

Means and (Standard Deviations)

For Bem's Androgynous Role

Comm. App. - R R -
Dyadic Discussion Meeting Speech .

PRCA-24 11.90 (3.91)2 12.99 (4.35)b 14.37 (4.12)€ 17.56 (4.51)9

MX 11.56 (3.81)%  12.96 (4.29)° 13.14 (4.44)P  18.49 (4.65)¢

Comm. App. e . -
Dyadic Discussion Meeting Speech

PRCA-24 11.37 (3.89)2 12.37 (Eilﬂ)b 14.27 (5.00)°¢ 17.22 Cé;éS)d

MX 10.59 (3.78)% 12,19 (4.710% 12.54 (4.31)%  17.75 (4.25)¢

Notes: Within a given row, c=2lls with differing superscripts differ at the
P < .05 level or bsyond. Df's for cell contrasts = 72 for the Bem
scale & 58 for the Spence scale..
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COMPARISON OF BIOLOGICAL SEX VS. PSYCHOLOGICAL GENDER

AS PREDICTORS OF COMMUNICATION APPREHENSICW

R%: Bio- R%: Bem R?: Spence
logical Sex Gender Role Gender Role

Total Apprehension
PRCA-24 .00 .23 .14
MX .00 .14 .13
Dyadic Apprehension
PRCA-24 .00 .16 .13
MX .00 .07 .06
Discussion Apprehension
PRCA-24 .00 .18 .12
MX .00 .13 .12
Meeting Apprehension
PRCA-24 .00 .19 .10
MX ) .00 11 .09
Public Speaking Apprehension
PRCA-24 .00 .14 .07
MX .01 .08 .07

s = 291, F-ratios for biological sex were all nonsignificant,
F-ratios for Bem and Spence scales were all significant (p < .001).
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