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GENERAL AND CONTEXT DEPENDENT RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN

COMNUNICATION 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 mere apprehensive
than androgynous ones when the Spence measure of psychological gender was used,
but not when the Bem measure of gender was used. In general we found that both
measures of psychological gender were more powerful predictors than biological
sex. Moreover, we found that the relationship between communication apprehension
and psychological gender was predominantly cross-situational rather than context
specific. The results also supported the use of Wheeless and Dierks-Stewart's
(1981) revision of the Bem scale and compared it to the Spence scale. Finally,
suggestions for revision in the PRCA-24 are made.



GENERAL AND CONTEXT DEPENDENT RELATIONSHIPS BEWfE N

COMKUNICATION APPREHENSION AND GENDER ROLE ORLEiTAT1ON

Research on the link between communication apprehensioo and broder

individual difference variables like gender role orientation is rich in

theoretic and applied implications, if the two are indeed related, 2Mah o_ists2

therapists, and teachers alike would be in a better positiontoapprciate the

broad etiology of communication apprehension as well as how gender rr--,le sociali-

zation may contribute to anxiety in communicative si_uations. And, Imm_f the

relationship between communication apprehension and gender role also contains

context dependent dimensions, then those concerned with tregtiaent gen valuable

insights as to the types of contexts in which he sufferer mestneeds= help.

The purpose of th study was therefore o lented aroundthree

to extend and replicate previous findings on the general reiaionshipw betwe n

communication apprehension and gender role orientation; 2) to furthr sear h

for gender role by situation interactions that may be associated witti communica-

t on apprehension; and (3) to extend and replicate previous research <Dri the com-

parative power of psychological ctender role vs. biological sex as pre ictors of

communication apprehension.

We focused on communication apprehension (CA) because it Ups a M)road-

based type o_ anxiety (McCroskey, 1977) and becluse it is probably thc= most

widely used term. Other potential variables like reticence, shInesa, unwiliin g-

ness to communicate, and loneliness are clea ly related to caxxunicaton
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apprehlansion, although rase

relati=nship (e.g., _ Ke 198:;

Coesuni- cat ion apprehens c

availab- le for it

with ma Tay of the other concepts.

,11 how best to conceptualize the

,ohr at al. 1980; Parks, 1985).

-use the measurement devices

ly nsitive than instruments associated

recent ve sions of McCroskey's PRCA

MeCros-afey, 1982; McCroskey etL. 85 tt:ap anxiety in four categories of

sittmti.mons: dyadic/interpergul conversaft=ions, group discussions, meetings,

and pub lc speeches. While nae categoris are perhaps crude from a theoretic

standpo -nt, they do at least provide a stat-7ting point for examin ng the context

depradem=at aspects of com u 'cation apprehenwksion.

General Association Between Cenhr and COmunicaton App ehension

typed feminine and mewl ne roles represent extremes in sex role

sulalie=at ou. Each role equips Its occupa nt with a comparatively narrow range

ohiti 1 2_ s Thus sex-typed rolesare often _judged to limit the self concepts

aMhtunewEn potential of both males and femal.les (Sprague, 1°75). More specifi-

cally, t-lae role or entation adopted by many sex-typed individuals limits their

range ofT potential responses usituations, c- sing them to be rigid or inflex-

ible(FD lrisha, 1978). The androgynous indiridual, on the other hand, is char-

acteriz e-d. as reacting flex blysith situatinalLy appropriate behavior rather

Ulan narXow sex-typed behavior(Bem, 1974, W977). Therefore, in comparison

SeX-typed feminine and masculineindividual, androgynous individuals should

experien a less overall communiation apprehmaension across situations because of

theirbrK=aader self-images and mom extensive response repertoires.

5



This hypothesis is also suggsted by the strong paral els between

descriptions of high and lowapprchensives and descriptions of feminine,

masculine, and androgynous gender roles. The high CA individual has been

described as introverted, low_ e,rssertiveness and cooperation as a r__

avoider, a slow to take action, vr_ "go-along" person who lacks self-esteem,

self-control and emotional maturit 3r (e g., Merrill, 1974; McCroskey, 1977).

Feminine traits (Chafetz 1978)sft a occur in this description include : low

assertiveness, passivity, dependeri,ce, being quiet, insecure, and emotional

e. , lacking emotional matu ity nd control). And, of course, females are

often described as having lowu se a f-esteem.

McCroskey (1977) charact rizecd the low CA individual as adventurous, extro-

verted, confident, emotionally mat Lire, high in s 1f-esteem, dibclosive, toler-

ant of ambiguity, and willing to acept environmental change. The masculine

tr (Chafetz, 1978) included in this desc iption are: adventurous, confi-

dent, and extroverted. The feminir trait included in this description Is

disclOsiveness. The description aLso implies that low CA's are sensitive and

self-accepting and these qualities in turn are usually associated with the less

masculine adult (Hartford et al., 1-967; Mussen, 1961). Taken together, these

descriptions imply that sex-typed nnLasou ine individuals may experience somewhat

less overall communication appreheris ion than sex-typed feminIne individuals,

but that androgynous individuals, c.71no flexibly combine the strong elements of

the other roles, should experience the least communication apprehension.

therefore hypothesized that:
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Feminine, masculine, and aruitotrous individLsaels will
differ in their overall levebof commtanacation appre
hension with feminine types wriencing the highest and
androgynous types experiencingthe loweSr7-- overall CA.

In testing this hypothesis we hope to replime -nd ext==end previous

findings. Talley (1979) for instance, found thq androgyno=us subjects

experienced lower CA and shyness th n masculi euld feminiafte individuals and

that masculine individuals experience somewhat hes CA then feminine

individuals. Other researchers (Greenblatt et nI, 1980; MC ell et al

1978) have reported that androgynous subjects bagenerally lower levels of CA.

Context Dependent Associations Between Gender andjrehen5ion

Gender role orientations summarize a packageof skills, abilities and

selfimages. As we have already noted, this "package

varied for androgynous individuals, while

=ther large and

is comparati-- lz y smaller and less

varied among sextyped masculine and feminine individuals. Z.' Moreover, the

skills, abilities, and selfimages of mascul idividuals tend to be oriented

toward different types of social situations tilanthose of femaninine individuals.

Given this, we should find that androgynous, twohine, and 0=asculine persons

difrer in terms of the types of s t- -tions in Which they feeia most apprehensive

about communicating.



MCroskey (1982) categorized communindve context=s into four types:

dyadic conversation, group discussion, grnpmgeting, aaand public speaking.

While t hese are extremely broad classificgisns, they ddRo permit us to begin

explori rig the issue of how gender roles ansituat anis interact to influence

communi.....4cation apprehension.

Th.me stereotypic feminine role is typically vlewed 4 as promoting female

inferiommrity. The communication apprnhension accompanyiu-ng this inferiority

ought tc=m be highest in situations requiri:Ole sextypo-led female to assert her

ideas ar=nd feelings to a group. This a ly true of those situations

that mace her the focus of attention for eau:tended peeriod of time. In such

public sa-iituations her speech is likely to hviewed as LEless intelligent, less

ser ous and less forceful than that of herinale counter-mrparts (Bradley, 1980;

Lakoff, 1975). Her nonverbal communic-_lionis likely be interpreted as

being pswzrticularly nonaffiliative when sheh in front wcmf or otherwise

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

several studies have reported that femaleswoe more rix=Ious about public

speaking_ situations than males (e.g., Peldan& Berger, 1974; Bruskin

Associat- 1973; Clevenger, 1959; Gilkinsm, 1942; McCrftoskey et al., 1982;

Porter, 1974). However, in the more personalrealm of im_nterpersonal

communicz=ation or in group discussions in which she La LII kely to to be only one

of many =speakers who will hold the floor faa short tin1e, the sextyped female

should emmcperience less communication apprehension. She .m-appears more relaxed

and affilaiative in these situations (Burgonn&Ahc, 102.::). Her greater ability

or willir=agness express emotions and self-disclose may be more of an asset in



such ituations (e.g., Broverman et al., 1970; Chafetz, 1978; Jourard, 1971).

BecamSeme of that, she should experience less communication anxiety in these more

Late pemarsonal situations (Greenblatt et al., 1980; McCroskey et al., 1982). Thus:

H2 2: Sextyped.females will experience higher CA in public
speaking and group meeting contexts than in dyadic
conversation or group discussion contexts.

Tr=aditional masculine sexrole socialization, however, calls forth

exactly-nr the opposite set of effects. In interpersonal situations their lower

llingness or ability to selfdisclose, to handle sensitively a quickly

chsngLksg flo- 7f 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, sextyped males tend to

be more effective, owing to the fact that their speech is perceived as being

intr tel 1 igent serious and forceful (Bradley, 1980; Lakoff, 1975).

studies on biological sex have already found support for this line of

ressonirmng (e.g., McCroskey et al., 1982). we extended the line of argument to

hYpothemaize:

Sextyped males will experience higher CA in dyadic con
versations and group discussion contexts than public
speaking or group meeting contexts.

9
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Androgynous individtuhshouTad be less likely to experience the strong

situational effect hyp _h ilzed fc-zr their more sex-typed counterparts. As we

have noted, their compar4Oely b=oad and flexible response repertoinshould

better equip them for contookatioc:pn in a variety of s tuations. As aconse-

quence they should egparielie smal_l situational differences in commode tion

apprehension. There is little pas=t research on this point, but the following

hypothesis flows logicallytrmn tbie theoretic perspective outlined above:

H
4

: SituarironnIdiffere -nces in communication anxiety will
be stanlefor_ androgynous subjects than for sex-typed
masculiNand f-74eminine subjects.

Biologj.cal Sex vs. Garider Role as :Predictors

The theoretic and practical vaalue of conceptualizing sex differences in

terms of psycholog at getiderrathcmer than biological sex depends uponwhat the

psychological perspective anreveamal that the biological perspective an not.

With this in mind, we v.plal the relative predictive power of genderroles

versus biological sex. Pz-eviatis remesearch findings suggested that gender role

orientation might indeed 4iistroc=lger predictor of communication amprehension

(e.g., Greenblat et al. 10; McCz=roskey et al., 1982; McDowell et al., 1978)-

Our goal was to provide a ote e emensive test - th the follo ing hypotheses:



Psychological_gender role orientation will be a better
predictor of subjects' overall level of communication
apprehension than will biological sex.

Psychological gender role orientation will be a better
predictor of subjects' communication apprehension in
each of the four contexts than will biological sex.

METHOD

Submects

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 populat on. Subjects 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. In most cases subjects received extra course

credit for participat ng.

Instruments

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.

11
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Communication apprellension. The first measure used was the 24-item PRCA

scale developed by McCroskey (McCroskey, 1982; 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-p_int scales and added, thus yielding subscores for each of the

four contexts and a total score across contexts. Subscores coud 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

"MK-scale", was developed by first stlect ng six of the terms descriptive of

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

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

confident", (6) "worried". Subjects were then asked to report how well

each of these phrases described them in each of the same four situations used

in the FRCA-24. We did, however, modify one feature of McCroskey's situational

description. McCroskey described the dyadic-conversational context simply as

"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 sect on. Responses on the MX-scale were reco ded

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

as the PRCA-24.

Gender role. Our first measure of psychological gender was based on

Bem's (1974, 1977) conceptualIzation. We chose to use a shortened form

suggested by Wheeless and Dierks-Stewart (1981). This form con ists of

separate 10-item masculinity and femininity subscales. Responses were recorded

12



10

on 7- oint scales and summed to --oduce total masculinity and femininity scores

which could range from 7 to 70. Next, the _ mple 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 and ogynous (both scores

above the median), masculine (masculinity score above median, femininity score

belo ) feminine (masculinity score below median, femininity score above, or

undiffer iated (both scores below median).

Spence et -al.'s (1974) Personal Attributes Questionna re (PAQ) was also

used to assess gender orientat on. Like Bem's measure, this measure generates

separate masculinity and femininity scores. Each scale consisted of eight

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 masculinit- (21.2) and

fem ninity (24.02) scores.

Procedures

The final questionnaires were organized with a cover page requesting

demographic information (e g., sex, age, cit enship) 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

least pa ly reduce the effects of responses sets and fatigue effects.



11

RESULTS

Reliabilities

Cronbach's alpha was computed to check the internal consis ency 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 Fielberger instrument, our MX-scale, ranged from

.85 for the public speaking context to .88 for the group meeting context,

the reliability of the total being .93.

Wheeless and Dierks-S art's modification of the Bem scale also produced

acceptable internal consistencies of .86 for the macculinity scale and .87 -or

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 -ith a combination

of instruments and we oould look for a general pattern of findings that was not

limited to any one set of measurement choices.

General _Association of A. reb on 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

A. 4
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score or the total MX score served as the dependent variable. The Fratio's

4cross the four tes,ts ranged from 13.67 to 28.10 (df = 3,287, all 2's <

.0001) and wer- signif cant in every case. Table 1 reports the descr ptive

statistics and cell contrasts for each test. As predicted, feminine subjec s

experienced more cormnunication apprehension Chan either androgynous or mascu

line subject . Th s was true for both apprehension measures and for both

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

lowest levels of CA.

INSERT TABLE 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 _ o groups when the Bem scale was used to define gender role. In

addition the results showed that undiffe 2ntiated 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

was tested with a series of Oneway ANOVA's for repeated measures. The F

ratio's across the four tests ranged from were all significant at 2 < .0001).

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

Table 2. The general pat ern of results supported the hypothesis. Femin ne

subjects reported their greatest apprehension in public speaking contexts and

their lowest apprehens on dyadic contexts in all four tests. Group

discussions and meerings were characterized by medium apprehension, as

predicted. However, feminine subjects reported about the same level

communica on apprehension in the "meeting" and "discussion" contpxts in three

of the four tests.

INSERT TABLE 2 HERE

The third hypothesis was not suppo- _d. Contrary to our expectations,

sex-typed masculine subjects reported greater co. _un cation apprhens on in

public speaking contexts than in dyadic contexts. Although this pattern of

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

g oups were significant across all four tests (a < .0001). Like their

feminine counterparts, masculine subjects expe 'enced their greatest

apprehension in public speaking settings and their lowest apprehension in

dyadic contexts. Also like their feminine counterparl subjects did

not distinguish group meetings from group discussions in terms of the level of

co._--unication apprehension each provoked. This similarity hel lp across

16



four tests. Descrip 've statistics and cell contrast results are presented in

Table 3.

INSERT TABLE 3 HERE

Hypothesis 4 also failed to ga n support. Based on the not on that the

greater flexibility characteristic of androgynous individuals should equ p them

to better cope with s tuational differences, we h-d hypo hesized tha

androgynous subjects would report smaller situational differences than their

sextyped masculine and feminine pei This was not the case, as the pattern

of means and cell contrast results i- Table 4 illustrates. Situational

diffe ences among androgynous subjects generally echoed those for sextyped

subjects. If anything, androgynous subjects' anxiety Leemed to be more

situationally influenced. In addition to the sharp differ nce between dyadic

and public speaking contexts witnessed with the other groups (Tables 2 & 3),

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

than for discussions.

INSERT TABLE 4 HERE
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Biologçal sex_vs. Psychological gender. The pittern -f results thus

far follows much of what we 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 biological

sex. Hypotheses 5 and 6 suggested that they could and both of these hypotheses

were strongly supported by the results presented in Table 5. In order to test

hypotheses 5 and 6, we c- puted a series of ANOVA's in which either biological

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 classificat on analys s we then computed an estimate

of the R-
2

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

_2,
R -s was .00 and that one was .01. Both measures of psychological gender

role were more powerful predictors, accounting for between 6% and 23% of the

variance in communication apprehension scores. Finally, although their

predictive powers were quite similar, the Bem scale as revised by Wheeless and

Dierks-Stewart (1981) was _ slightly more powerful pre ictor than Spence's FAQ

scale.
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DISCUSSION

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

the relationship between communication apprehension, biological sex, and

psychological gender. We extended previous research by exploring the

possibilitiaa for context dependent effects to a greater degree than past

studies and by employing multiple measures, thereby reducing the potent al for

instrument bias and broadening the scope of research.

We believe our results have implications in three ar-as: (1) the

relationship between communication apprehension and psychological gender role,

(2) the way n 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 consunication apprehension

across all measures than androgynous or masculine individuals. This finding

replicated previous find ngs (e.g., Greenblatt et al., 1980; McDowell et al.,

1978; Talley, 1979). In addition we found that when psychological gender was

opera ionalized 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 whi-h

had suggested that sex-typed individuals should experience greater apprehension

9
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than androgynous individuals because their coirunication skills and expecta

tions oriented them.to a narrower range of situaLional competencie than did

those of androgynous individuals. Finally, we found that individuals who were

classified undifferentiated in t- m- of psychological gender were likely to

experience the greatest overall communication apprehension. This finding

extends our theoretic per pective by suggesting that undifferent ated

individuals are even narrowe- than sextypad individuals in their range of

competenc ___ because they are weaker on those sex role based competencies that

are actually adaptive. Although -ther researchers have not analyzed

undifferentiated individuals in detail, our findings suggest that they merit

further attention.

The results of this study also demonstrated that the relationship between

communication apprehension and psychological gender is relatively free of

context dependent interactions. Considering the broad pattern across all the

tests reported in Tables 2 to 4, it is apparent that people experience the

least communication apprehens on in dyadic contexts more apprehens on in group

contexts, and the greatest apprehension in public speaking contexts. This is

true regardless of whether their psychological gender is feminine, masculine,

or androgynous. That is, the results portray a strong main effect for situa

tional differences, but little evidence of an interaction between situational

differences and differences in psychological gender. It does appear that

feminine subjects experienced greater commu ication a?prehens on in meetings

and public speaking contexts, but the overall pat e n of findings suggests that

the relationship between coTmnunieation apprehension and :qychological gender is

general rather than contextspecific.
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A s,i..cond contribution of this research project was to compare alternative

measures of psychological gender role. Previous researchers in this area have

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 Spence and her colleagues (1974)# Our results demonstrated that

the revised version of the Sem scale was not only slightly more reliable than

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

apprehension. The Spence scale, however, more success ully discriminated

between 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, R < .0001) and they only agreed 54% of the

time. The Bem and Spence scales appear to tap somewhct different portions of

the rather global concept of psychological gender.

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

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

measure. Perhaps the biggest lim tation of the study was that our ability to

detect context dependent effects may have been blu _sd by the ambigu-ty of the

situational cues in the PlICA-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

differenzes. Our results showed that subjects generally did not discriminate

21
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between the discussion context and the meeting context. Communication

apprehension levels did not differ between these two contexts in nine of our 12

comparisons. Furthermore, the correlation between the scores for these two

contexts tended to be higher across our analyses than the correlations among

other combinations of contexts. Theqe findings may suggest that the two

contexts are not well specified in the instrument and, perhaps more generally,

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



Table 1

OVERALL DIFFERENCES IN COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION FOR GENDER ROLE TYPES

Means and (Standard Devia_ ons)

Comm. App.

PRCA-24

Comm. App.

Using t_e Bem Measure

Feminin Androgynous

72.46 (16.99)a

66.10 (14.93)a

sculine

56.82 (13.80) 57.71 (14.01)b

56.15 (13.21)b 56.53 (12.87)b

Using the Spence Meaa-_ e

Undifferentiated

73.52 (1367)a

68.05 (13.66)a

Feminine Androgynous Masculine Undif erentiated

PRCA-24 69.12 (16.93 )a 55.24 (15.74)b 61.88 15.06)c 71.74 (1405)a

65.03 (15.33)a 53.07 (12.97)b 59.62 (13.94)c 66.98 (12.60)a

Note Within a given row, cells with differing superscrip _ differ at the
.05 level or beyond. n's = 291



Table 2

CONTEXT DIFFERENCES IN COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION FOR FEMININE GENDER ROLE

Means and (Standard Deviations)

Comm. App.

PRCA-24

Comm. App.

PRCA-24

Fcr Be Feminine Role

Dyadic

15.04 (4.73) 17.86 (5.68)b 18.46 (5.24 )b

11.80 (3.76)8 16.80 (539)b 16.30 (527)b

For Spence's Feminine Role

Dyadic

14.64 (4.72)8

12.21 (3.67)a

biscussion Meeting Speech

21.10 (4.19)c

21.10 (4.48)c

Discu: -ion Meeting Speech

16.68 (5.04)b 17.57 (4.96)C 20.23 (4.72)d

16.32 (5.26)b 15.81 (5.30)b 20.68 (4069)c

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

r'4



Table 3

CONTEXT DIFFERENCES IN COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION FOR MASCULINE GENDER ROLE

Means and (Standard Deviations)

Comm. App.

PRCA-24

Comm. App.

PRCA-24

For Bem's Mascul :e Role

Dyadic

12.45 3.03)a

11.74 3099)a

Discussion

1384

13.34 (4.53)b

Meeting

13.97 (4.60)b 17.45 (5.00)c

12.92 (3071)1' 18.53 (4.97;c

Spee

For Spence's Masculine Role

Dyadic

13.12 (3.43)a

12.75 (4.42)a

Discuss on Meeting Speech

15.09 (4.76)b 14.96 (4.87)b 18.71 (5.19

3.99 (4.50)b 13.44 (4.09)ab 19.44 (5.17

Notes: Within a given row, cells with differing superscripts differ at thc
p < .05 level or beyond. Df's for cell contrasts = 72 to 76.



Table 4

CONTEXT DIFFERENCES IN COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION FOR ANDROGYNOUS GENDER ROLE

Means and (Standard Deviacions

COMM. App.
For Bem's Androgynous Role

Dyadic D scusst n Meeting Speech

PRCA-24 11.90 (3.91) 12.99 (4.35 )b 14.37 (4.12 )17.56 (4.51)d

11.56 (381)a 12.96 (4.29)b 13.14 (4.44)b 18.49 (4.65)c

For Spenc&s Androgynous Role
Comm. App.

PRCA-24

DYidic

11.37 (3.89)a

10.59 (3.78)a

Discussion Meeting Speech

12.37 (5.10)b 14.27 (500)c 17.22 (4.68)d

12.19 (4.71)b 12.54 (4.31)b 17.75 (4.25)

Notes: -hin a given row, calls with differing superscripts differ at the
p < .05 level or bf!yond. Of's for cell contrasts = 72 for the Bea
scale & 58 for the Spence scale..
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Table 5

COMPARISON OF BIOLOGICAL SEX VS. PSYCHOLOGICAL GENDER

AS PREDICTORS OF COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION

Total Apprehension

2 -.R Blo-
logical Sex

R2 : Bem
Gender Role

2
R-: Spence
Gender Role

PRCA-24 .00 .23 .14

.00 .14 .13

Dyadic Apprehension

PRCA-24 .00 .16 .13

.00 .07 .06

Discussion Apprehension

PRCA-24 .00 .18 .12

.00 .13 .12

Meeting Apprehension

PRCA-24 .00 .19 .10

Pub ic Speaking Apprehens in

PRCA-24

.00 .11 .09

.00 .14

.01 .08

.07

.07

Notes: N's =- 291. F-ratios for biological sex were all nonsign ficant,
i-ratios for Bem and Spence scales were all significant R < .001).
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